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THOMAS BROWNE,

PREFACE TO FOURTH IMPRESSION
discoveries, and the kindness of friends in pointing out
errors, have necessitated numerous alterations-so numerous
that, had not many of them been already made in the second and
third impressions, this might not improperly have been styled a
Revised Edition. The alterations, however, are all concerned with
points of detail ; on no large question do I wish to withdraw
from, or substantially qualify, any position taken up when the
book was first published in 1924. On the contrary, subsequent
research has in important respects tended to substantiate the
views then put forward.
In the field of textual criticism the basis of evidence for the
importance and antiquity of the text underlying the Koridethi
MS. 0 and its allies has been notably widened ; and my identification of it as the text current in the third century at Caesarea
has been confirmed. (1) In 1926 I myself discovered, in time to
add an Appendix to the second impression of this work, that for
Mark v. 31-xvi. 8 the Washington MS. W (approximately dated
A.D. 400) belongs to this family of MSS. (2) The provisional
hypothesis (cf. p. 90 f.) that the Old Georgian version was based
on a Greek text of this type has since been verified by the joint
labours of K. Lake, R. P. Blake and S. New, published in an
enlarged number of the Harvard Theowgical Review, Oct. 1928.
They also make out a strong case for the view that this same text
lay behind the oldest Armenian version. (3) Finally, the researches of these scholars not only confirm my discovery that
Origen used this text-shortly, though not immediately, after he
FRESH
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reached Caesarea in A.D. 231-but have also proved that it was
the text of Eusebius, the historian bishop of that Church.
Recent German scholarship has been concerned to investigate
the history of separate incidents and sayings in the Gospels before
they were brought together into the written documents Mark and
Q. It is the fundamental assumption of this Formgeschichtliche
school 1 that each incident (and most sayings) had its own history-having at one time circulated by itself in oral tradition.
This school marks an extreme reaction from the position of men
like Oscar Holtzman thirty years ago, who believed that in the
Gospel of Mark there can be traced a definite evolution not only
in the historical situation but also in the mind pf Christ Himself.
In protest against the Holtzman attitude I wrote, in 1910, in the
Oxford Studks in the Synoptic Problem, " Mark is a collection of
vignettes-scenes from the life of the Master. . . . The traces of
a development which have been noticed . . . show that the
author has some knowledge of the correct order of events, but far
too much has been made of this. In the last resort Mark is a
series of roughly-arranged sketches or reminiscences exactly as
Papias describes it." In this matter the pendulum of German
scholarship has by now, I venture to think, swung too far-in the
direction towards which I was myself at that time looking. To
the extent, however, that scholars of the Formgeschichtliche
school have substantiated their contention that stories and
sayings must have circulated separately in oral tradition, and also
that the exigences of practical teaching must have early created
a demand for accounts of the Passion and Resurrection, they have
considerably strengthened the case for the views put forward in
this volume in the chapters entitled "A Four-Document Hypothesis" and" Proto-Luke." When stories or sayings circulate in
oral tradition, it is inevitable that they should be current in more
than one version. Where, therefore, Matthew and Luke give
widely divergent versions of the same item-e.g. of the Beatitudes,
1

1

'

Important work along this line has also been done in the United States,

e.g. by H. S. Cadbury, The Making of Luke-Acts (Macmillan, 1927), and B. S.
Easton, The Gospel before the Gospels (Scribner, 1928).
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the Lord's Prayer, the Parable of the Lost Sheep-it is unscientific
to explain this divergence on the theory of manipulation by the
respective editors of the common written source Q ; it is far more
likely to be due to the currency of divergent traditions. The
same thing applies whenever the account of an incident given by
Luke exhibits really striking differences from the version found
in Mark, as for example in the Call of Peter, the Rejection at
Nazareth, the Anointing, and the Passion narrative.
I take the opportunity of this reprint to call attention to
certain phenomena, of which the significance had previously
escaped me, but which I now see constitute an additional argument for the theory of a Proto-Luke.1
In oral tradition it is very easy for details which properly
belong to one story to get connected with another. In the
passages I am about to quote, it will be noticed that the Lucan
account combines details from events which in Mark are quite
separate in a way most naturally explicable on this hypothesis.
They are not equally explicable as arbitrary recombinations by
Luke of material in Mark; for there is no obvious motive for the
rearrangement, as there is for the bringing together by Matthew
(and to a less extent by Luke) of sayings of Christ which deal with
the same topics.
1 My attention has been called to the fact that a hypothesis very similar to
what I have called" Proto-Luke" was put forward as long ago as 1912 by Mr.
E. R. Buckley in his Introduction to the Synoptic Problem (Arnold). I recollect
reading the book at the time and telling in my lecture that I thought it an excel.
lent book but mistaken on this point. When several years later a re-reading of
one of Sir John Hawkins' Essays set me thinking out the problem afresh, I quite
forgot Mr. Buckley's theory. It may well be that an unconscious recollection
of his theory contributed something to the direction of the investigations I then
began; had the recollection been conscious, I should have been proud to acknowledge my debt to such an acute and original 3tudent of the subject. The theory
has by now. met with considerable acceptance from scholars and has been
notably defended by Dr. Vincent Taylor in his Behind the Third Gospel (Clarendon
Press, 1926). I may mention here that the "Four-Document Hypothesis" has
been applied in further detail to the Sermon on the Mount by Prof. A. Pinchere
of Rome in Ricerche Religiose, March 1926. My suggestion (p. 525 f.) as to the
date of the acceptance at Rome of the Gospel of Matt.hew is supported by Prof.
B. W. Bacon in Harvard Theological Review, April 1929.
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(1) Luke's account 0£ the Call 0£ Peter (v. 1 ff., c£. Mk. i. 16 ff.)
embodies the incident of Christ teaching from a boat, which in
Mark (iv. 1) is the occasion of the Parable of the Sower, and which
Luke omits when he reproduces that parable at the same point as
in Mark's narrative. It also includes an account of a miraculous
draught of fishes, similar to that in John :xxi., along with a protest
by Peter, "Depart from me, for I am a sinful man." This protest would gain much in force if we suppose that the story in
which it occurs was originally told as an event subsequent to
Peter's denial of his Master, and is, in fact, another version of the
" second call of Peter " appropriately connected in John xxi. with
a post-Resurrection Appearance. I argue below (cf. p. 355 f.)
that John :xxi. is based on a tradition substantially identical with
that embodied in the lost endings of the Gospel of Mark and of
the Apocryphal Gospel of Peter.
(2) In Luke's version of the Anointing (vii. 36 ff., cf. Mk. xiv.
3 ff.) there is included a pronouncement by our Lord of forgiveness,
which evokes from His opponents the protest, " Who is this that
forgives sins 1 " which Mark connects with the healing of the
paralytic (Mk. ii. 5 ff.). There is also included-though this is
less significant-the saying which occurs elsewhere in Mark:
" Thy faith hath saved thee, go in peace" (in Mk. v. 34 addressed
to the woman with an issue of blood)-though the Greek word
used for " go " is not the same. The words, " Go, thy faith hath
saved," occur also (addressed to Bartimaeus), Mk. x. 52.
(3) Luke's account of the Great Commandment (x. 25 :ff.) would
seem to be derived from a tradition independent of Mark xii. 28
:ff., in that the formulation of the summary, " Thou shalt love
the Lord thy God . . . and thy neighbour as thyself," is made
by the lawyer and approved by Christ, not vice versa. The point,
however, to which I would call attention is that it is introduced
not, as in Mark, by the question, " What commandment is the
first of all 1 " but by the question, "What shall I do to inherit
eternal life 1 " which occurs in Mark, but in connection with a
different incident (cf. Mk. x. 17).
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(4) Luke's account of the Last Supper-if, with WH, we
accept the shorter text in Lk. xxii. 19-20-reflects a tradition
(found also in the Dirlache) which reverses the order of the Bread
and the Cup. The saying in Lk. xxii. 15-16 implies that the Last
Supper was not the Passover, in which case it derives from a
tradition which supports John against Mark in regard to the date
of the Passion. Obviously, then, Luke got this incident (wholly,
or in part) from a source other than Mark. Luke also appends to
his account of the Last Supper a saying (about the Kings of the
Gentiles and the greater acting as l'lervant) which in substance
corresponds to the reply given by Christ in Mark's story of the
ambitious request of James and John (x. 42 ff.)-an incident
which Luke omits. Where actual sayings of Christ are concerned,
Luke usually reproduces fairly closely the wording of Mark ;
hence, the verbal differences being here very great, it is more
probable that his version in this case comes from another source
than that it is a rewriting of that in Mark.
In each of the four passages discussed above the combination
of fragments from different incidents is of a kind more likely to
have originated in oral tradition rather than in editorial ingenuity
on the part of Luke-the more so because Luke in general avoids
conflation even when it is the obvious thing to do. Thus, whenever Mark and Q give parallel versions of the same item, Matthew
conflates the versions; Luke hardly ever does so (cf. p. 186 f.).
In the first three passages discussed above Luke gives the story
in a context far removed from that of the parallel in Mark (the
fourth, the Last Supper, could only stand at one point in the
story) ; he does the same thing with the three other considerable
items of which he gives a version notably different from that of
Mark, viz. the Rejection at Nazareth, the Beelzebub Controversy
and the Parable of the Mustard-seed. As regards the last two
we have positive evidence that the version which Luke gives is
not obtained by a free editing of Mark ; for comparison with the
parallels in Matthew (cf. p. 246 £.) enables us to see that what he
gives is the version which stood in Q. This evidence creates a
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presumption that in other cases, where Luke's version differs
strikingly from Mark's and also occurs in a context remote from
Mark's, he is not rewriting Mark but drawing horn another
source. Moreover, the most reasonable explanation of his desertion of Mark's order (to which elsewhere he closely adheres) is
that he reproduces these items in the order and context in which
they stood in the source in which he found them.
This preference of the non-Marean to the Marean context is
found both where the item is traceable to Q and where it is
peculiar to himself ; again, this preference would be unnatural
unless the source from which he drew was a substantial document
comparable to Mark in scale and importance. Thus it would
seem probable that the Q material and the material peculiar to
Luke (or most of it) lay before the author of the Gospel already
combined into a single document.
Luke gives an account of the Resurrection which places the
Appearances in Jerusalem, and therefore cannot have been derived from the lost end of Mark, which seems to have placed them
in Galilee; we have already seen that he had an account of the
Last Supper other and different from that in Mark. The presumption is strong, then, that the deviation from Mark in his
account of the intervening events-which include no less than
twelve changes of order 1-is due to the influence of an account
of the Passion in the same source as that used for the Last Supper
and the Resurrection. In this part of his Gospel Marean and
non-Marean elements are inextricably blended, and the departures from the Marean order would be explained if he were conflating a non-Marean account with that of Mark ; usually he
avoids conflation, but in this case it would have been impossible
to keep the two strands apart. Of course, Luke may have found
the account of the Last Supper, Passion and Resurrection in one
source, and the bulk of his other non-Marean material in another;
no one can deny this possibility. Nevertheless, Luke's general
preference of his non-Marean source, both as regards context and
1

Cf. Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem, p. 81 fi.
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version, as well as the considerable omissions which he makes
from Mark, are more readily explicable if all (or practically all)
of his non-Marean material stood in a single work, which in that
case would be so substantial that he would naturally regard it as
an authority of equal or greater value than Mark.
It has been objected by certain scholars that Proto-Luke
would be an " amorphous " document, not sufficiently like what
we call a " Gospel " to be conceivable as a work having an independent existence. The objection overlooks the fact that the
Jews were not in the habit of writing the biographies of Prophets
or Rabbis; they preserved sayings and parables, interspersed
with a few incidents, with the smallest attempt at systematic
arrangement. "Amorphous" would be a most appropriate
adjective to describe the book of Jeremiah (the Prophet about
whom we have most information) or the traditions about the
Jewish Rabbis which were written down some little time after
the Christian Era. Again, the document Q-the oldest written
account of our Lord that criticism can isolate--seems, so far as
we can reconstruct it, to have been quite amorphous. The
Formgeschichtliche school point to the evidence in 1 Corinthians
(xi. 23 ff., xv. 3 ff.) that, at least in Gentile churches, primitive
Christian teaching included a summary account of the events
from the Lord's Supper to the Resurrection Appearances; and
they argue that the exigencies of missionary teaching must soon
have called into existence more detailed stories of this series of
events. We should expect, then, that the first addition made to Q
would have been an account of the Passion. That this expansion
of Q would have been accompanied by the addition of other sayings and parables, interspersed with a few interesting stories from
floating tradition, is antecedently probable. Such a document is
the Proto-Luke which remains if we deduct from our third Gospel
the Infancy narratives and the material derived from Mark.
What the historian has to explain, in a community of Jewish
origin, is not the existence of amorphous collections-which was
the normal thing-but the emergence of a non-amorphous bio-
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graphy like Mark. This, I suggest (p. 496), was due to the demand of the Gentile world, especially at Rome with its interest
in biography. The document Proto-Luke is not yet a Gospel in
the biographical sense; but being, as it is, a kind of half-way
house between Q and Mark, it is the natural intermediate stage
in the evolution of the biographical type of Gospel; it represents
a groping after, and is the next step towards, the satisfaction of
this Gentile demand which was more clearly perceived and first
adequately met by Mark.
Luke gets the greater part of his narrative material from Mark
and he is writing a biography more or less according to GrecoRoman models ; he is, therefore, bound to some extent to adopt
the Marean framework of events ; but he does this in a way
which suggests that Proto-Luke was the document with which he
started, and which he preferred to Mark where they differed.
For that reason I have styled Proto-Luke his "primary," Mark
his "secondary" source. Luke's preference was, I imagine,
mainly due to the relative poverty of Mark, and the incomparable
richness of Proto-Luke, in regard to the teaching of our Lord.
In the early church the biographical interest is subordinated to
the didactic. This clearly holds good of Matthew, and is the
natural explanation of his complete disregard of the order of
events for the first half of Mark ; his drastic rearrangement of
events is evidently determined by the desire to reach as soon as
he possibly can the great block of teaching collected in the Sermon
on the Mount. This desertion of Mark's order suggests that even
the editor of our first Gospel regarded as in a sense " primary "
his non-Marean material (most of it perhaps being already combined into a single document); and if, as is probable, the name
of Matthew was attached to this, so did the Christian community
which named the Gospel after this source.
The only weighty objection to the Proto-Luke theory that I
have come across arises from the fact that, where Mark and Luke
give widely divergent accounts of the same item, the Marean
version usually looks decidedly the more primitive. The fact I
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concede ; but not the inference that the Lucan version is a
literary manipulation of the Marean, nor yet that it is later in
date. If the Gospels were (as I have argued) written by the
persons to whom tradition assigns them, Mark had more opportunities of hearing the story first-hand than had Luke. 1 Mark's
mother resided in Jerusalem (Acts xii. 12); Luke had been there
less than a fortnight (Acts xxi. 17-xxiii. 31). Mark had a special
connection with Peter ; there is no reason to believe that Luke
had ever met him. Mark's account, then, of an event like the
Call of Peter ought to be superior to Luke's, even if Luke had
written his down long before Mark conceived the idea of composing
a Gospel. Stories which pass from mouth to mouth rapidly
change their form ; but the change is due, not to the lapse of
time as such, but to the number of intermediaries through whom
the tale has been transmitted. The superiority of Mark's version
is to be attributed, not to the date at which he wrote-which was
more than thirty years after the event-but to the fact that
so much of his story comes from persons who had first-hand
knowledge of the facts.
B. H. STREETER
Feb. 14, 1930.
THE QUEEN'S COLLEGE,
OXFORD.
1 For some new arguments for the Lucan authorship of the Acts cf. New
Solutions of New-Testament Problems, E. J. Goodspeed (Chicago, 1927). There
are mediaeval analogies to the " we " sections in the Acts (pointed out to me
by Mr. A. S. L. Farquharson) in Gesta Henrici Quinti, 1416, and the Record of
Bluemantle Pursuivant, 1471-2. Of. English Historical Literature, by C. L.
Kingsford, p. 47 f. and p. 381. In both cases the author drops naturally into
the first person in describing events of which he himself was an eye-witness.
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INTRODUCTION
obscurity, commonly supposed to veil the ongm of the
Gospels, is due not so much to the scantiness of the evidence
available as to the difficulty of focussing on this one point
the fresh evidence which has been accumulated during the
last half-century. Students in various specialised branches of
research, such as textual criticism, source-analysis, the cultural
background of the early Church, and the psychology of Mysticism, have worked at these subjects more or less in isolation ;
and without intensive specialisation the advance made would
have been impossible. But the time is now ripe for an attempt
to co-ordinate the results reached-so far as they bear on the
origin of the Gospels-and see them in their true relation in
a single organic process of historical evolution. In this volume
I have set out some researches of my own in two of these fields
of study, which, I believe, throw new light on certain aspects
of the problem ; but my main aim has been that co-ordination
of the results achieved along different lines of investigation
which, by using these to illuminate and consolidate one another,
provides a basis for further conclusions.
In the writing of the book I have had in view readers of
three quite different kinds. (1) There is the educated layman
who is sufficiently interested in the origin of the Gospels, the
manuscript authority for their text, the sources of information
possessed by their authors, and in the relation of the mystical
to the historical elements in the Fourth Gospel, to undertake a
piece of rather solid reading-provided that the book can be
THE
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understood without any previous technical knowledge. (2) I
have had in mind the divinity student or minister of religion who
desires an introduction to Textual Criticism, to the Synoptic
Problem, and the Johannine question, but who does not know of
any book which takes cognisance of the MS. discoveries, and light
from other directions, which have become available in the
last few years. (3) I desire to submit to the judgement of
expert scholars the results of my own original research.
Accordingly I have endeavoured, wherever possible, to arrange
the :i;naterial in such a way that the argument and the nature of
the evidence shall be clear to a reader who is unacquainted with
Greek ; and I have relegated to footnotes matter with which
the general reader (or the divinity student on a first reading)
can afford to dispense; I have also been at considerable pains to
present a clear outline of the argument in the Synopsis at the
head of each chapter, and in the Diagrams at the beginning of
Parts I. and II. The reader to whom the whole subject is
quite new would perhaps do well, at the first reading, to omit
Oh. III.-VI., VIII.-XII. and XIV.
The expert will, I believe, find in every chapter suggestions
which, whatever their value, have not previously been put forward; but the most original conclusion, and perhaps the most
important, is the identification of the text found in the new
Koridethi MS. 0, and its allies, with the text in use at Caesarea
about A.D. 230. This identification supplies, as it were, the
coping stone of the arch in that reconstruction of the various
local texts of the Gospels current in the early Church at which
scholars have been working for a generation; it also leads on to
a new conception of the history of the text during the first
three centuries-differing as much from that held by Westcott
and Hort as from the more recent view put forward by von
Soden. The result is materially to broaden the basis of early
evidence for the recovery of an authentic text.
The Synoptic Problem is another large issue in regard to
which I have attempted to break new ground. While accepting,
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and indeed further consolidating, the received theory that Mark
was one of the sources made use of by Matthew and Luke, I
adventure a new approach towards the question of their other
sources. Here, from the nature of the case, evidence of a
demonstrative character is not forthcoming. Nevertheless,
partly by bringing to bear on this problem results gained in the
field of textual criticism, partly by considering anew the nature
of parallelism in oral tradition and the probable connection
of our Gospels, and also of their sources, with definite localities,
I reach conclusions which seem to be sufficiently probable to
justify my submitting them-under the conceptions of "ProtoLuke " and "A Four Document Hypothesis "-to the serious
consideration of students. If correct, these conclusions are
important, as enhancing our estimate of the historical value of
much of the material which is preserved by Matthew or Luke
only. I have also, I hope-by a new use of the MS. evidence
available-finally disposed of the troublesome phantom of an
"Ur-Marcus" (or earlier version of Mark) which has for too
long haunted the minds of scholars.
The problem of the Fourth Gospel must, I am convinced, be
approached from two sides. The results of historical and source
criticism must be supplemented and interpreted in the light of a
study of the psychology of the mystic mind. This done, the
question of its authorship can be profitably discussed. My
conclusions in regard to this Gospel are avowedly of a tentative
character, and it is as a personal impression only that I put
forward Part III. of this book. I feel sure, however, that, even
if the conclusions reached are in some points erroneous, the
method of approach is sound.
The questions treated of in Parts II. and III. cannot be
considered entirely in isolation and apart from some consideration of the evidence as to the early circulation of the Gospels
and their collection into a Canon of inspired writings ; accordingly I begin with a chapter, "The Selected Four," summarising
as briefly as possible the main facts bearing on this point. And
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I conclude in Part IV.--on the basis of the results reached in
the previous sections of the book-with an endeavour to determine more exactly the dates and place of writing of the first
three Gospels, and also to dispose of the difficulties still felt by
some scholars in accepting the Lucan authorship of the Third
Gospel and the Acts.
I should perhaps add that I have refrained from discussing
recent attempts to reach by critical analysis the sources used
by Mark ; brilliant as some of these are, for reasons of the
kind indicated p. 378 ff., they leave me unconvinced. I have
also ventured to ignore many interesting theories, even though
put forward by eminent scholars, which seem to me to have
been adequately refuted by other writers. Very few dead
hypotheses deserve the honour of a monument.
The Bibliographies in Moffatt's Introduction to the N.T. and
-for textual criticism-in Gregory's Textkritik are so excellent
and so well known that I early abandoned the idea of compiling one of my own, thinking it would be of more practical
utility to supplement these by references in the notes to the
best, or the most accessible, authority on each particular point
as it arose.
I have to acknowledge gratefully assistance received from
various friends-in particular from Dr. R. P. Blake of Harvard,
Prof. Burkitt of Cambridge, Prof. Dodd of Mansfield College,
Oxford, Miss Earp of Cumnor, and Archdeacon Lilley of Hereford,
in careful reading of the proofs ; to all of these I owe valuable
suggestions. I have to thank Mrs. V. J. Brook of Oxford, for
very great help in working out points of textual evidence,
verifying references, and compiling Tables ; the Rev. J. S.
Bezzant, Vice-Principal of Ripon Hall, Oxford, and the Rev.
R. D. Richardson, for the compilation of the Indices, and Mr.
Norman Ault for drawing the Diagrams and Map.
B. H. STREETER.
OXFORD,

Sept. 1924.

THE SELECTED FOUR
SYNOPSIS
THE IDEA OF A NEW TESTAMENT

The circulation of Gnostic Gospel and Acts and the still more
dangerous competition of a compact New Testament put out by
the semi-Gnostic Marcion forced the Church in self-defence to assign
an exclusive canonical authority-not inferior to that heretofore
ascribed to the Old Testament-to those older lives of Christ which
it regarded as specially authentic. Thus c. A.D. 180 we find the
Four Gospel Canon firmly established.
LOCAL GOSPELS

But a variety of considerations suggest that originally the Gospels
were local Gospels circulated separately, and authoritative only in
certain areas. The tradition which assigns Mark to Rome and John
to Ephesus may safely be accepted. That connecting Luke with
Achaea (i.e. Greece) and Matthew with Palestine is perhaps no more
than conjecture; Matthew may with greater probability be connected
with Antioch.
The destruction of Jerusalem A.D. 70 deprived the Church of its
natural centre. The capitals of the larger provinces of the Roman
Empire succeeded to the place left vacant ; and among these the
tradition of Apostolic foundation gave special prestige to Antioch,
Ephesus, and Rome. The result was a period of about ninety years
of more or less independent development, in doctrinal emphasis,
in church organisation, and in the production of religious literature.
Hence the history of the three succeeding centuries of Catholic
C~ristianity is largely the story of a progressive standardisation of a
diversity which had its roots in this period. The delimitation of the
Four Gospel Canon was the first step in this process.
1
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THE FOUR GOSPELS
THE TWILIGHT PERIOD

The dearth of early Christian literature outside the New Testament makes the ninety years after A.D. 64 the most obscure in the
whole history of the Church. Hence the importance of supplementing the scanty evidence as to the existence and circulation of the
Gospels during this period by the results of that critical comparison
of the Gospels themselves which leads up to the identification of the
sources used by their authors. Not infrequently, by bringing the
external literary evidence into relation with the results of sourcecriticism, an unexpected degree of precision and definiteness can be
reached. This point illustrated by examples bearing upon the
evidence as to the early circulation of each of the four Gospels-a
new interpretation being suggested of the evidence of Papias in
regard to Matthew.
SOURCE AND TEXTUAL CRITICISM

Why these are important to the historian. The study of them
can be made interesting, if approached from the right standpoint.
Analogy between the method of these investigations and that of
the science of Geology.

CHAPTER I
THE SELECTED FOUR
THE IDEA OF A NEW TESTAMENT

THE primitive Church had all the advantages, without any of
the disadvantages, of an authoritative collection of sacred books.
Some temperaments are attracted by the idea of novelty, others
by the appeal of an immemorial antiquity. The early Church
could provide for both. Only yesterday, it taught, under Pontius
Pilate, God had sent His Son to die for man ; but this recent
event was but the culminating point of an eternal purpose
revealed to man by a line of Prophets in a sacred literature of
prodigious age. On the one hand the Gospel was preached as a
new salvation ; on the other-the point is elaborated in all the
early defences of Christianity 1-its truth was demonstrated by
the exact conformity of events in the life of Christ to what
had been foretold by writers of an antiquity immensely greater
than the poets, philosophers and historians of the Greeks. Yet,
though the Church had the advantage of resting on a basis of
ancient revelation, its free development was not, as has so often
happened in religious history, fettered by its past. For with
the coming of the Messiah the Law of Moses, to the Jews the most
inspired portion of the whole Old Testament, was abrogated to
a large extent-though exactly to what extent was a matter
of much controversy-and while the Church of Christ was
1 Cf. Theophilus (A.D. 180), Ad Autolycum, iii. 20, "The Hebrews .•• froLQ
whom we have those sacred books which are older than all &uthors."
3
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understood to be in a sense identical with the " Church in the
wilderness," 1 it was no less clearly understood to have been,
as it were, refounded ; it had received a further revelation and
had made a fresh start.
But, since, for practical purposes, no revelation is complete
unless there is an authentic record of it, there was logically
implicit from the first, in the idea of a "further revelation," the
conception of a New Testament to supplement the Old. The
Church was intellectually in a weak position until and unless it
could support its specific doctrines by the appeal to a collection
of sacred books which could be regarded as no less authoritative
and inspired than the ancient Jewish Bible. But, although a
canonised New Testament was necessary, the need for it was only
slowly realised. Nor, had the need been felt, could it have been
satisfied all at once. A community can only invest with canonical
authority literature which is already ancient, and which has
already, by its own intrinsic merit, attained to a high degree
of authority and repute. Official canonisation cannot create
scripture; it can only recognise as inspired books which already
enjoy considerable prestige. The Epistle traditionally attributed
to Clement of Rome 2 is in this respect particularly illuminating.
The writer's theology is largely taken over from the Epistle to
the Hebrews, while Romans and 1 Corinthians are quoted in a
way which implies that they are classics; but, quite clearly, the
Old Testament alone is regarded as inspired Scripture.
The formation of an authoritative Canon of the New Testament would in any case have been a natural and obvious
development. It was enormously accelerated owing to the wide
prevalence of various schools of fantastic theosophy, classed
together under the general name of Gnosticism, which seem to
have had an extraordinary fascination for the half-educated mind
Acts vii. 38.
Usually dated A.D. 96; of. add. note to Ch. XVI!. below. As I hold that it
is indubitably quoted by Polycarp c. 115, I cannot accept the late date recently
proposed by E. T. Merrill, Es8ays in Early Church History (Macmillan, 1924),
p. 217 ff.
i
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in the second century. In points of detail the systems of the
various Gnostic leaders differed immensely. But common to
them all is the idea that matter is essentially evil, and that
therefore the material universe cannot be the creation of the
Supreme Good God, but of some inferior Power from whose
grip Christ, the emissary of the Good God, came to deliver man.
Gospels, Acts, and other writings claiming to be by Apostles were
circulated everywhere, in which Christ was represented as a
Divine Being not having a real body of flesh and blood, and as
having therefore suffered only in semblance on the cross; or
in which, alternatively, it was recorded that the Divine Christ
came down upon the man Jesus at the baptism, and was taken
up again to heaven at the Crucifixion. " ~y Power, My Power,
why hast thou forsaken me~" says Jesus in the Apocryphal
Gospel of Peter; and, adds the author, "immediately he (i.e.
the Divine Christ) was taken up." It was because this kind of
thing, grotesque as it appears to us, had a wide appeal in that
age, that the Church was compelled, sooner than might otherwise
have been the case, to draw a line between books which might,
and books which might not, be " read," that is, accepted as
authorities for true and Apostolic doctrine.
The necessity for an official list of accepted books was more
especially brought home to the Church by the extraordinary
success of the semi-Gnostic Marcion. Marcion came to Rome
from Pontus on the Black Sea in A.D. 139, and lived there
for about four years in communion with the Church. Being
unable to convert the Roman Church to his peculiar views, he
proceeded to found a new church, of which a fundamental tenet
was the existence of two Gods. The Old Testament he rejected,
as being the revelation of the inferior of these two deities who
was the Creator of this evil world. The Good God, the deliverer
of mankind, was first revealed in Christ ; but the original
Apostles had unfortunately misunderstood Christ, and supposed
the God whom He revealed to be the Creator, the inferior deity
who inspired the Old Testament. Christ's new revelation was
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therefore repeated to Paul. Hence his Epistles and the Gospel of
Luke-with all passages conflicting with Marcion's views carefully
expurgated as Jewish-Christian interpolations-constituted the
sole authentic record of the new revelation made by Christ.
Thus Marcion for the first time emphatically presented, both to
the Jewish and to the Christian world, the conception of a fixed
and definite collection of Christian literature conceived of as
having canonical authority over against and in distinction from
the Old Testament. Marcion combined the dualistic explanation
of the problem of evil, which was the main attraction of all types
of Gnosticism, with the simplicity and fervour of the specifically
Pauline type of Christianity. He himself united intense religious
conviction with great organising capacity; and within his own
lifetime he had founded a compactly organised church extending
throughout the Roman Empire. Its members, in the asceticism
of their lives and their readiness for martyrdom, equalled and
claimed to excel those of the Catholic Church. Earlier Gnostics
had maintained that their particular tenets had been originally
a mystic revelation, too precious to be committed to the vulgar,
and had been handed down to them by a secret tradition from
some one or other of the Apostles. Marcion made a new point
when he averred that the Twelve Apostles themselves had been
in error. To the Gnostics in general the answer of the Church
was to appeal to the unbroken tradition of the great sees founded
by Apostles and to the Gospels, Acts, and Epistles recognised
by those Churches ; against Marcion in particular the tradition
of the Church of Rome gained special importance from its claim
to represent the united tradition of both Peter and Paul-whom
Marcion's theory set at variance with one another.
Marcion was the most formidable, precisely because he was
the most Christian, of all the Gnostics. The existence of his
canon forced the Church explicitly to canonise the books which
it accepted ; for his position could not effectively be opposed if
the Church ascribed to its own Gospels, and to its own version
of the Epistles, a degree of plenary inspiration less than that
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attributed by Marcion to the books in his collection. But when
the Church had taken this step it found its position unexpectedly
strong. After all, four Gospels does sound more imposing than
one ; and a collection of books which included the Acts, and
works attributed to Matthew, John, Peter, and Paul could
colourably be regarded as representative of the concurrence of
all the Apostles. Once this collection was definitely regarded
as scripture, as a New Testament on the same level of inspiration
as the OUl, the apologetic of the Church was provided with a far
broader foundation than the one Gospel and single Apostle to
which Marcion appealed. Incidentally the possession of a New
Testament made it possible to reply more effectively than heretofore to the more damaging arguments of Jewish opponents;
for the difference between Jew and Christian was no longer a
matter of the correct interpretation of the prophecies of the
ancient scriptures, but of the recognition of the new. Whether
the explicit recognition of the New Testament writings as
inspired scripture was the result of some official pronouncement
agreed upon by the authorities of the Great Churches we do not
know. What we do know is that by about the year A.D. 180
the Four Gospels had attained this recognition in Antioch,
Ephesus, and Rome.
For Antioch our evidence is the statement of Jerome that
Theophilus, bishop of that church c. 180, wrote a commentary
on the Four Gospels, coupled with the fact that, in his one surviving treatise, Theophilus quotes the Fourth Gospel as "inspired
scripture," and by the name of John.1 For Ephesus and Rome
combined our authority is Irenaeus, bishop of Lyons. He had
listened to Polycarp in Smyrna as a boy, had resided and lectured
in Rome in 177, and played the mediator between Ephesus and
1
Ad Autolycum, ii. 22. Jerome's language in his Epistle to Algarsia.
(Vallarsi, i. 858) may imply that Theophilus ma.de a Harmony of the Gospels
before commenting on them. Some think he ma.y actually have used Tatian's
Diatessaron; but, even so, the fact that this was a. harmony of "the Four,"
along with the ascription of scriptural authority to John, justifies the inference
that the Four were regarded by him as the inspired Four.
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Rome in 191, when Victor of Rome had excommunicated the
churches of Asia-" Asia " is the Roman name for one province
of Asia Minor-over a difference as to the manner and time of
keeping Easter. The main argument in Irenaeus' comprehensive
Refutation of the Knowleilge falsely so called (usually cited as
Adversus Haereses) is the appeal, against the Gnostic claim to
possess secret Apostolic traditions, to the uninterrupted public
tradition of the bishops of the Apostolic sees of Rome and
Asia. Accordingly we may be certain that what he says about
the Gospels represents the official view at Rome and Ephesus
at the time he wrote (c. 185). What that view was the following
extracts will sufficiently indicate.
" Matthew published his written Gospel among the Hebrews
in their own language, while Peter and Paul were preaching and
founding the church in Rome. .After their decease Mark, the
disciple and interpreter of Peter, also transmitted to us in writing
those things which Peter had preached ; and Luke, the attendant
of Paul, recorded in a book the Gospel which Paul had declared.
Afterwards John, the disciple of the Lord, who also reclined on his
bosom, published the Gospel, while residing at Ephesus in Asia." 1
" It is impossible that the Gospels should be in number
either more or fewer than these. For since there are four regions
of the world wherein we are, and four principal winds, and the
Church is as seed sown in the whole earth, and the Gospel is the
Church's pillar and ground, and the breath of life : it is natural
that it should have four pillars, from all quarters breathing
incorruption, and kindling men into life. Whereby it is evident,
that the Artificer of all things, the Word, who sitteth upon the
Cherubim, and keepeth all together, when He was made manifest
unto men, gave us His Gospel in four forms, kept together by one
Spirit. . . . For indeed the Cherubim had four faces, and their
faces are images of the dispensation of the Son of God. . . . For
the Living Creatures are quadriform, and the Gospel also is
quadriform." 2
1

Iren. Adv. Haer. iii. I. I.

I

Ibid. iii. II. 8.
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To the modem reader, language like this seems fantastic;
but it is supremely interesting for what it implies. No one,
even in that age, could have used it except about books whose
sacrosanctity was already affirmed by a long tradition.
LOCAL GOSPELS

The existence of four Gospels is so familiar that we are apt

to take it as a matter of course ; to us, as to Irenaeus (though for
different reasons), it seems almost part of the nature of things.
But once we begin to reflect upon it, the acceptance by the Church
of four different official Lives of Christ is a fact which cries out
for an explanation. To begin with, the practical inconvenience
of having so many Lives is very great, especially as these alternately agree and differ from one another in a way which
makes it extremely hard to get a consistent view of the story as a
whole. The inconvenience has been felt by every one who has
tried to give practical religious instruction. Again, already in
the second century heretics were making capital out of the
discrepancies between the Gospels.1 So far as we can judge from
the solutions produced by later writers, it would appear that
criticism was principally directed to the divergence between the
genealogies of our Lord in Matthew and Luke and between the
chronology of the Fourth Gospel and that of the Synoptics.
But there are other hardly less striking divergences which, then
as since, must have given trouble to the apologist.
Tatian (who left Rome for Mesopotamia c. A.D. 172) tried to
overcome these difficulties by combining the Gospels into a
single connected narrative. And until about 430 his Diatessaron,
or Harmony, 2 which carefully weaves the four Gospels into a
1

Iren. Adv. Haer. iii. 2. 1. The Muratorian Canon (c. A.D. 200), Z16-25, seems
Julius Africanus, c. A.D. 230, reconciles the
genealogies by a theory of Levirate marriages. Eusebius, perhaps following
Hippolytus (of. B. W. Bacon, The Fourth Gospel in Reswrch and Debate, pp.
226 fi.), discusses the reconciliation of the Synoptic and Johannine chronology.
H.E. iii. 24.
1 The original of this is loet, but we have Arabic, Latin, and Old Dutch
to glance at the same debate.
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continuous story, while preserving as far as possible their original
wording, seems to have been the only form in which the Gospels
were publicly read in the Churches (and even commented on by
theologians) among the Syriac-speaking Christians. In that part
of the world the " Separate Gospels " were very little used, while
the Diatessaron was commonly spoken of simply as " the Gospel."
Fortunately for the historian, though perhaps less so for the
Sunday School teacher, the experiment of substituting a single
official Life for the four separate Gospels did not commend itself
to the Greek and Latin Churches, otherwise our Gospels might
have survived only as conjectured" sources" of the Diatessaron.
Another thing that requires explanation is the inclusion of
Mark among the selected Four. Modern scholars, it is true, are
unanimous in accepting the view that Mark is the oldest of the
Gospels, and was one of the main sources from which Matthew
and Luke drew their information. And Mark preserves a number
of small details, omitted or blurred in the other Gospels, which,
to the historical instinct of the twentieth century, are of the
utmost interest. But the very fact that these details were not
reproduced in the later Gospels shows that they were uninteresting, or even positively distasteful, to the Church of that age.
Again, Mark has no account of the Infancy, nor (in the text as
given in the oldest MSS. and versions) of the Resurrection
Appearances, and it contains comparatively little of the teaching
of our Lord. Apart from the minor details already mentioned,
it includes only two miracles and one parable not in Matthew or
Luke, and most of its contents are to be found in both the other
two. It is the Gospel least valued, least quoted, and most
rarely commented on by the Fathers. Augustine can even
venture to speak of Mark as " a sort of lackey and abridger of
Matthew." 1 And in the Western Church, till Jerome's Vulgate,
versions, besides an Armenian version of a commentary on it by Ephraem the
Syrian (c. 360). The most recent discussion of the comparative value of these
authorities is by F. C. Burkitt, J.T.B., Jan. 1924.
1 "Marcus eum (sc. Matthaeum) subsecutus tanquam pedisequus et
breviator ejus videtur," Aug. De cons. evan. ii.
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in spite of the fact that tradition averred that the Gospels were
written in the sequence Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, they were
officially arranged in the order Matthew, John, Luke, Mark, 1
so as to put the least important Gospel last. They so stand in
many Old Latin MSS. and in the Greek MSS. D and W, which
give a definitely Western text. Why, then, was it thought
necessary to ascribe to it canonical authority at all 1 Why did
not Mark, like the other ancient sources used by Matthew and
Luke, cease to be copied-being superseded by its incorporation
in these fuller and more popular works 1
The foregoing considerations prove that the inclusion of four
Gospels, and of these particular four, in the Canon, was not
determined by considerations of practical convenience; and it
involved the Church in obvious apologetic difficulties. Thus it
can only be accounted for on the hypothesis that, at the time
when the Canon was definitely settled, each of the four had
acquired such a degree of prestige that no one of them could be
excluded, or could even have its text substantially altered in
order to bring it into harmony with the rest.
Certain of the divergences between the Gospels, in particular
those between Matthew and Luke, are of such a character that
it is difficult to believe that these books originated in the same
church, or even in the same neighbourhood. The contrast
between the Jewish atmosphere of Matthew and the even more
markedly Gentile proclivities of Luke is enhanced by a still more
notable contrast between the divergent cycles of tradition on
which they draw. The formal contradiction between the two genealogies is really less significant than the extraordinarily meagre
contacts between their two accounts of the Infancy and of the
Resurrection Appearances, for these were matters of much more
1

This order is explained and stated to be official in the so-called
~onarchian Prologues: " Qui (sc. Johannes) etsi post omnes evangelium scripBlBse dicitur, tamen dispositione canonis ordinati post Matthaeum ponitur."
These Prologues to the Gospels, found in some Latin MSS., are printed in
Woi:asworth and White's Vulgate; also in convenient pamphlet form in
K~ine Texte. P. Corssen, in Texte und Untersuchungen, xv. 1,, dates them as
third century; others attribute them to Priscillian ±380.
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general interest. Churches in which the traditions current were
so completely independent in regard to points of such absorbing
interest as these must, one would suppose, have been geographically
remote from one another. Again, the survival of Mark would
be adequately explained if it had had time to become an
established classic in one or more important churches some time
before its popularity was threatened by competition with the
richer Gospels produced in other centres.
Thus we are led on to the view that the Gospels were written
in and for different churches, and that each of the Gospels must
have attained local recognition as a religious classic, if not yet
as inspired scripture, before the four were combined into a
collection recognised by the whole Church. The tradition, for
what it is worth, decidedly supports this view. Mark is assigned
to Rome, John to Ephesus, Luke to AGhaea, and Matthew to
Palestine. The tradition connecting the Gospels of Mark and
John with Rome and Ephesus is so early and fits in so well with
other pieces of evidence that it may safely be accepted. In
particular, the view that Mark was the old Gospel of the allimportant Church of Rome would completely account for its
inclusion in the Canon. The tradition connecting Luke, the most
Hellenic of the Gospels, with old Greece cannot be traced earlier
than the (probably third century) Monarchian Prologues to the
Latin Gospels. It may be only a conjecture-if so, it is a
happy one. The evidence connecting Matthew with Palestine
must be largely discounted, insomuch as it is bound up with the
statement that it was written in Hebrew, which does not seem
to hold good of our present Gospel. I shall shortly return to this
question ; but, at any rate, the tradition constitutes prima faoie
evidence that the Gospel originated in the East-probably at
Antioch.1
All four Gospels were certainly known in Rome by A.D. 155,
if not before. Justin Martyr, who was writing in Rome,
1 See below,. p. 500 ff.
So also Foakes-Jackson and Lake, Beginning8 of
ChriBtianity, i. p. 329 f. (Macmillan, 1920.)
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150 years-he himself says-after the birth of Christ, speaks
of" Memoirs which are called Gospels," 1 and again of" Memoirs
composed by the Apostles and their followers." These he says
were read at the weekly service of the Church. And in his
writings are to be found something like a hundred quotations
or reminiscences of Matthew and Luke, and some of Mark and
John. There is so very little in Mark which does not also occur
in Matthew or Luke that we should expect the allusions to matter
peculiar to Mark to be few. But the paucity of his quotations
from John is a little strange when set side by side with the
central position in his apologetic system of the Johannine
doctrine of the Logos. From this, some scholars have inferred
that, while Justin himself-who had been converted to Christianity in Ephesus-accepted the Ephesian Gospel, the Roman
public for which he ~ote did not put it on quite the same level
as the other three. Moreover, it is possible, though not I think
probable, that he made occasional use of other Lives of Christ
besides the four we have. If so, he used them only as subordinate authorities. But although Justin's evidence shows
that by A.D. 155 all four Gospels have reached Rome, once
the idea that the Gospels were originally local Gospels is
presented to us, we realise that each of the Gospels must have
an earlier history, which requires to be separately investigated
and must go back a considerable period before the date when
the collection of Four was made. But the separate histories
of the Gospels cannot be properly appreciated if considered
apart from the histories of the several churches in which they
were produced. In this connection I would stress a consideration to which scholars in general have, I think, given too little
attention.
The original capital of Christianity was the mother Church of
Jerusalem. But Jerusalem was destroyed by the Romans in
1
Justin, Apol. i. 66; Dial. 103. Convenient tables illustrating Justin's
use of the Gospels are given by W. Sanday, The Gospew in the Second Century,
pp. 91 ff., 113 ff.
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A.D. 70, after a long and peculiarly horrible siege. By that time
most, if not all, of the original Apostles had died. Naturally,
therefore, Christians in the smaller cities of the Roman Empire
tended more and more to look for guidance and direction to
those other ancient capitals upon which in secular affairs they
and their ancestors had been most directly dependent. Rome,
the political centre of the civilised world, was in a more special
sense the capital of the West. In the East the old capitals of
conquered states were still the headquarters of provincial
administration, the most important being Alexandria and
Antioch on the Orontes, the capitals respectively of the old
Egyptian Empire of the Ptolemies and of the old Seleucid
Empire of Syria. Of the lesser kingdoms which had been incorporated into the Roman Empire, one of the most prosperous
was that province of Asia Minor known by the Romans and
in the New Testament as "Asia," of which Pergamum was
the official capital but Ephesus the most notable city. Two
other provinces which for special reasons are important in the
history of the early Church were Achaea and Palestine, of which
the administrative capitals were Corinth and Caesarea. The
Church in all these cities could claim special association with,
if not actual foundation by, Apostles. Hence during the second
century, when Gnosticism seriously menaced the essential character of Christianity, and when it seemed that it could only
effectively be resisted by the appeal to Apostolic tradition, their
Apostolic connection gave these churches-and especially the
three most important of them-Antioch, Ephesus, and Rome-a
prestige which made their influence for the time being determinant
in the development of Christianity. It is notable that it was
not until after A.D. 190, by which time the Four Gospel Canon
seems to have been universally accepted, that Alexandria began
to exercise any considerable influence on the Church at large.
During the century or more after the death of the original
Apostles and the fall of Jerusalem there was no unifying authority,
no world-wide Qrganisation, however informal, to check the
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independent development of the various local churches each on
its own lines. Inevitably this independence resulted in local
diversity-in regard to doctrinal emphasis, Church organisation,
the religious literature most valued, and also, as we shall see,
in regard to the manuscript tradition of such books as they had
in common. Thus the history of Catholic Christianity during
the first five centuries is very largely the history of a progressive
standardisation of a diversity the roots of which were planted in
the sub-Apostolic age. It was during the earlier part of this
period of maximum independence that the Gospels were written ;
and the delimitation of the Four Gospel Canon was the first step
in the process of standardising.
THE TWILIGHT PERIOD

The story of the Acts of the Apostles leaves Paul in Rome a
couple of years or so before the persecution under Nero (A.D. 64),
in or shortly after which probably Paul, and possibly Peter,
fell. Owing to the extreme paucity of early Christian literature
{apart from the New Testament) the ninety years which separate
this event from the writings of Justin is the most obscure in
the history of the Church. It was during this period that the
Gospels were written, and during the earlier part of it each must
have had a separate history. In the last three chapters of this
book I attempt to trace something of this history. By a scrutiny
of the evidence sufficiently minute, more especially by the piecing
together of results gained along different lines of research, it is, I
believe, possible to do this, and to determine the dates, authorship, and place of origin of the several Gospels with a greater
degree of assurance than is commonly supposed. But for the
~oment the point I desire to emphasise is that among the most
nnportant of the facts on which these larger historical conclusions must be based are the results attained by a critical study of
the mutual relations of the Gospels to one another and the light
which this throws on the sources which their authors used.
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In order to illustrate this point, and at the same time to make
an opportunity of setting down certain facts to which I may have
occasion to refer back later on, I will cite four pieces of evidence
bearing on the origin and dates of the Gospels-indicating the
way in which they are amplified or reinforced by the result of
the critical studies upon which the reader of this volume is about
to embark.
(1) Ignatius, bishop of Antioch, on his way to martyrdom
in the Colosseum at Rome, c. A.D. 115, wrote seven short letters.
In these we find a dozen or more reminiscences of material
found in the Synoptic Gospels. But, if these allusions are
critically examined by a student of the Synoptic Problem, he
will note that while all of them may, some of them must, be
regarded as reminiscences of Matthew ; for in certain cases the
language of Ignatius implies a knowledge of passages which such
a student recognises as attributable to the editor of that Gospel
and not his sources. 1 Matthew, then, was a standard work at
Antioch before 115. This would fit in with the tradition of
Palestinian origin; but, for reasons I shall develop later, I
think it more probable that, though it may incorporate a
Palestinian source, the Gospel itself is really the local Gospel of
the important Church of Antioch. At any rate, its use by
Ignatius fixes a point in the history of the Gospels.
(2) I have already mentioned how, after a four years' membership of the Roman Church, Marcion founded the most vigorous
of all the early sects, and how, rejecting the Old Testament, he
elevated to the rank of inspired Scripture the Epistles of Paul
(the only Apostle who had really understood Christ) and the
Gospel of Luke-all heavily bowdlerised to accord with his own
views. Now even so forcible a person as Marcion could hardly
have induced his followers to attribute plenary inspiration to an
existing document unless it was one which enjoyed considerable
1 E.g. Ignatius clearly alludes to Mt. iii. 14-15 (Smyrn. i. 1) and to Mt. viii
17 (Polye. i. 2-3). In Ch. XVII. below I comment on the more striking allu·
!lions in Ignatius to passages in the Gospel.
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prestige ; hence we may infer that, at any rate in Rome, the
Gospel of Luke was, by A.D. 140, already a Church classic of
some years' standing. If, however, we wish to trace the history
of the Gospel further back, we find that, though possible reminiscences of it (and its sequel, the Acts) may be found in the scanty
literature of the period, they fall short of certainty. At once
the importance is seen of the question whether or no Luke was
known to the author of the Fourth Gospel, since (if the view
maintained in Ch. XV. be correct) this cannot be later than
A.D. 100 and may quite possibly be as early as 90. Thus the
problem of the sources of the Fourth Gospel bears also on the
history of the Third.
(3) Eusebius, the father of Church History, c. 325, had a
fortunate habit of quoting his authorities verbatim ; and, as
we can check his accuracy by those which still survive, we can
trust it in regard to those which do not. Among these are
two passages from Papias, bishop of Hierapolis, ten miles from
Laodicea, of the " seven .churches of Asia." As to the date
at which Papias wrote his Exposition of the Oracles of the Lord,
from which Eusebius quotes, there has been much dispute ;
but the limits on either side would seem to be 135 and 165. It
runs as follows :
"And the Elder said this also: Mark, having become the
interpreter of Peter, wrote down accurately everything that he
remembered, without however recording in order 1 what was either
said or done by Christ. For neither did he hear the Lord, nor
did he follow Him, but afterwards as I said (attended) Peter who
adapted his instructions to the need (of his hearers) but had no
design of giving a connected account of the Lord's oracles. So
then Mark made no mistake while he thus wrote down some things
as he remembered them ; for he made it his one care not to omit
anything that he heard or to set down any false statement
therein " (Eus. H.E. iii. 39).
t I dissent from F. H. Colson (J.T.S., xiv. 62 f.) that rhetorical, rather
tha.n chronological, T~Ls is meant.
0
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From the context in Eusebius it would appear that the Elder
spoken of was the Elder John. His identity must be inferred
from another quotation by Eusebius, this time from the Preface
of Papias' work.
" And again, on any occasion when a person came in my way
who had been a follower of the Elders, I would enquire about
the discourses of the Elders-what was said by Andrew, or by
Peter, or by Philip, or by Thomas or James, or by John or
Matthew, or any other of the Lord's disciples, and what Aristion
and the Elder John, the disciples of the Lord, say."
Aristion and the Elder John, it appears from this, were
in the unique position of being " disciples of the Lord " who
ranked after the Apostles themselves as depositories of authentic
tradition. Presumably they must at least have seen the Lord in
the flesh. Irenaeus 1 tells us how in his youth he heard Polycarp
speak of "John and the others who had seen the Lord," and it
is not impossible that Polycarp was alluding to John the Elder,
though Irenaeus seems to have understood him to mean the
Apostle John. Some critics wish to emend the Greek in the
quotation from Papias so as to make Aristion and the Elder
disciples, not of the Lord, but of the Apostles. In my own view
the emendation is arbitrary and improbable. But, even so,
Aristion and the Elder John are left as immediate followers of the
Apostles-like Mark or Luke. That is to say, on any view, the
statement of the Elder John as to the origin of Mark is the
evidence of a contemporary.
Contemporary evidence as to the origin of the oldest of our
Gospels is of the utmost historical importance. But the question
has been raised, Was the Gospel of Mark of which the Elder spoke
the Gospel we possess or some earlier edition 1 The answer to
this question is bound up with the answer to the other question,
whether the extant Gospel of Mark, or some earlier edition
of it, was known to, and used by, the authors of Matthew and
Luke. Further, it will appear (in Chap. XI.) that this last point
1

In his letter to Florinus, quoted p. 443 below.
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cannot satisfactorily be decided without a correct estimate of
the comparative value of the several lines in the manuscript
tradition of the text of the Gospels. That is to say, the question
as to the original Mark can only be settled on the basis of the
combined results of both Synoptic and Textual criticism.
(4) To the quotation from Papias about Mark, Eusebius adds
one about Matthew : " So then Matthew composed the oracles
('Ta :\.6ryia) in the Hebrew language, and each one interpreted
them as he could." Volumes have been written on this enigmatic
fragment. In this place all I can do _is to state in a seemingly
dogmatic way an hypothesis, which I believe to be original, and
which I shall attempt to justify at greater length in the sequel.
(a) Irenaeus is known to have read Papias; we infer that his
statement about the Hebrew original of Matthew, and all the
similar statements by later Fathers, are probably derived from
Papias. Since, then, the credibility of any statement depends
on its origin, not on the number of persons who repeat it, the
statements of the later authors can be ignored, if only we can
find what exactly is the meaning and authority of this passage
in Papias.
(b) Whoever was the author of the Fourth Gospel, there can
be no reasonable doubt that it was written in Ephesus. And at
the date at which Papias wrote-and the later we make this
date, the stronger the argument-it must have been officially
recognised in Papias' own province of Asia. Further, as Lightfoot pointed out, in the list of Apostles mentioned in the previously
quoted fragment of Papias, the order and selection of names is
that of their occurrence in the Fourth Gospel, not of the
Synoptic lists. We are bound, then, to consider the curiously
disparaging tone of Papias' remarks about Matthew and Mark in
the light of this presumption that Papias knew the Fourth Gospel.
Of Mark, Papias, or rather the Elder his informant, says in
effect" the facts are correct-that follows from Mark's connection
with Peter-but, as Mark had only his memory to rely upon, he
has got them in the wrong order." In regard to Matthew he
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says that "the original of the discourses (Ta X6ryla) was in
Hebrew and there is no authorised transl,ation." Now this
depreciation of Gospels used in the Church is quite unaccountable
unless it seemed necessary in order to defend the superior accuracy
of some other Gospel which was in conflict with them in regard
to certain points.
Now obviously the Fourth Gospel is in violent conflict with
Mark in regard to the order of events. But it has not, I think,.
hitherto been realised, in this particular connection, that the
Fourth Gospel is equally in conflict with Matthew in regard to
the " prophetic utterances "-that is the strict meaning of
Ta X6ryla-of our Lord. Matthew is the Gospel which lays
most emphasis on the idea of an early visible Second Coming ;
John is the Gospel which all but substitutes for this visible
return of Christ the coming of the Paraclete. Papias himself
was a Millenarian; but it is probable--Eusebius is ambiguous
here-that the passage about Matthew, like that about Mark,
is quoted from the Elder John. In that case the two fragments
of Papias represent what Asian tradition recollected of John the
Eider's reply to critics who impugned the accuracy of the Fourth
Gospel on the ground of its divergence from Matthew and Mark.
Heretofore scholars have taken it for granted that Ta X6ryla
was the title of a book-differing only in their view as to whether
the book referred to was our Gospel of Matthew, a lost collection
of sayings of the Lord, or a collection of proof-texts. I submit
that if-in the lost context of the fragment-Papias was talking,
not about books, but their subject-matter, Ta Xoryla would be
the natural phrase to use in speaking of the sayings of Christ
which form so conspicuous an element in the existing Gospel
of Matthew. The Elder-thinking, partly of the Judaistic,
but mainly of the Apocalyptic, sayings in Matthew-says that
the discourses in this Greek Gospel cannot always be relied on
as accurately representing the original Hebrew (cf. p. 416).
If this explanation is correct, the Elder may have known
of the e~stence of a Hebrew (prob. =Aramaic) collection of
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sayings of Christ by Matthew (though he need not actually have
seen it), and he does not wish to deny that this had been used
by the author of the Greek Gospel. But he declines to regard
as a wholly apostolic, and therefore in all points authoritative,
work the Greek Gospel which, at the time when he was speaking,
was in all probability a new arrival in Ephesus and not yet
generally accepted in that church. But, supposing the fragment
represents a protest on behalf of the local Ephesian Gospel
against the superior claims made by certain persons in favour
of a Gospel recently introduced from outside, we are not entitled
to infer from the expression "each one translated them as he
could " that the Elder knew of any other Greek versions of
Matthew's Hebrew work. More probably his language is a
slightly contemptuous exaggeration intended to assert that the
particular Greek version (i.e. our Gospel of Matthew), to the
authority of which the critics of the Fourth Gospel were appealing,
was an anonymous version having no claim to direct apostolic
authority. What he is anxious to assert is that the Greek
Gospel of Matthew, like that of Mark, is only deutero-apostolic,
and that, therefore, its authority cannot be quoted as final where
it conflicts with the Fourth Gospel. This does not necessarily
imply that he attributed the Fourth Gospel to an Apostle.
On the contrary, supposing that the Elder knew that this Gospel
was by an unknown disciple of John, or supposing that he were
himself (as I shall argue) the author, it would only be the more
necessary to point out that Gospels like Matthew and Mark,
which were at times in conflict with it, were no more directly
apostolic than itself.
In the interpretation of the meaning of a fragment, torn from
its original context, there must always be an element of doubt.
But the above interpretation has two great merits. First, it
explains the extraordinary fact that the earliest allusion in
Christian literature to the Gospels is an endeavour to minimise
their accuracy and Apostolic authority. Secondly, the view
that the Elder John meant to affirm that the Greek Matthew

22

THE FOUR GOSPELS

CHAP.

was not the work of an Apostle, though embodying a work
originally written in Hebrew by the Apostle Matthew, fits in
admirably with the result of a critical comparison of the Synoptic
Gospels, which suggests that the author of our First Gospel used
Mark and at least one other source mainly consisting of discourse. There is not, however, I may incidentally remark, any
reason to suppose that the Hebrew work of Matthew was ever
known by the title " Logia."
SOURCE AND TEXTUAL CRITICISM

These examples will suffice to show how the critical study
of the internal relations of the Gospels to one another may
illuminate the external evidence as to their authorship, date,
or locality of origin. But, if we are to pass on from the history
of the Gospels themselves to a consideration of their value as
historical authorities for the life of Christ, the analysis of sources
is still more important. For our estimate of the historical value
of the Gospels depends in the last resort upon the opinion we
frame as to the sources of information upon which the several
authors relied, and of the degree of accuracy with which they
reproduced them.
The historian, moreover, must go on to ask the question, How
far does the text of the Gospels that has come down to us
represent what the authors wrote 1 The earliest MSS. we possess,
apart from a few papyrus fragments, are separated by a matter
of two and a half centuries from the authors' original. Since
absolute accuracy is an ideal not attainable by mortal man,
every time a MS. is copied some errors will get into the text.
But the errors which will arise and be propagated along one line
of transmission will not be the same as those along another.
Thus by a comparison of MSS. representing different textual
traditions the errors of one can be corrected from another.
But if this is to be done, it is vital to ascertain the number and
character of these different traditions and how far they are
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independent of one another. I have already indicated how in
certain ways the study of textual criticism, in the light of recent
MS. discoveries, throws unexpected light on some of the obscurer
aspects of the Synoptic Problem ; incidentally it provides further
evidence of the necessity of studying the history of the Gospels in
each of the Great Churches separately.
Many of those who recognise that both textual criticism and
the analysis of sources are an essential preliminary to a truly
historical investigation are nevertheless inclined to recoil from
the study of these problems, fearing lest they may become choked
by the dust of multifarious detail. To such I would venture
to suggest that whether a particular investigation is instinct
with interest or fraught with tedium depends very much on the
spirit in which it is approached. The problems discussed in the
present volume have, if one cares to look at it in that light,
much the same kind of intellectual appeal as the quest for the
solution of a difficult acrostic or of a problem in chess. An even
better analogy would be the science of Geology ; for that is
recognised as truly a science, though a science which, from the
nature of the case, is compelled to dispense with the method of
experiment and relies solely on observation. Geology attempts
to reconstruct the history of the past by a highly scientific
application of the method of observation. Facts, over as wide
a range as possible, are collected, sifted, and compared, in order
that hypotheses may be framed which will satisfactorily account
for the observed phenomena. The critical investigations pursued
in this volume are of a precisely similar character. And the
student who enters upon these problems in the same spirit of
scientific inquiry as he would if they were problems of Geology
will find the method not without interest and the results well
worth the trouble.
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LOCAL AND STANDARD TEXTS
SYNOPSIS
A Brnn's

EYE VIEW

The Received Text represents approximately the Byzantine text
found in the majority of MSS. But the earliest MSS. and Versions
afford evidence of the existence at an early date of a number of local
texts, differing considerably from one another, which in the course
of time were gradually submerged by the Byzantine standard text.
Recent discovery and investigation necessitates considerable modifications of the theories put forward by Westcott and Hort.
(1) The two oldest MSS., BN (on which W.H. mainly based their
edition of the Greek Testament), represent the local text of Alexandria.
(2) What is called the " Western " text is really not a single text, but
a group of distinct local texts within which an Eastern type (with
two sub-varieties current in Antioch and Caesarea respectively) must
be clearly distinguished from the Western type (used with some slight
differences in Africa and Italy).
The materials for the textual criticism of the Gospels contrasted
with those available for classical authors. Note on von Soden's
edition.
LOCAL TEXTS

Brief survey of the conditions of copying and correcting MSS.
which led to the development of local texts. The maximum of
~vergence between local texts probably reached c. A.D. 200. This
is reflected in the oldest Latin, Syriac and Egyptian Versions.
The great majority of various readings are, in regard to points of
grammar, order of words, etc., so small as to make no essential difference to the sense ; but for the identification of the various local texts,
the concurrence in a group of MSS. of a ]arge number of these minute
Variants is of chief significance. Large omissions or interpolations,
tho~gh more striking, are for this purpose less important, since in the
penod when the churches were comparing different texts and conecting one by another, the more conspicuous variants would be the first
27
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to attract attention, and would thus be adopted from one text into
another.
·
STANDARDISATION
As Constantinople came more and more to dominate the Greekspeaking Church, MSS. representing the old local texts were gradually by a series of corrections brought into conformity with the
Byzantine standard text. An analogy from the history of ancient
liturgies. Similarly MSS. of the Old Latin version were corrected
into conformity with the revised version produced by Jerome at the
command of Pope Damasus in 381. The result of this standardising
process was the production of " mixed " texts, i.e. of MSS. in which
one set of readings survive from ancestors representing an old local
text, while others agree with the standard text. In mixed MSS. the
only readings that need be noticed are those which differ from the
standard text.
THE FATHERS AND THE STANDARD TEXT
Since later scribes who copied the works of the Fathers were
themselves familiar with the standard text of the Gospels, there was
an inevitable tendency for them to correct quotations from the
Gospels occurring in an early Father so as to make them conform to
the standard text. Two striking illustrations of this process. It
follows that when in the printed editions of an early Father (few
Fathers have been critically edited from the best MSS.) a quotation
from the Gospels is found to agree with the Byzantine te.xt against
the local text which that Father elsewhere seems to use, there is a
presumption against that particular reading being what that Father
originally wrote ; it is more likely to be the result of a scribal correction in the MS. of the Father.
AN ILLUSION ABOUT MSS.
The distinction between MSS. written in uncial (i.e. capital)
letters, or in a cursive (i.e. small running) hand, in no way corresponds
to a difference in their value to the textual critic. Many cursives are
quite as important as any uncials after the first five, NBLD0; the
practice of citing uncials by a capital letter, cursives by a number,
makes the difference between them appear far greater than it really
is. After A.D. 600 MSS. with a substantial mixture of the old local
texts were rarely copied except in out-of-the-way places or by
some accident, and this might occur at quite a late date ; also a
late cursive may be a direct copy of an early uncial. Of special
interest are 33, 579 (allies of B N) ; also 1, 28, 565, 700, and the
"Ferrar Group" (13 &c.), which, together with 0, form a family
(/am. 0) preserving the text of Caesarea.

CHAPTER II
LOCAL AND STANDARD TEXTS

A. Brnn's

EYE

Vrnw

To those who read the Gospels in order to obtain a general
idea of the life and teaching of Christ, or who value them mainly
for devotional purposes, it makes very little difference whether
they use the Authorised or the Revised Version. A.ll they want
the textual critic to tell them is within what limits of error the
text of either version represents what the authors wrote. A.ny one,
however, who wishes to study the subtler shades of meaning in
particular passages, or who is interested in the evidence for every
detail of the life and teaching of our Lord, will be more exacting, and will demand the most accurate text that a scientific
study of the MSS. can produce ; while to the student of the
Synoptic Problem, endeavouring by a microscopic comparison of
the Gospels to determine the sources which their authors used, the
minutest variant may be of the utmost significance. Indeed, as
will appear in a later chapter, it is precisely because most writers
on the Synoptic Problem have been content to use without
question Synopses of the Gospels in Greek, based either on the
text of Tischendorf or on that of Westcott and Hort, that a
completely satisfactory explanation of the relation of Matthew
and Luke to Mark has not sooner been attained.
The facts which constitute the main difficulty in our quest
for the original text may be summed up in a paragraph.
There are over twelve hundred manuscripts of the Gospels in
29
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Greek, beginning with the eighth century MS. commonly cited as
E, which present a text of a remarkably uniform character. This
text was named by Griesbach the "Byzantine text "-a name
preferable to that of " Syrian " given it by Hort, since, whatever
its origin, it was indubitably the standard text of the Byzantine
Empire all through the Middle Ages. In sharp contrast to the
general uniformity of the Byzantine text is the extent of variation exhibited by the half-dozen Greek MSS. that survive from
the fourth and. fifth centuries, and by the Greek texts underlying the Old Latin, the Old Syriac and the older Egyptian,
Versions, of which we possess MSS. of an equally early date.
Of the six oldest Greek MSS. only one, A, has a text that in all four
Gospels approximates to the Byzantine standard. The other five,
~BCDW, 1 and the three ancient Versions just mentioned have
texts which differ to a remarkable extent both from one another
and from the Byzantine text. What is even more significantthe quotations from the Gospels made by all Christian writers up
to about A.D. 360 almost invariably agree with one or other of
these older MSS. or Versions rather than with the Byzantine text.
Thus there is forced upon our notice evidence that in the
earlier period there was great diversity between the texts of the
New Testament current in the Church-a diversity which was
succeeded later on by a high degree of uniformity. We notice
at once an analogy between the history of the text and that of
the settlement of the canon and the formulation of doctrine.
Here, as elsewhere, the final result, it would seem, is a standardisation of an earlier variety.
The problems which the textual critic has to solve are three.
(1) He must account for the great divergence between the types
of text current in the second, third and fourth centuries.
(2) He must explain the origin of the Byzantine standard text
and the process by which it replaced the other types. (3) Finally,
in the light of the conclusions reached on these two points, he
1 I accept tlte date (filth century) 11.SBigned to D, the Codex Bezae, by
F. C. Burkitt and E. A. Loew. Cf. J.T.S., July 1902 and April 1913.
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must endeavour to determine which of these types of text, or
what kind of combination of them, will represent most nearly
the text of the Gospels as they left the hands of their several
authors. The third problem is of course much the most important ; but he cannot hope to solve it rightly unless he has
first found a reasonably satisfactory solution to the other two.
The relation of our printed Greek Testaments and of the
English versions to the types of text found in the MSS. may be
summarily stated in a very few words. Erasmus was the first
to produce an edition of the Greek Testament in print ; a
subsequent revision of his edition by the Paris printer Stephanus,
1550, became the standard printed text or Textus Receptus.
Readings of this text are commonly cited by the abbreviation
T.R. or the Greek letter f:" ( = st). Since both Erasmus and
Stephanus used (all but exclusively) late Byzantine MSS., the
English Authorised Version, which was translated from the Textus
Receptus, represents a late stage of the Byzantine text. On the
other hand, in the great critical editions of Westcott and Hort
and Tischendorf the Byzantine tradition is entirely abandoned
and the text is based almost entirely on the two oldest MSS. of
all, B (Vaticanus) and N (Sinaiticus)-of which the first probably, the second possibly, dates from the reign of Constantine
(d. A.D. 337). Where these two MSS. differ, Westcott and Hort
usually follow B; Tischendorf more often prefers N (Aleph), his
own discovery. The "Revisers' text," from which the Revised
Version was translated, and which is published by the Oxford
University Press, represents a compromise, on the whole a very
reasonable one, between the views of Hort, who championed a.
text based on B, and those of the more conservative members
of the Committee who defended the Byzantine text.
At that time neither party was concerned to put in a plea
for any readings (except a few omissions) supported only by D
(Codex Bezae), by the then known MSS. of the Old Latin and
Old Syriac version, or by certain late Greek MSS. exhibiting texts
of an unusual type. These authorities were all lumped together
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under the general name of the "Western text," and their
readings were treated as interesting eccentricities. But investigations by more recent scholars and fresh discoveries-of which
the Sinaitic Syriac (Syr. S.), the Koridethi MS. E>, the Freer MS.
W, and 700 are the most notable-have changed this. (1) It is
now generally realised that B N represent, not, as Hort held,
some almost impeccable " Neutral " text connected with no
particular locality, but the text of Alexandria in its purest form.
(2) The question has been raised whether, under the misleading
name " Western," Griesbach and Hort did not group together
what in reality are several distinct local texts.
In Chapters III. and IV. I shall submit an outline of the
evidence which compels us to recognise in what they called the
" Western " text two distinct types, an Eastern and a strictly
(in a geographical sense) Western text. Each of these types
can be further divided into at least two distinct local texts.
Indeed it can, I think, be shown that recently discovered
MSS., if properly used, enable us to get a fairly clear idea of
the different types of text current about A.D. 230, not only in
Alexandria, but in Caesarea and Antioch in the East, and in
Italy and Carthage in the West.
If this is established, obviously the basis of evidence on which
the text of the Gospels rests is greatly widened. Of these five
early local texts that of Alexandria (B N) is, as we should expect
from the tradition of textual scholarship native to the place,
undoubtedly the best ; but no MS. and no line of textual
tradition is infallible, and it will not infrequently appear that
the true reading of a particular passage, lost at Alexandria, has
been preserved in one or other of the rival texts.
It is, however, quite impossible for the student to interpret
rightly the evidence by which the identification of local texts
is achieved unless he has previously considered (a) the conditions which originally gave rise to the existence of these local
texts, and (b) the exact nature of that process of progressive
correction into conformity with the Byzantine standard text
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to which many of our most important authorities have been
subjected. The present chapter, therefore, will be mainly
devoted to a discussion of these two points.
In the field of classical literature the main difficulty of the
textual critic, except in the case of a few extremely popular
authors like Homer or Virgil, is the paucity and late date of MSS.
No portion of Tacitus, for example, survived the Dark Ages in
more than one ; and the number of famous works of which,
apart from Renaissance reproductions, there are less than half a
dozen MSS. is very large. Again, apart from fragments, there
are no MSS. of the Greek classics earlier than the ninth century,
and very few older than the twelfth. The student of the text
of the Gospels is confronted with a difficulty of an opposite
character. There are more than 1400 Greek MSS., about forty
of which are more than a thousand years old ; there are over
1300 Lectionaries which contain the greater part of the text of
the Gospels arranged as lessons for the year; there are fifteen
Versions in ancient languages, which are evidence of the Greek
text used by their translators. In addition, there are innumerable
quotations by early Fathers, which are, in effect, fragments of
other early MSS. now lost. The mass of material to be considered is crushing. The consequences of this are twofold. On
the one hand the degree of security that, in its broad outlines,
the text has been handed down to us in a reliable form is prima
facie very high. On the other, the problem of sorting the material
in order to determine those minuter points which interest the
critical student is proportionately complex-how complex is
only known to those who have given considerable attention to
the study. Nevertheless so much has been accomplished in this
way by the labours of generations of scholars, that it is now
possible-if we disregard minor issues and accept as provisionally established certain conclusions to which a minority of experts
might demur-to present "a bird's eye view" of the history of
the text, which will be both intelligible to the plain man and at
the same time in principle scientific. Such a view will be in one
D
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sense a further development 0£, in another an attempt to super-'
sede, the theory put forward by Westcott and Hort in the
Introduction to their famous edition 0£ the Greek Testament.
Thus it will frequently be necessary to criticise certain of the
views 0£ Hort-by whom that Introduction was written. I
wish, therefore, once and for all to affirm that this implies no
undervaluing 0£ the truly epoch-making character 0£ the work of
that great scholar. There is no greater name in the history of
Textual Criticism. But for Hort, no such thing as what I am
here attempting would be possible ; and such modification of
his views as seems to be necessary is mainly due to discoveries
made since the time he wrote.1
1 Of the views of H. von Soden it is impossible to speak in such terms as
I should wish, retaining, as I do, pleasant recollections of a personal interview
with him a. few years before his tragic death. Soden had at his disposal a. large
sum of money given to enable him to employ numerous assistants, in order to
scour the libraries of the East for MSS. hitherto either unknown or not carefully
examined; but unfortunately not much of the first importance was discovered.
The Byzantine text he styles K ( = Kow?j), the Alexandrian B ( = Hesychian);
all other authorities, whether Eastern or Western, are assigned to a.n I
(=Jerusalem) text. In Chapter IV. I shall attempt to discriminate between
the almost equally balanced elements of truth and falsehood in his conception
of a.n I text.
In his colossal Introduction he has succeeded in illuminating the grouping of
late MSS. and the history of the Byzantine text. But his theories of the infiuence
of Tatian and of a. ncent. I-H-K text a.re, if I may borrow a phrase once
used by Dr. Sanday, "not only wrong but wrong-headed." I am informed
by one of the leading scholars in Germany that Soden's theories, in so far
as they are original, are universally rejected in that country, and that his
grouping of the MSS. is considered arbitrary. Of his cumbrously conceived
attempt to introduce an entirely new naming and numbering of the MSS. I
need say nothing, as the vast majority of scholars in Europe and America.
have agreed that they will not accept it, but will henceforth use Gregory's
revision of the old notation. Advanced students, however, must have some
acquaintance with his views, for without that the Apparatus Criticus of his
edition cannot be deciphered, much less understood. They should, however,
be warned that it is very inaccurate. (On this point there is some damaging
evidence in the Introduction to the" New Collation of Codex 22" by Prof. H. A.
Sanders, Journal of Biblical Studies, xxxiii p. 91 ff.) Such students I would refer
to an invaluable pamphlet by Prof. K. Lake, Prof. H. oon Soden'a Treatment
of the Text of the Gospels (Otto Schultze, Edin.; a reprint of articles in
Review of Theology and Philosophy, Oct.-Nov. 1908). This paper gives an
extremely clear account of Soden's grouping of the MSS. and a. sympathetic
exposition of his very complicated views, followed by a. very courteous but, in
effect, annihilating criticism of them.
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LOCAL TEXTS

The invention of printing made it possible that every copy of
a book should be exactly the same. This was a new thing in
the history of literature. So long as books were copied by hand,
no two copies could be exactly the same ; every copy included
certain scribal errors. In the scriptoria of the great libraries it
was customary in antiquity for a corrector, SwpOwr~<;, to go over
a MS., sometimes with the original from which it was copied,
more often, apparently, with another copy. The most obvious
mistakes, including accidental omissions, would thus to a large
extent be rectified. But this is unlikely to have been done in
the earliest MSS. of the Gospels, which would be cheap copies
and often made by amateur scribes. In that case an error which
made nonsense or spoilt the grammar of a sentence would be
subsequently corrected by the owner of the book-probably,
from lack of another copy, by conjecture. If, however, the
error was one which left a reading which still made sense, it
would be likely to escape notice altogether. In either case the
new reading would be reproduced by all subsequent scribes who
used this copy as an exemplar. Now as soon as there were
numerous copies of a book in circulation in the same area,
one copy would constantly be corrected by another, and thus
within that area a general standard of text would be preserved.
But what we have to consider is that it is unlikely that the
errors in the first copy of the Gospel of John, for example,
which reached Rome would be the same as those in the first
copy which came to Alexandria; and as each of these would
become the parent of most other copies used in those respective
cities, there would, from the very beginning, be some difference
between the local texts of Rome and Alexandria.
Once the Gospels were regarded as inspired, they were copied
with scrupulous accuracy and by the most skilful scribes available. But during the first and most of the second century they
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would be, for the most part, copied by amateurs-for Christians
were a poor community and a secret society under the ban of the
police. It was during this period that all the really important
various readings arose. Both insertion and omission would be
more possible then than at a later date. For, on the one hand,
it was a time when incidents or sayings not included in the
original Gospels would still survive in oral tradition, and when
their inclusion in a text not yet regarded as sacred would be
least resented. On the other hand, accidental omissions-the
commonest of all errors in copying, whether in ancient or modern
times-would most easily become permanent ; for at a period
when the churches were relatively isolated, a passage once
omitted from the earliest copy which reached a particular church
would not for a long while, if ever, be replaced. This is the explanation of what is the most conspicuous difference between one
text and another, that caused by the presence in some MSS. of
sentences or paragraphs not found in others. Of these variants the
so-called Pericope Adulterae, i.e. the story of the woman taken
in adultery (Jn. vii. 53 :ff.), and the last twelve verses of Mark
are much the most considerable; but there are quite a number of
other interesting passages, from half a verse to a couple of verses
in extent, which are found in some MSS., but omitted in others.
The textual critic is called upon to decide in each particular case
whether the reading is the result of accidental omission in the
texts which lack, or of interpolation in the texts which contain,
these passages. The principles on which such decisions can be
made will be discussed later.
But variants of this kind, though the most conspicuous, are
not the most important to the critic who is seeking to identify
early local texts, for the simple reason that they are so conspicuous that they would be the first passages to strike the eye of
later scribes or editors who wished to correct or supplement their
own text by that of another church. A convincing proof that a
group of MSS. represents the text of a particular locality is only
forthcoming if they are found to concur in a large number of
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minor variants which are either not found at all or found but
rarely in other MSS.
For a discussion, with illustrative examples, of the causes
and exact character of these minor variants I refer the reader to
Appendix I.," The Origin of Variants." In this place I i;ieed only
say that the number of such variants is immense. Between the
Textus Receptus and Westcott and Hort, that is, practically
between the Byzantine text and that of B, there are, in the
Gospels alone, about 4000 differences.1 And the number of
differences between the text of B and that of D would, I imagine,
be quite twice as many. But no less remarkable is the infinitesimal character of the vast majority of these differences.
For the most part they consist in variations in the relative order
of words in a sentence, in the use of different prepositions, conjunctions and particles, in differences in the preposition with
which verbs are compounded, or in slight modifications of a
grammatical nature. 2 Indeed the great majority of them cannot be represented in an English translation.
The main influences which operate to produce differences of
text are illustrated by the passages discussed in Appendix I.
These are all influences which would operate in every locality.
Where a change would effect an obvious grammatical improvement or tend to assimilate the text of one Gospel to another,
the same alteration might easily be made independently in two
different neighbourhoods. But only rarely would any of the
other causes of corruption result in a coincident alteration of
exactly the same kind along two different lines of textual tra.nsnnss10n. On the contrary, corruption as a rule causes texts to
become in the course of time more and more. different. In this
way local texts would inevitably develop, not only in the greater,
1 Any one who would like to study these may find a collation of the two
texts in W. Sanday, Appendices ad Novum Testamentum, Oxford, 1889.
2 Such phenomena are by no means confined to the text of the New
Testament. They are a conspicuous feature of the texts of the Fathers ; they
are found, though to a much less extent, in the texts of some classical writers.
See the remarks about MSS. of Augustine quoted by F. G. Kenyon, The
Textual Criticism of the New Te..tament (Macmillan, 1912), p. 355 note.
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but also in the smaller centres of Christianity. But, along with
a growing veneration for the text as that of inspired Scripture,
there would come a tendency, whenever a new copy of the
Gospels for official use in the public services was wanted, to lay
more and more stress on the importance of having an accurate
text. This would naturally result in the smaller churches
obtaining new copies from the greater metropolitan sees, since
these would be thought likely to possess a pure text. From
these any copies in private hands in the smaller churches would
be corrected. Thus the local texts of smaller churches would
tend to become assimilated to those of the greater centres in
their immediate neighbourhood. The next stage would be for
the great churches to compare their texts and endeavour to
reach a standard text which would be universally accepted.
To this process the history of the text of Homer, obscure
though it is in certain ways, presents some analogies. The
quotations of ancient authors and the earliest papyrus fragments
attest readings not found in the tcoiv~, or standard text, which
has come down to us ; and grammarians often cite readings of
other texts which are described as tca-rd. 7r6A,eir:;, that is, apparently, local texts once current in certain famous cities.
In the light of these antecedent probabilities we should
expect to find the maximum of diversity between local texts of
the Gospels in the early part of the third century. After that
date, with the increasing possibilities of communication between
churches and the rapid spread of Christianity among the more
educated classes, there would gradually arise a demand for a
standard text. All the evidence points in this direction. The
oldest Greek MSS., the oldest versions, the quotations of the
oldest Fathers, all attest diversity. Scholars like Rendel Harris,
Chase and Hoskier have made ingenious attempts to discount
the evidence of the ancient Versions and to discredit, as due to
retranslation, the text of the Greek MSS. like D or B which
are most closely allied to them. Such attempts are inspired by
the assumption, only half conscious but wholly fallacious, that
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at the beginning of the third century there was anything
approaching a uniform Greek text in use throughout the Church.
On the contrary, antecedent probability and the evidence of
Patristic quotations alike point to the period ± A.D. 200, when
the older Versions were produced, as that of maximum local
diversity. And it is precisely because they preserve this diversity
that these versions are of primary importance to the critic as
evidence for the older local texts.
The ultimate aim of textual criticism is to get back behind
the diverse local texts to a single text, viz. to that which the
authors originally wrote. But the high road to that conclusion
is first to recover the local texts of the great churches, and then
to work back to a common original that will explain them all.

STANDARDISATION

The Byzantine text, we shall see later, most probably originated in a revision based on older local texts made by Lucian of
Antioch about A.D. 300. The fact of such revision, and still more
the precise relation of it to the older texts, is a matter on which
opinions may differ. What is not open to question is that this
type of text, whatever its origin and whatever its value, did
gradually oust all other types and become the standard text
in the Greek-speaking Church. It is therefore important to
recognise the difference which the invention of printing has made
in the mechanism, so to speak, of the process by which a standard
text can be introduced where it was not previously in use. If
the proper authorities in the Church of England should decide
that henceforth the Lessons be read from the Revised Version
instead of from the Authorised, the change would for the most
part be made in three months. A certain number of clergy
might resist it ; in that case, some churches would henceforth
be using the one version, and some the other. But by no
possibility could a mixeil version be anywhere used. In antiquity
it was just the reverse. From the end of the third century the
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relatively cheap papyrus roll was replaced by the magnificent
"codex" (i.e. MS. in book form) written on parchment. It
was not practicable, except in the largest cities, to discard the
Bibles already in use and obtain new ones. No doubt this
would be done in the great cathedrals and in the larger monasteries. Elsewhere existing MSS. would be corrected more or
less carefully from some copy of the standard text--much as
an incumbent is still legally bound to correct the copies of the
Prayer Book belonging to the parish, when the names in the
prayers for the King and Royal Family require to be changed
on the accession of a new monarch. This is no mere conjecture. In some of our oldest MSS. we can see the process
actually at work. ~. for example, has been corrected by
several hands at different dates, and (apart from corrections
by the owpOwT/j~ and an all but contemporary scribe) the
great majority of corrections are into conformity with the
standard text ; the same thing holds good of the corrections
in w.1
Doubtless the wealthier and more important churches or
monasteries would get from Antioch or Constantinople completely new copies of the approved text. Bishops and priests in
smaller towns would bring their old MSS. with them next time
they had occasion to visit the provincial capitals and take the
opportunity of making the necessary corrections. Let us suppose
that the text of the Gospels in a particular city or monastery
was of the B type, and that the Bishop or Archimandrite, on
a visit to Constantinople, wished to correct it to the standard
text. He would bring his own copy with him and tell off one
of his attendant priests or monks to collate it with the model.
Two-thirds of the 4000 or more differences which the microscopic eye of a Tischendorf, trained by a lifetime of such comparison, would detect, this man would never notice. Of the
1 This can be conveniently verified in Scrivener's A Full Collation of the
Oode:c SinaiticU8 (Cambridge, 1864), passim, and in H. A. Sanders, The N.T
MSS. in the Freer Collection (Macmillan Co., New York, 1912), pp. 31, 36.
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rest, at least half would seem to him too unimportant to record,
since they make no real difference to the sense. l£ the correcto:r
were more than usually careful, and had plenty of leisure for
the work, he might make 500 corrections ; if careless or pressed
for time, perhaps only 50. The copy thus corrected would
be taken back ; and from it other local copies would be made,
emhodying these corrections in the text. What then would be the
character of the resultant text ~ It would be a mixed text, some
of its readings being Alexandrian, others Byzantine. Some
actual examples of mixed texts of this type are discussed below
(p. 61 ff.) and in Oh. IV.
This sort of thing would be going on everywhere ; but the
results would differ in every case. For instance, a priest from
another town might also bring a B text to be corrected ; but the
list of differences which he happened to notice, or to think worth
correcting, would be quite a different one. This time the resultant text, although equally a mixture of B and the standard text,
would be a different mixture. Again, from other centres the MSS.
brought for correction might be of one of the types of text
commonly called " Western." Descendants of these MSS., as
corrected, would show a mixture of " Western " and Byzantine
readings. And now suppose that, a century or so later, some
conscientious bishop or monk arose who again compared his
partially corrected local text by the Byzantine standard. The
same process would be repeated; but it would result in a still
further diminution of the Alexandrian or " Western " elements
in the text current in that locality. Since this process of successive standardisation was going on for centuries, the remains of
the pre-Byzantine texts would gradually get revised away.
In the later period of classical antiquity a text more or less
pure of the great authors was preserved by the tradition of
scrupulous accuracy and careful correction maintained in the
great libraries--especially that of Alexandria. And, as every
one who wanted a good text resorted to these centres, a standard
text gradually supplanted that of cheap popular copies. In the
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Middle Ages the library tradition passed to some of the greater
monasteries, and doubtless this had a similar effect in fixing and
propagating the standard text. Thus after the eighth century
it was only here and there, in small monasteries in remote districts,
that MSS. would be copied which still contained a substantial
proportion of readings characteristic of the older texts.
According to Hort there are (not counting fragments) only
three MSS., B, ~ and D, which have altogether escaped some
measure of correction to the Byzantine standard ; and it is
significant that two of them are a century older than any others.
It is also noticeable that D was written by an ill-educated scribe,
and that the same thing applies to other important MSS. with
a large non-Byzantine element, e.g. L, ~' 28 and, still more conspicuously, 0. This suggests that they were written in out-ofthe-way places, where the Byzantine text had not yet penetrated
or had only recently done so. Zoology presents us with an
analogy ; the last survivors of species, once widely prevalent
but now on the way to extinction, are found in remote and
isolated spots.
The slow and haphazard working of this process of standardisation explains the comparative failure of any standard revision
of the Old Testament to oust the older texts. In the first place,
anxiety to correct and recorrect, in the endeavour to attain what
was regarded as the purest text, would be much less acute for the
Old Testament than the Gospels. 1 Secondly, the Old Testament
being so much longer, and therefore so much more expensive to
copy, than the New, many even of the cathedrals and larger
monasteries would prefer to correct old, rather than to purchase
new, copies. Thirdly, only selections of the Old Testament were
1 The reputation of Origen's H exapla, a work we shall speak of later (p. 111 f.),
which was preserved at Caesarea till the city was sacked by the Saracens,
made that, as the scholia prove, an alternative to the revision of Lucian of
Antioch as a standard of correction. The majority of MSS. of the LXX give
a mixed text; though it is believed that in B we have an early Alexandrian,
in a few other MSS. a text derived from the Hexapla, in rather more the text
of Lucian, and in some few a text which is thought to represent the revision by
Hegychius alluded to by Jerome.
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read in the Church services, and for this purpose Lectionaries were
used. The complete Old Testament was a work of reference for
theologians, copies of it not being subject to the wear and tear
of daily use lasted a long while. Indeed this is the probable
explanation of the fact that, although MSS. containing the whole
New Testament are comparatively rare and MSS. containing the
whole of the Old Testament rarer still, the four oldest MSS. we
possess, B tot A 0, originally contained the whole Bible. There
must always have been an overwhelming proportion of MSS.
containing the four Gospels only ; but, while most early copies
of the Gospels were worn out by constant use, the four great
Bibles survived because they were kept in libraries as works of
reference.
To this standardisation of the text of the New Testament
there is an illuminating parallel in the history of the Greek
liturgies during the same period. In the sixth centuries the
Patriarchates of Antioch and Alexandria had each its own
liturgy, known respectively by the names of St. James and St.
Mark ; and there were various other local rites in use. But
gradually the later Byzantine rite superseded all others within
the remains of the old empire. Then the churches of Syria and
Egypt, which survived under Mohammedan rule, gradually
assimilated the Liturgies of St. James and St. Mark to the
Byzantine standard. Thus all the surviving Greek texts of these
liturgies have been, to a large extent, standardised. But the
original form can be recovered by means of the vernacular
liturgies of the Syriac and Coptic churches.1 It is an interesting
refiexion that, had no Greek MSS. earlier than the tenth century
survived, we should in the same way be dependent on Latin,
Syriac, and Coptic translations for our knowledge of the older
forms of the text of the Greek Testament.
Precisely the same process of standardisation can be traced
in the Latin church. In 381 Jerome was commissioned by Pope
Damasus to produce a revised translation of the New Testament
1

Cf. F. E. Brightman, The English Rite, i. p. xx ff. (Rivington, 1915).
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in order to remedy the confusion arising from the great diversity
in the text and renderings of the Old Latin version at that time
current. Two years later his translation of the Gospels was
formally presented to the Pope as a first instalment. Revised
versions are rarely popular at first, and for some little time copies
of the old version continued to be reproduced. Indeed, Pope
Gregory, writing in 595, lays down 1 that both versions are
recognised by the Catholic Church. Gradually, however, the
text of Jerome's translation, which we know as "the Vulgate,"
prevailed. But its influence spread quite as much through the
correction of old copies by the new standard as by the substitution of new text for old. The result is that we have a number
of MSS. the text of which is a mixture, in varying proportions, of
Old Latin and of Vulgate elements. Indeed, just as the Greek
Textus Receptus includes certain readings (e.g. the Pericope in
John) which, though found in some pre-Byzantine MSS., are
absent from the earliest MSS. of the Byzantine text, so in the
"received" text of the Vulgate certain Old Latin readings are
found which Jerome had discarded. Fortunately, however, our
MSS. of the Vulgate are so numerous and ancient that the text
of the version as it left Jerome's hands can be recovered with
approximate certainty. This has been done in the magnificent
edition of Wordsworth and White. With a copy of this edition
in his hands, the student can readily distinguish in any mixed
MS. the readings characteristic of the Old Latin.
We may now formulate a canon of criticism of the first importance. Of MSS., whether GTeek or Latin, later than the fifth
century, only those readings need be noted which differ from the
standard text. That does not mean that readings of the
Byzantine Greek or the Vulgate Latin are necessarily wrong;
most of them are to be found in one or other of the earlier
texts. It means that, since the authorities for any reading
1 "Sedes apostolica, cui auctore Deo praesideo, utraque utitur (v.I. utrique
nit.itur)," Moralia in Job, Pref. Ep. ad fin.
It is possible, however, that
Gregory's remark only applies to the Old Testament.
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adopted in the standard text number in Greek twelve hundred,
in Latin five thousand, a few hundred more or less makes no
difference. But, as will shortly appear, our knowledge of the
earlier types of text current in the East, not counting Egypt,
depends mainly on the fragments of older MSS. which slll'Vive
in mixed texts, and these fragments can only be identified by
noting those readings which differ from the standard text.

THE FATHERS AND THE STANDARD TEXT

The standard text has also influenced the textual tradition of
quotations from the New Testament in the works of the Greek and
Latin Fathers. As a general rule it may be laid down that in late
and inferior MSS. of the Fathers the Biblical quotations accord
much more closely with the Byzantine text or the Latin Vulgate,
as the case may be, than in good or early MSS. That is to
say, that same process of assimilating earlier texts to the later
standard, which we find in our MSS. of the Gospels, can also be
traced in the quotations from the Gospels found in the works of
the Fathers. Seeing that quotations by early Fathers are the
principal means by which we identify and localise the type of
texts found in pre-Byzantine or pre-Vulgate MSS., this consideration is of great importance. It may be illustrated by a concrete
example. Hort had detected a connection between the text of
the Old Latin Codex Bobiensis, known as k, and the text of
Cyprian. Dr. Sanday pressed the investigation a stage further.
Working from the printed texts of Cyprian he found that, in
general, the quotations of Cyprian agreed with k ; but, especially
in the work entitled Testimonia, they frequently agreed with the
Vulgate against k. He noticed, however, that in a number of
cases when a quotation in the Testimonia agreed with the Vulgate,
the same quotation occurred in other works of Cyprian in a form
which agreed with k. Pursuing the subject further he studied
the MSS. of the works in question, and made the illuminating
discovery that the quotations as given in one group of MSS.
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accorded with the text of k. The MS. which had been
followed in Hartel's edition of Cyprian had suffered some
correction from the standard text.1 A precisely similar thing
happened in regard to the recently recovered Expositions
of XIII. Epistles ·of St. Paul by Pelagius. The first MS.
identified gave an almost pure Vulgate text, which led one
famous scholar to conjecture that the Vulgate revision of the
Epistles was the work of Pelagius, not of Jerome. Subsequently the Balliol MS. of the commentary was discovered,
in which the text commented on by Pelagius is clearly not
the Vulgate, but the Old Latin. 2
For a very large number of the Fathers the ouly printed texts
available are the Benedictine editions or the reprint by Migne.
These are frequently based on late MSS. Hence confidence can
be placed in their texts of the quotations from the Gospels in the
earlier Fathers only where these give a reading which differs from
the standard text. I give an illustration of this from Origen's
Commentary on Matthew-a work I shall have occasion to
refer to again. Origen quotes Mt. xxvi. 3-5 and then proceeds
to comment on the passage. In his quotation according to the
Benedictine edition the words "and the scribes" occur, as in
the Byzantine text ; but his comment makes it clear that
these words were absent from the MS. he was using, as they
are from B ~ 1 &c., 18 &c., and many other extant MSS.
The Ante-Nicene Fathers survive in so few MSS. that caution
must be exercised even in regard to the texts of those Fathers
of whom modem critical editions are available. For example,
all our authorities for Origen's Commentary on Johns go
back to a single xcent. MS. This, on the whole, is a reason1 Old Latin Biblical Te."ds: No. II. (Oxford, 1886), p. xliii ff., p. lxii ff .•
and p. 123 ff.
2 A. Souter, Texts and StudieP, ix. 1, p. 157 (Cambridge, 1922).
3 Of this there are two excellent critical editions, that of A. E. Brooke
(Cambridge, 1896), and that of E. Preuschen (Berlin Corpus, 1903). There is
no critical text of the equally important Commentary on Matthew, the Berlin
Corpus not yet having reached this work.
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ably good MS., and in this work of his we very rarely find
quotations of the Gospels by Origen agreeing with the Byzantine
against one or other of the pre-Byzantine texts. This shows that
the quotations have suffered very little from scribal assimilation
to the standard text ; but it does not constitute even an antecedent presumption that they have not suffered at all. Here and
there Origen quotes a verse with a reading characteristic of
the Byzantine text. But it is quite unsafe for the critic to
build upon these exceptional cases. A tenth-century scribe,
presumably a monk, must have known the Gospels-at any
rate, Matthew, Luke, and John, from which the Church lessons
were mostly taken-almost by heart, and that according to the
Byzantine text. However faithfully he tried to copy the text
before him, there is always an interval between reading and
writing in which, in moments of inadvertence, the human
memory has time enough to substitute a familiar for an unfamiliar phrase. Hort was well alive to the danger of taking
for granted the texts of the Fathers, but it seems necessary to
reiterate the caution since, for all practical purposes, it has
been ignored by von Soden, with disastrous consequences to his
evaluation of patristic evidence for the pre-Byzantine texts.
AN ILLUSION ABOUT

MSS.

The student who desires detailed information about the
dates, history, and paleography of individual MSS., I must
refer to the standard text-books. 1 But it will be well to
begin the discussion of the whole subject by clearing out of the
way a misapprehension which has affected the practice, if not
the conscious theory, of even distinguished scholars. Before the
1 E.g. Sir F. G. Kenyon's Handbook to the Textual Criticism of the N.T.
(Macmillan, 1912}; C.R. Gregory, Textkritikdes N.T. (Leipzig, 1909); Eb. Nestles
Einfuhrung-rewritten and brought up to date by E. von Dobschiitz (GOttingen,
1923)-is excellent on a smaller scale. A bare list of select MSS., with dates and
with von Soden's enumeration, is to be found in the Introduction to A. Souter's
edition of the Revisers' Greek Testament, which also has a selected Apparatus
Criticus (Oxford, 1910). See also Index of MSS., p. 601 fi.
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year A.D. 800 Greek books were written in capital letters or
"uncials," but shortly after that date a "minuscule" or "cursive " hand-previously only used for informal writing-began
to come into use for books also. The modern printed Greek
characters, it may be remarked, bear much the same relation to
this cursive script as printed italics do to ordinary handwriting.
But it took a couple of centuries before the cursive finally supplanted the uncial style, and an actual majority of the uncials
of the Gospels which survive in at all a complete state belong to
this transitional period. Now Greek uncial MSS. are commonly
cited by the capital letters of the English or Greek alphabet,
except the Codex Sinaiticus, to which is assigned the Hebrew tot
(aleph). Cursives, on the other hand, are cited by a number.
Now, it is much easier for most people to individualise a'MS.
which is cited by a letter. But, through the overlapping of the
English and Greek alphabets, there are only about forty letters
available; and some of these have been traditionally assigned
to MSS. of the Gospels which are mere fragments. Thus over
2000 MSS. remain to be cited by a number. But, while a letter
has something of the quality of a proper name, a number is a
"mere number." Hence an illusion of the superior importance
of uncial testimony is created, which subtly infects the judgement
and the practice even of commentators and others who should
know better. The illusion is fostered by the practice, which
on principle I discard, of referring to uncials as MSS., but
to cursives as mss. The leading MSS. are B tot D ; next in
importance come L and the newly discovered <8>. These five
are all uncials. Again the three ycent. uncials, AC W, have
from their antiquity claim to special consideration. But there
are several cursives which are quite as important as these
three, and which are of decidedly greater value than any uncial
after the first eight.
A cursive is not necessarily later than an uncial. There is a
curious ninth-century MS. of which the first part (cited as 566),
containing Matthew and Mark, is written in a cursive hand,
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while the second half (cited as A) is uncial. To the same century
belong 33, " the queen of cursives," one of the main supporters
of the B N text ; and 565, the gold and purple " Empress
Theodora's Codex," the most important ally of E>, so far as Mark
is concerned. These two are actually earlier in date than some,
and they contain a more important text than any, of those
fifteen uncials which, being designated by the capital letters
E F, etc., look so much more impressive in an Apparatus Criticus.
Of course the mass of cursives are considerably later than the
mass of uncials ; but a notable fact about the authorities for the
text of the New Testament is that, once we get past the year 600,
the value of a MS. for determining the text is very little affected
by the date at which it was written. The explanation of this
is that the Byzantine text, except perhaps in Egypt, became
more and more the universally accepted standard, and, as we
have already pointed out, only in out-of-the-way places, or by
some oversight, could a MS. which did not (as regards the bulk
of its readings) conform to this type be copied without drastic
corrections being first made. 1 And when such a MS. did get
copied, it w.as an accident which might occur at practically any
date. Thus, to take an extreme instance, the readings of the
xycent. Leicester cursive 69-one of the best representatives of
the so-called "Ferrar Group" (13 &c.)-are of the greatest
interest to critics. It seems to have been copied from an ancient
uncial surviving in a monastery in S. Italy which had long lost
1 An apparent exception is the specially fine illuminated XII•ent. MS. 1117.
The text of this, regarded by Hort as the cursive next in importance to 33,
cannot be due to an oversight, since it was written for the reigning Emperor.
It is to be explained, I believe, by the colophons at the end of all four Gospels
stating that it was " copied and corrected from ancient exemplars from
Jerusalem preserved on the Holy Mountain." As the same colophons are
found also in the much older MS. A-566, they must have been in the ancestor
from which 157 was copied. I suggest that a mediaeval Emperor seeing or
hearing of a MS. purporting to represent the old text of Jerusalem might
well wish to possess a copy, although aware that it differed from the standard
text. The "Jerusalem colophon" occurs also in 565, another "imperial" MS.,
but only after Mark; here, too, it may explain the preservation in that Gospel
of an older text. New collation of 157 by Hoskier, J.T.S., xiv. p. 78 ff.
E
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contact with the main stream of Greek Christianity. Again, it
has been shown 1 that the xrncent. Paris cursive 579 was (in Mk.,
Lk., Jn.) almost certainly copied directly from a vrcent. uncial
having a text akin to B ~ (cf. p. 62). Hence for all practical
purposes these late cursives must be treated as if they were
among our older uncials. The same thing applies to the
XI-Xncent. cursives numbered 1, 28 and 700. These, as we
shall see later, are-along with 0 565 and the Ferrar Groupthe most important members of the family of MSS. (Jam. 0)
in which is preserved the ancient text of Caesarea. The
precedence of MSS. depends, not on their age, but on their
pedigree.
1

A. Schmidtke, Die EMngelien eines alten Unzialcodex (Leipzig, 1903).

III
THE TEXTS OF THE GREAT SEES
SYNOPSIS
THE VERSIONS AS A CLUE

The antecedent probability that the oldest forms of the Coptic,
Latin and Syriac versions were derived respectively from the Greek
texts current in Alexandria, Rome and Antioch is confirmed in the
first two cases by quotations of early Fathers, in the third by less
cogent evidence.
THE TEXT OF ALEXANDRIA

Summary of evidence that B N represent, not what Hort called
a "Neutral" text, but the purest type of Alexandrian text.
The text found in Clement, which is largely Western, probably
not really Alexandrian. The B N text used in Origen's Commentary on John begun at Alexandria before A.D. 230.
Doubt whether the " partially degenerate form of the B text "
(found especially in CL and the Bohairic), to which Hort gave the
name" Alexandrian," ever existed as a definite recension.
The distinction between degeneration of a text caused (a) by
scribal blunders or stylistic emendation, which are necessarily wrong
readings, (b) through infiltration of occasional readings from other
ancient local texts, which, in certain cases, may preserve a true
reading.
CORRECTED ALEXANDRIAN TEXTS

The survival of B N side by side with certain MSS. which
represent the Alexandrian text partially corrected to the Byzantine
standard, enables us to study the actual process of standardisation.
It appears (a) that the revision was often very irregular, (b) that the
text of Mark has frequently escaped with much less revision than
that of the other Gospels. Hence emerges the canon of criticismlil
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"research into the pedigree of a MS. should begin with the study
of its text of Mark."
THE WESTERN TEXT

The Old Latin version survives in some few MSS. in a very pure
form, in others with a greater or less amount of correction to the
standard of Jerome's Vulgate. There are two main families: (1) the
African, best preserved ink (shown by Hort and Sanday to preserve
the text used by Cyprian of Carthage, c. 250) ; (2) the European, of
which bis the type MS. It is possible that a may represent a third
local type. The probability is that the African Latin (k supported
bye) was translated from a very old form of the Roman text. The
Codex Bezae D for all four Gospels, and the recently discovered W
for Mark only, give, roughly speaking, the Greek equivalent of the
type of text found in the Old Latin, and in the quotations of lrenaeus
of Lyons, c. 185.
THE TEXT OF EPHESUS

Our evidence far too scanty to justify a definite conclusion; but,
such as it is, it suggests that the old text of Ephesus may have been
allied to that of D.
THE TEXT OF ANTIOCH

The new evidence discovered since Hort wrote makes it possible
to make a clear distinction between an Eastern and a Western text.
The Old Syriac and the mixed cursives can no longer be treated as
authorities for the " Western " text.
Summary of reasons for supposing that the Old Syriac represents
approximately the ancient text of Antioch. Relation of this to the
later Syriac and to the Armenian versions.

CHAPTER III
THE TEXTS OF THE GREAT SEES
THE

vERSIONS

AS A CLUE

OUR jumping-off point, so to speak, for a scientific study of
the text of the New Testament is the consideration that the
churches of Rome, Alexandria and Antioch were the frontier
stations of Greek-speaking Christianity. After the fall of Jerusalem, these naturally became the "home base" of missions to
the peoples whose native speech was Latin, Coptic or Syriac.
This fact facilitates our quest for the early local texts of the
Gospels ; for there is obviously a presumption that the Latin,
Egyptian and Syriac versions were derived from the Greek
texts current respectively in Rome, Alexandria and Antioch.
In the case of Rome and Alexandria this is more than a
presumption. Marcion c. 140, Justin c. 150, and Hippolytus
c. 190--236 wrote in Rome, and Tatian about A.D. 172 compiled
the Rarmony of the Four Gospels, known as the Diatessaron,
either at, or immediately after leaving, Rome. All these wrote
theological works in Greek and so presumably read the Gospels
in Greek, especially as this was the language of the liturgy of the
Roman Church. But their quotations show that the text they
used was similar to that which appears in the surviving MSS. of
the Old Latin. A similar inference may be drawn from the
general coincidence between quotations of the Gospels by Origen,
Athanasius and Cyril of Alexandria with the type of text found
in the Coptic (i.e. Egyptian) versions.
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Unfortunately we cannot test the early text of Antioch in
the same way. Theophilus, A.D. 180, is said to have composed a
commentary on the Four Gospels, but in his one surviving work
his quotations of them are too rare to be of use to the textual
critic ; and the next writer of this church is Chrysostom, 360.
Nevertheless reasons, less than demonstrative but still cogent,
can be produced in support of the view, in itself antecedently
probable, that the Old Syriac approximately represents an early
text of Antioch. The identification of the old text of Caesarea,
which is the main contribution which I personally have to make
to the subject, will be discussed in the following chapter. But
in the course of this chapter I venture in regard to the text
of Ephesus to put forward a suggestion which avowedly is no
more than mere conjecture.
THE TEXT OF ALEXANDRIA

Our first step is to scrutinise the Greek MSS., especially those
of early date, to see if the text of any of them exhibits any close
connection with that of one or other of the three types which
the early versions attest. At once our search is rewarded by
the discovery that the text of the two oldest MSS. BK and their
VIIIcent. ally, L, is closely connected with that of the Coptic version
-which exists complete in two dialects, the Sahidic and Boh~iric
-and to that implied in quotations of the New Testament
by Origen and Cyril of Alexandria. Moreover, a text identical
with that found in K B L is found in the fifth century fragments
of Luke and John, known as T. T is bilingual, Graeco-Sahidic,
so that this alone would, as it were, anchor this type of text in
Egypt. Besides this, papyrus fragments of the third and fourth
centuries have been found at Oxyrhynchus agreeing closely with
B K, 1 while the text found in later papyri is predominantly,
l Cf. esp. the fragments of John in Oxyrhynchus Papyri 208 and 1781,
probable date A.D. 250-300. Though printed in different volumes (ii. and xv.)
these are part of the same MS. This is the oldest known MS. of any part of
the Gospels and is in book (not roll) fonn
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though not exclusively, of this type. Additional evidence
may be found in the fact that readings found in the B N text
are sometimes spoken of as " .Alexandrian " in the scholia in
certain MSS.1 Lastly, the readings specially characteristic of
this text are not found in the quotations of any early Fathers
outside Egypt.
Bousset has compiled a series of half a dozen tables of
various readings to illustrate the relation between the text of
NB L and the various Graeco-Sahidic fragments T. As these
tables also serve to illustrate the relations of N L to one another
and to B, I reproduce the first of them, 2 in which he analyses the
104 variants occurring in the fragment containing Lk. xxii. 20xxiii. 20. The left-hand column shows the number of variants
supported by each of the four MSS. ; the others show the
number of times that T is supported by B, N and L respectively.

BNLT
BNT
BLT
BT
NT
NLT
T

64
7
11

15
4
1
2

Total 104

B.

N.

L.

64
7

64
7

64

. 11

15

..

..
..

4
1

..

11

..
..

....

..

..

BT 97

NT 76

LT 76

1

This table is fairly typical of the series, and it shows not only
the close relation of this group of MSS., but the central position
occupied by B. When we find that in 97 out of 104 variants the
reading of B has the support of one or more of the other MSS.,
1 E.g. in c, to Mt. xxv. l, there is the note, "sponsa non in omnibus
exemplariis invenitur, nominatim in Alexandrino"; to Lk. xxii. 43-44, in
Syr. Hiermg, "This section is not found in the Gospels among the Alexandrians." Cf. Tischendorf, ad loc.
• W. Bousset, Textkritische Studien zum Neuen Testament (Leipzig, 1894),
p. 77.
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while there are only five cases in which the others combine
against B, the inference that in at least 90 % of its readings B
preserves the text of the common ancestor of the group can
hardly be resisted.
In 1923 a 1ycent. MS. of John, representing an older form
of the Sahidic, was found in Egypt. Sir Herbert Thompson
in his noble facsimile edition (Quaritch, 1924, p. xxvi) shows
that this text also is very closely allied to that of B.
The Sahidic, the older of the two complete Egyptian versions,
has only recently been made known to the world 1 in a reliable
form in the magnificent edition of Dr. Horner, along with
the fullest Apparatus Criticus of the Greek text at present
available in English. The Sahidic, it is now clear, goes in the
. main with the B N text ; but in an important minority of
readings it goes over to the side of the text represented by D
and the Old Latin version especially in its African form. From
the figures given in Dr. Homer's analysis of readings it would
appear (op. cit. iii. p. 387) that for all four Gospels the Sahidic has
505 readings characteristic of D (with or without Latin support)
and 157 distinctively Old Latin. The :rpeaning of this " Wastern"
element in the Sahidic cannot be appreciated if considered in
isolation. It must be studied in connection with the appearance
of Western readings in N, in L, and in the other MSS. which have
a text akin to B. Of these the most important are C 33, and,
for Mark, ~ '¥. 2 Again, Dionysius, bishop of Alexandria c. 260,
seems also to have used a form of the B text which had an
1 The Coptic Version of the New Testament in the Southern Dialect, otherwise
called Sakidic and Thebaic (no na.me), Oxford, Clarendon Press, 1921.
2 Actually tlie closest supporters of N B L T a.re the two fragments Z :;;:,
which contain respectively about one-third of the Gospels of Matthew and
Luke, Z being nearer akin to N and :E: to L. C and 33 ha.ve a. considerable
mixture of other texts. With a. very much greater amount of mixture the
Alexandrian text is preserved in four cursives, 157, 1579, 892 (esp. in Mk.), and
12411 (=Sod. e 371). A few notable readings of the later Alexandrian type are
found in X. Soden, somewhat perversely I think, classes 157 as a supporter
of the" I text." He does the same (here I have not checked him) with the
uncial fragments P QR, except that for John he regards Q a.s Alexandrian.
For 157 see pp. 49 and 76 note. 892 wa.s collated by J. Rendel Harris, Journal
of Biblical Literature, 1890.
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infusion of Western readings. The notable fact, however, is
that whenever one or more of these authorities desert B to give
a Western reading, almost always there are others of them
found ranged in support of B. The natural conclusion to draw
from this is that B represents approximately the oldest text of
Alexandria, but that at a very early date MSS. with a Western
text were in circulation in Egypt. Considering the close connection between Alexandria and Rome, which was mainly dependent
on Egypt for its corn supply, there must frequently have been
Christians from Rome coming to Egypt on business and bringing with them copies of their Gospels. Odd variants from these
would naturally be entered on the margin of local MSS., and
would thus creep into the text. But, since this happened in a
haphazard way, one set of Western readings would get into one
Egyptian MS., a quite different set into another.
To the view that B represents, not merely an Alexandrian text
but also the earliest form of such, an objection, at first serious,
arises from the Gospel quotations of Clement of Alexandria,
190-200, since these are found to have a specially large infusion
of Western readings. 1 It ought not, however, to be taken for
granted that these quotations represent an average Alexandrian
text of that date. (1) It is thought by some that his extant
writings were composed after he had left Alexandria. (2)
Clement was not a native of Alexandria, but came there fairly
late in life. He had lived for many years in S. Italy. ls it
likely that, when he migrated from thence, he left his copy of
the Gospels behind 1 Clement usually quoted from memory ;
now in regard to the vagaries of the human memory an appeal
to personal experience is valid. I am myself in the habit of
reading the New Testament in the Revised Version, but I was
" brought up " on the Authorised, and it is still the version
commonly read publicly in the Church of England. As a result
of this I find, when revising MS. for the press, that, when I
have quoted from memory, the resultant is nearly always a
1

P. l'rL Barnard in Texts and Studies, v. 5 (Cambridge, 1899).
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mixture of the old and the new versions. Now, if Clement's
own copy of the Gospels represented an early form of Western
text but he commonly heard them read in church from a
text akin to B, it would be inevitable-seeing that he was
apparently not interested in textual criticism-that his quotations would represent now one, now the other, type of text. I
would go further and suggest that, as Clement was head
of the catechetical school, his pupils would be likely to note on
the margins of their own copies notable variants from the
master's; and as these pupils subsequently became leaders
of the Church, the readings from their copies would tend to get
into the texts used in some of the principal churches. In that
case the text of Clement, so far from representing the earliest
text of Alexandria, would be a main source of its decline.
But the determining piece of evidence (cf. p. 93 ff.) that the
B text represents the early text of Alexandria is its use by
Origen in the earlier books (the limitation is intentional) of the
series of homiletical lectures known as his Commentary on John.
Of course the MS. used by Origen was.not absolutely identical
in text with B. No two MSS. are exactly identical. Sometimes
Origen agrees with N against B ; more rarely he agrees with one
of the other manuscripts belonging to the same family; occasionally he has a reading characteristic of D. The few readings in
which he appears to support the Byzantine text may be suspected
as probably the result of corruption in the text of our only MS. of
this work of his. But, all said and done, it would be safe to say
that the manuscript used by Origen for the first ten books of his
Commentary on John differed from B less than B and N differ from
one another. This evidence is highly important for three reasons.
(1) The Fathers, including Origen himself, frequently quote
from memory ; but in this work, which contains a long series
of quotations from John with a running commentary upon them,
we have absolute security that, in regard at any rate to the
longer quotations, Origen is not quoting from memory but
reproducing a written MS.
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(2) Textual criticism belonged to the tradition of Alexandrian
scholarship and it was a subject in which Origen himself was
supremely interested. He had already spent some years on his
famous H exapla-a critical edition of the Greek Old Testament.
There is no reason to suppose that at this time he contemplated
a critical edition of the New Testament. But it would be incredible that he should not have provided himself with the best
text of the Gospels available, before starting his Commentary
on them. To an Alexandrian critic the best text meant one
based on the oldest MS. procurable. But the oldest MS. which
Origen could procure would have gone behind the time of
Clement, his immediate predecessor in the Catechetical School.
Indeed, its date may well have been nearer the middle than the
end of the second century.
(3) We can exactly date the evidence. Origen himself tells
us that the first five books of the Commentary on John were
written before he left Alexandria for good and migrated to
Caesarea. This took place in the year 231. We have therefore
a fixed point for the textual criticism of the Gospels. The text
of the Gospels preserved in B N (practically, that is, the text
printed by Westcott and Hort) is to all intents and purposes
the text on which Origen lectured in Alexandria in the year 230.
In the quotations of the Alexandrian fathers, especially in
Cyril (d. 444), and in the Bohairic version-which on the whole is
even closer to B than is the Sahidic-occur a number of readings
which look like attempts at grammatical and stylistic improvements of the B text. Readings of this class crop up in all the
Alexandrian MSS., except B. Some are found even in N ; but
they occur most thickly in L, and next to that in033 S ~Mk.'l'Mk.•
An importance greater than either their number or their character deserves was attributed to them by Hort. Hort declined
to recognise any connection of B N with Alexandria; .the B N
text he named the "Neutral text," and assigned it to no
definite locality. And he gave the name " Alexandrian " to a
text conceived of as the B text modified by the minor stylistic
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improvements found in the readings of C L 33, etc., wherever
these differ from both B and the "Western" texts in any
readings not also found in the "Syrian" (=Byzantine) text.
This so-called "Alexandrian" text he described as "a partially
degenerate form of the B text." While admitting that no
single MS. preserved this text entire, he ranged it alongside the
"Neutral" and "Western" as one of three great families of
pre-Byzantine, or, to use his own title, "pre-Syrian," texts.
It is generally recognised that this was a mistake. MSS. in
which readings of this type are found may well be described in
Hort's words as exhibiting " a partially degenerate form of the
B text." But all of them include a number of Western readings;
and there is no evidence that any MS. ever existed which contained what Hort calls the " Alexandrian " readings but did not
also include many Western readings. Nor is it certain that the
whole number of the " Alexandrian " readings ever coexisted
in any single MS. It is quite as likely that " Alexandrian"
stylistic correction and infiltration of Western readings were two
concurrent processes gradual in character acting upon individual
MSS. in the natural course of textual corruption, and thus
affecting different MSS. in different degrees.
If, however, we use a word like " corruption " or " degeneration " in this connection, we must be on our guard against an
easy fallacy. Any departures in these MSS. from the B type,
which are of the nature of grammatical and stylistic correction,
are "corruptions" in the strictest sense of the term; that is to
say, they are alterations, intentional or accidental, of what the
original authors wrote. But departures from the B text which
consist in the substitution of a reading found in ancient
authorities belonging to the Western family are corruptions in a
quite different sense. In so far as they are departures from
the oldest form of the Egyptian text they are a degeneration
of that particular textual tradition. But the Western authorities
represent a textual tradition of great antiqui.ty belonging to a
different locality, and it may well happen that they sometimes
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preserve a true reading which has been lost in the B text. This
is a point on which clear thinking is extremely necessary. To
say that the text of B is a purer representative of it.s type than
~ is by no means the same thing as saying that it is a purer
representative of the original text of the Gospels as the authors
wrote it. That is quite a different question. For example, the
incident of the Bloody Sweat (Lk. xxii. 43 f.) was, I am inclined
to think, in the original copy of Luke's Gospel. If so, N, which
contains the passage, preserves the true text ; B, which omits
it, does not. But a comparison of the MSS. and Versions which
contain or reject the passage shows that its absence is characteristic of the particular line of textual transmission which
N B on the whole represent. If so, its presence in N is due to
" contamination " with a MS. of the " Western " type. But
what follows ~ Whenever N has a " Western " reading, it ceases
to be an authority for the Alexandrian text ; but it becomes for
the time being the oldest Greek MS. with a " Western " text.
To put it metaphorically, Bis a thoroughbred; N is a cross, but
a cross between two thoroughbreds of different stocks. Hence,
as evidence for what the authors wrote, the " Western " readings
of N are a most valuable authority ; but, if we mistake them for
evidence of the primitive text of Alexandria, we fall into hopeless
confusion. The reader may ejaculate that he is not interested
in the primitive text of Alexandria, but only in what the original
authors wrote. In textual criticism there are no short cuts;
and, since local texts of the Gospels came into existence in the
second century, it will not be till we have got back to these in
their most primitive form that we have all the materials on
which to base our judgement as to what the original authors
wrote.
CORRECTED ALEXANDRIAN TEXTS

The fortunate preservation of representatives of the Alexandrian text so ancient and relatively pure as B N presents us
with a11 exceptionally favourable opportunity of studying the
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phenomenon of correction of MSS. of an ancient local te-xt to ·
the Byzantine standard. It will be instructive to consider some
examples of this.
The first point to notice is that correction was often extremely "patchy" and unsystematic. Thus the corrector of
N, whom Tischendorf styles Nb, corrected the earlier chapters
of Matthew with scrupulous care ; but his interest in the work
seems to have flagged, and he makes few corrections in the
latter part and hardly any in the other Gospels. 'l'his actual
instance of a corrector's work explains at once a peculiarity of
L, an ancestor of which must have suffered a similar fate; for
the text of L is almost the Byzantine in Mt. i.-xvii., but it has
only a thin sprinkling of Byzantine readings in the latter part
of Matthew and in the other Gospels.1 The V or VIcent.
correctors of N, however, whom Tischendorf calls N° and Ncb,
were more systematic than totb. Indeed, if tot had been copied
after these various correctors had finished, the result would
have been a mixed text of components and general character
very like C, which has a large proportion of Byzantine (and a
few miscellaneous) readings in all four Gospels, but more so in
Matthew and Luke than in Mark and John.
The XIIIcent. cursive 579 (cf. p. 50) has in Matthew an
ordinary Byzantine text. In the other Gospels, especially in
Luke, it has a considerable number of Alexandrian readings. In
the Introduction to his edition of this MS., Schmidtke gives
a list of readings in which it differs from the Byzantine text in
order to support one or other member of the Alexandrian group.
On the basis of these lists I have compiled the following figures:
agreements with B tot, 31 ; with B against tot, 132 ; with N against
B, 111 ; with one or other of the group CL 33 Li 'I' 892 against
both B and tot, 134. We must, however, recollect that the
Byzantine text is much more closely allied to the Alexandrian
than to the Western. Hence the great majority of the agree1 Interesting figures as to Byzantine correction in L, C and A may be found
in E. A. Hutton, An Atlas of Textual Criticism, p. 13 (Cambridge, 19ll).
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ments of 579. with N B C L 33 are necessarily excluded from a list
of readings which purports to include only differences between
579 and the Byzantine text. Again, many of the readings in
which B N agree against that text are of a conspicuous nature,
and therefore would be particularly likely to attract the notice
of the corrector. Bearing this in mind, the interest of the above
figures is the demonstrative proof they afford that, although the
majority of readings in 579 are in agreement with the Byzantine
text, an ancestor must have been a MS. the text of which stood
right in the middle of the Egyptian group of MSS. The value
of a MS. of this kind appears where it supports a reading of '
B, N or L, which otherwise is unsupported. Every MS. has a
larger or smaller number of errors due to mistakes by the scribe
who wrote it or one of its immediate ancestors. Such errors in
no sense constitute readings characteristic of the local text
which the MS. as a whole represents. If, however, a " singular "
reading of any MS. is supported by another MS., which on other
grounds we can connect with the same family, we have sufficient
proof that the reading in question is not an accident or
idiosyncrasy of the particular MS. in which it occurs. If that
MS. happens to be B or N, such support for " singular " readings
is of special interest.
Another point about mixed texts is illustrated from the
Egyptian group. Except in Mark, A and 'I' have the ordinary
Byzantine text with a few scattered readings of the later
Alexandrian type ; but in Mark this state of things is exactly
reversed. The fundamental text is the later Alexandrian with
a few scattered Byzantine readings-the proportion of Alexandrian readings in the other Gospels being rather larger
in 'I' than in A. If these two MSS. stood alone we should
infer that Mark was copied from an exemplar belonging to a
different family from that used for the other Gospels. But
these two MSS. are only an extreme example of a regularly
recurrent phenomenon. A study of mixed texts belonging to
other families than the Alexandrian shows that it is not the
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exception but the rule for the Gospel of Mark to have a much
smaller proportion of Byzantine readings than the other Gospels.
Nearly every one of the MSS. of which the text is discussed in
our next chapter exhibits this-more especially the Codex Theodorae 565. The phenomenon must, therefore, be explained on
the hypothesis that these MSS. were copied from exemplars in
which the text in all four Gospels had originally been preByzantine, but which had been more thoroughly corrected to
the standard text in the first three Gospels than in Mark. Mark
provided very few lessons for the selection read in the public
services of the Church. It was much less used and much less
commented on than the other Gospels ; of this an interesting
illustration is the xcent. MS. X, which has a marginal commentary
on the three longer Gospels, but merely gives the bare text of
Mark. Hence the comparative carelessness shown in correcting
Mark to the fashionable type of text is easily accounted for.
There emerges a principle of some importance, but one
which heretofore has been insufficiently emphasised. Seeing
that the Gospel of Mark has escaped Byzantine revision in more
copies and to a greater extent than the other Gospels, it follows
that our materials for reconstructing the old local texts are far
more abundant and more trustworthy in this Gospel. From
this we deduce the following canon of textual criticism.
Research into {he pedigree of a MS. shou'ld begin with a study
of its text of Mark.
THE WESTERN TEXT

Jerome's Vulgate, as has been already indicated, played in
the Latin Church the same part as the Byzantine text in the
Greek. The process of haphazard correction of older MSS. to
the standard text resulted in the production of a number of copies
having a mixed text, partly Vulgate, partly Old Latin. Fortunately, besides these, a few MSS. with a text entirely Old Latin, or
with only a small admixture of Vulgate readings, still survive.
These differ from one another very considerably ; and they differ
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even more in the Latin words chosen to represent the Greek than
in the underlying Greek text they presuppose. Hence many
scholars think there must have originally been two independent
translations from the Greek, which subsequently have become
somewhat confused by mixture with one another as a result of
sporadic correction of MSS. of the one translation by MSS. of the
other. However this may be, it is the fact that the Old Latin
MSS.-which it is customary to ci.te by small italic letters-sort
themselves roughly into two main groups, of which the most
typical representatives are k (Bobiensis) and b (Veronensis).
One of the most important contribubions to the criticism of
the Gospels made in recent years was the demonstration by Dr.
Sanday that the text of k is to all intents and purposes identical
with that used by Cyprian of Carthage c. 250. This gives us
another fixed point towards the determination of early local texts.
Accordingly the type of text found in k is commonly spoken of
as the " African Latin." Unfortunately k is only extant for
Mk. viii.-xvi. and Matt. i.-xv. But another MS. e (Palatinus),
also incomplete, while overlapping with k to some small extent,
contains those parts of the Four Gospels which in k are missing.
In e we have a somewhat later form of the same text as k, with a
slight mixture of European Latin readings. In fact the type of
text in e has much the same relation to that of k as L bears to B.
The African text, so far as Mark and Luke are concerned, is also
supported by c, a twelfth-century MS. which has a text, roughly
speaking, half Vulgate and half Old Latin, though in the other
Gospels the Old Latin approximates nearer: to the type of b.1
The Speculum, a collection of proof-texts, cited as m, perhaps of
Spanish origin, helps to eke out our scanty authorities for this
African Latin text.
Tertullian, the predecessor of Cyprian at Carthage, speaks of
the Apostolic Sees, with special reference to Rome, as the " wombs
1 Cf. F. C. Burkitt, J.T.S., Jan. 1908, p. 307 ff.
The Old Latin and the Itala
(Texts and Studies, iv. 3, 1896) by the same author must be read by all
students of the La.tin versions.
F
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of the Catholic Church." 1 From this and from the general
probabilities of the case we may tentatively infer that African
Christianity came from Rome, and that the African Latin was
ultimately derived from an early form of Roman text. Further
evidence, slight but pointing in the same direction, may be seen
in the noticeable points of contact between the African Latin
MSS. and Fathers and what little we know of the text of Marcion,
who was in Rome 140-144. The African Latin, it is important
to notice, in many of its readings agrees with B i:-t against the type
of Old Latin of which I will now proceed to speak.
The other type of the Old Latin is called by some scholars the
"European," by others the" Italic." The MS. that occupies the
same sort of central position among the European Latin MSS. as
B does among the Alexandrian is, curiously enough, denoted by
the letter b (Veronensis). As the Dean of Christ Church puts it,
" b indeed seems to be almost a typical European MS. ; as the
other MSS. of European and of Italian origin, such as a f h i qr,
all resemble b more closelythan they resemble each other." 2 The
most constant supporter of bis ff 2 (Corbiensis II.). Of the MSS.
mentioned above the oldest 3 is a (Vercellensis) Ivcent.. This MS.,
supported by the fragment n, stands a little apart from the others.
The difference between a and bis at its maximum in Mark, so that
the critical canon just enunciated justifies the suspicion that it
may possibly represent a third local type, intermediate between
b and k, which in the other Gospels has been partially conformed
to the b text. 4
De Praescr. Haer. 21.
H. J. White, Old Latin Biblical Texta, iii. p. xxii., Oxford, 1888. This
vol. contains an edition of q, the Introduction to which_ is invaluable to the
student of Old Latin texts.
3 Burkitt argues that I: also is IVcent. (J.T.8., Oct. 1903, p. 107); b and e
are uniformly dated V•ent., ff' V or VI•ent.•
' The VI••nt. MS. f (Brixianus) has a large number of readings which
occur in the Byzantine text but not in other Old Latin MSS. ; many of these
occur in the Vulgate. There is a difference of opinion among experts as to
whether this MS. represents an attempt earlier than Jerome's to revise the
Latin by comparison with the Greek, or whether it is a Vulgate MS. corrupted
by the influence of the text of the Gothic version, as it seems to have been
1
1
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Of the European Latin as a whole it may be said that it represents a type of text at the furthest remove from that of B. And
even the African Latin, which in small points frequently deserts
the European to support B, is conspicuous for the number of striking additions-" interpolations " Hort calls them-to the B text.
The Roman theologians, up to and including Hippolytus, d. 236,
wrote in Greek ; and the liturgy of the Roman Church was in
Greek possibly till an even: later date. The number of quotations
in the fragments of Marcion or in the writings of Justin and
Hippolytus sufficiently definite to be used for critical purposes is
not very large, but such as they are they imply the use of a Greek
text,roughlyspeaking,corresponding to the Old La.tin. We know
also that the Diatessaron or Harmony of the Four Gospels compiled by Tatian was produced about 170, either during, or immediately after, his long residence in Rome ; and this had a text
of the same character. But the use of the Greek language slowly
died out in the West. Hence it is not surprising that we have
few MSS. which preserve the type of Greek text used in the West
during the period when Greek was still spoken there. For the
Epistles of St. Paul four such survive ; but for the Gospels until
recently there was only one, the Codex Bezae D.
Being practically the sole representative of the Greek text
used in the West towards the end of the second century, D has a
quite unique importance, and a large literature has come into
existence about it. Its text stands fairly well in the middle of
the various MSS. of the Old Latin. Where these differ from one
another, D sometimes supports one type, sometimes another;
but on the whole it is nearer to the European than to the African
type. In a certain number of readings it supports B against the
Old Latin; in a much larger number it agrees with B against the
Byzantine text. Its date, according to the latest authority, is
fifth century.
copied from the Latin side of a bilingual Gothic-Latin MS. Of. Wordsworth
and White, Nov. Test . ••• Hieronymi, p. 656, and F. C. Burkitt, J.T.S.,
Oct. 1899.
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D is a bilingual MS., having the Greek on the left, the Latin
on the right-hand page. 1 Theodore Beza, who presented the
MS. to the University of Cambridge, states that it was found
in the monastery of St. Irenaeus at Lyons ; and Dr. E. A.
Lowe 2 produces good reasons for the belief that it was already
in Lyons in the ninth century. Where it was originally written
is a question on which there is at present no agreement among
experts. Southern Italy, Sardinia, or the Rhone valley are
the favourite guesses. In favour of the last-mentioned locality
is the close relation of the text of D to that used by Irenaeus,
Bishop of Lyons c. 177-195. This relation was noted long
ago, but is re-affirmed with further confirmation in Sanday
and Turner's recent edition of the New Testament Text of
Irenaeus. 3 We may, however, infer that it was written in
some rather out-of-the-way church or monastery, for two
reasons. First, the corruptions in the text imply an ignorant
scribe. Secondly, the story of the man working on the Sabbath
inserted by D after Lk. vi. 4, and the attempt to assimilate the
genealogy of our Lord in Luke to that found in Matthew, are
readings so remarkable that they almost demand comment. Yet,
to the best of my knowledge, no allusion is made to either by any
ecclesiastical writer. This is easily explicable if these readings
were current only in some out-of-the-way church.
The solitary position of D as the Greek representative of the
Old Latin text has been partially relieved, so far as the Gospel of
Mark is concerned, by the discovery in 1906 of W (the Freer
MS. ycent. ), the possession of which gives the library of Washington
the distinction of containing one of the six most ancient copies of
the Gospels. The text of W presents a unique problem. Its
editor, Prof. H. A. Sanders,4 thinks it is descended from an ancestor
1 It is customary to cite the Latin half of D, which not infrequently differs
from the Greek, as d. Similarly the (far less important) interlinear Latin of
<l is cited as 8.
1 J.T.S., April 1924, p. 270 ff.
a Novum Teatamentum S. lrenaei (Oxford, 1923).
' Cf. the elaborate introduction to his collation of W, The New Testament
MSS. in the Freer Collection, Part I. (The Macmillan Co., New York, 1912).
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made up of fragments from different rolls of the Gospels pieced
together after the attempt of Diocletian to crush Christianity by
destroying the sacred books. (For another and, I think, more
probable explanation see Appendix V.) Some portions seem
to have been drastically revised to conform to the B ~. others to
the Byzantine, text. In the whole of Matthew and in Lk. viii. 13
to the end it presents a text mainly Byzantine; since most of
Matthew is wanting in A (the only other MS. as early as the filth
century which gives a text closely allied to the Byzantine) we
have in W a welcome accession to the early evidence for this
type of text. For the first seven chapters of Luke and in John
(v. 12 to the -end) 1 the text of W is mainly of the Alexandrian
type. But the most notable feature of W is its text of Mark.
For Mk. i.-v. 30 the text of W is almost word for word the
Greek equivalent of the old Latin version in what seems to be
its oldest form; 2 it has special points of contact with the
"African" Latin MSS. e and c (k is not here extant). So far,
then, as this part of Mark is concerned we have in W a valuable
addition to the evidence afforded by D for t.he ancient Greek text
current in the West--to which text alone the title "Western"
will in these chapters be applied. For Mk. v. 31-xvi. 8, however,
W-for evidence see Appendix V-is much the most ancient
authority for the type of " Eastern " text discussed in Chap. IV.
THE TEXT OF EPHESUS

Constantinople, as we shall see shortly, appears to have
adopted its text as well as its theology from Antioch. It was
inevitable, therefore, that at Ephesus, situated as it was between
these two dominant patriarchates, the old local text should
succumb at an early date to the standard text used by both
these Sees. There is reason to believe that some time in the
fourth century Ephesus was compelled to surrender its ancient
liturgy in favour of the Byzantine. 3 But there is a certain
1 Jn. i. 1-v. 11 is by a different scribe and on different parchment, and
seems to have been added to replace a lost quire.
8 W. Palmer, Origines Liturgicae, i. 106.
• Cf. H. A. Sanders, op. cit. p. 67.
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amount of evidence that in the second century the text used at
Ephesus was akin to that found in D and the European Latin.
The recently discovered second-century document known
as the Epistula Apostolomm is supposed by its editor Carl
Schmidt 1 to be of Ephesian origin. The evidence adduced is
not conclusive ; and other scholars assign it to Alexandria. The
author of this work is clearly familiar with all four Gospels.
But for our present purpose the most interesting point is that
he seems to have read them in a text like that we call Western
in the strictest geographical sense.
(a) In eh. 2 he has a very remarkable list of the apostles in
which the name of John stands first; and one of the names is
Judas Zelotes. It might have been imagined that this was due to
a conjectural combination, made by the author himself, between
the names of the two apostles mentioned in Lk. vi. 16, Judas of
James and Simon Zelotes; but this same combination, Judas
Zelotes, occurs (Mt. x. 3), as a substitute for the ordinary
Thaddaeus = Lebbaeus, in the Old Latin a b h q etc. It also
occurs in the fifth-century mosaics in the Baptistry of the
Orthodox at Ravenna, which are in another respect connected
with the Western text, in so much as they arrange the evangelists in the order Matthew, John, Luke, Mark, found in D, W,
several Old Latin MSS., and in the Monarchian Prologues (p. 11).
(b) In eh. 3 a<lfin. we read" He is the word made flesh, born
in the sacred Virgin's womb, conceived by the Holy Ghost, not
by carnal lust, but by the will of God." This seems to imply
the famous Western reading of Jn. i. 13, which substitutes
&~ • • • eryev~8'Y/ for ot . . . eryev~8'T}<TaV and thereby makes
the fourth Gospel also assert the Virgin Birth of Christ. This
reading is found in b, in three quotations of Irenaeus, two of
Tertullian, and was also known to .Ambrose, Augustine, and
probably to Justin Martyr.
(c) Possibly his text also included the Longer Conclusion
1

1 In Texte und Untersuchungen, 1919.
Cf. C. Schmidt, op. cit. pp. 21_9, 224, also below, p. 348.
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of Mark. 2 This is a characteristic Gallic and Italian reading.
It is absent from the African Latin, from the oldest Alexandrian
MSS., from the majority and the oldest MSS. known to Eusebius
of Caesarea, from Syr. S., which seems to represent the old text
of Antioch, and from the Eastern authorities mentioned p. 88.
But it is found in D, in all Old Latin MSS. except k, and in the
text used by Irenaeus and Tatian.
These striking agreements between the text quoted in a
document of the second century, probably Ephesian, and the
text used in Italy and Gaul, tempt me to review the nature of
the patristic evidence for the Western text. We notice at once
a special connection between most of our earliest authorities for
the Western text and the Roman province of Asia of which
Ephesus was the capital.
(a) Justin Martyr was converted to Christianity in Ephesus;
and according to the evidence given by himself at his trial,
though he had lived and taught in Rome, he had done so
without any very close affiliation to the local Church. 1 The
text of the Gospels he used is therefore more likely than not
to have been the one he brought from Ephesus. Tatian was
a pupil of Justin, and may well have used his master's text.
(b) Irenaeus as a boy sat at the feet of Polycarp of Smyrna,
and never tires of emphasising the value of the apostolic
tradition of the Churches of Asia and Rome. But the connection between Asia and the Church of Lyons, of which
Irenaeus was a member and ultimately bishop, was in no sense
personal to Irenaeus himself. Eusebius preserves the letter
written by the Churches of Lyons and Vienne to the Church of
Ephesus to tell them the story of the martyrdoms in the persecution of 177. This implies a special affiliation of these Gallic
Churches to the Church of Asia. The Greek-speaking communities 0£ the Rhone valley seem always to have kept up a
connection, mainly no doubt for trade purposes, with the cities
1 Cf. the Martyrdom of Justin and the discussion by "K. Lake, Landmark8
of Early Christianity, p. 127 (Macmillan, 1920).
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of Ionia, of which they had originally been colonies. 1 It is, therefore, exceedingly probable that the Christianity of the Rhone
valley was derived from Ephesus. In that case the text of the
Gospels used there would naturally be the Ephesian text.
(c) Since Justin, Tatian, and Irenaeus all resided and taught
in Rome, some readings from the text they used would get into
the local text. The text of Irenaeus, we have seen, is closely
related to that of D and the Old Latin. This suggests the
possibility that the earliest Latin translation used in Gaul was
derived, not from the Greek text used in Rome, but from that
used in the Rhone valley. This translation might have spread
thence into Gallia Cisalpina, the consanguineous district of
N. Italy.
The evidence available is quite insufficient to justify any
definite conclusion, but it at least suggests the tentative
hypothesis that while regarding the African Latin as a descendant of the older Roman text, we should look on D and
the European Latin as representing a mixture, varying with
individual MSS., between the Roman and the Ephesian text.
THE OLD TEXT OF ANTIOCH

We pass on to consider a field of inquiry which more than
any other has been illuminated by recent discovery-the old
local texts of the Asiatic provinces of the Roman Empire. When
Hort wrote, the materials at the disposal of critics were insufficient
to justify any definite conclusion, and we are still hampered by
the lack of ecclesiastical writers from whose quotations of the
New Testament the type of text current in these provinces can
be ascertained. In fact the only early writer native to these
provinces of whom enough survives to be of any practical use for
this purpose is the historian, Eusebius of Caesarea, c. 325. It had
1 Three inscriptions have been found in Lyons set up by persons described
as natione Graeca, and one by a lady, natione Aaiana. Cf. Vasile Parvan, Die
NationaUtiit der Kaufteute im romischen Kaiserreiche, pp. 90, 107 (Breslau,
1919).

CR.ill

THE TEXTS OF THE GREAT SEES

73

long been recognised that Eusebius useJ. a "Western" text, but
one of a peculiar kind, that is to say, a text which, although more
closely allied to D than to NB L, is markedly distinct from D.
But the only MS. giving a continuous text of early date which
could be certainly assigned to the Eastern provinces was the
fragmentary Cureton MS. of the Old Syriac version (Syr. C.), which
contains less than half the total contents of the Gospels, and of
Mark only four verses. Hence Hort was justified in including the
Old Syriac and the sporadic non-Byzantine readings of a similar
character found in cursives like 565 or the Ferrar group under
the general designation of the " Western text "-a title which he
inherited from Griesbach,-although he quite recognised the geographical inappropriateness of this extended use of the adjective,
Since Hort wrote, the situation has been completely changed
by a series of discoveries. Of these the one which has opened up
the prospect of our obtaining at least a general idea of the ancient
text of Antioch was the discovery in 1892 of the Sinaitic Syriac
(which I shall cite as Syr. S.), a fourth-century palimpsest containing, with some lacunae, a fairly complete text of the Four
Gospels in the Old Syriac version. The Syriac text of Syr. S. and
Syr. C., along with an English translation, purposely so literal that
even the order of words in the original can often be followed, was
published in 1904 by F. C. Burkitt under the title Evangelion
Da-Mepharreshe =" Gospel of the Separate," as distinguished
from the Diatessaron or "Gospel of the Mixed." The Introduction and Notes to this edition form a contribution to textual
criticism the value of which to the advanced student cannot be
over-estimated.
It appears that Syr. S. and Syr. C. represent fundamentally
the same version, but that one or the other must have been
revised partially from a Greek MS. having a slightly different
type of text. Burkitt thinks that Syr. S. gives the version most
nearly in its original form, while Syr. C. has been revised here and
there by a Greek MS. more or less similar to the Codex Bezae.
However this may be, the fact remains that the version as a
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whole is more closely allied to the Western text than to B,
although Syr. S., especially in the matter of omission, frequently
supports B against both Syr. C. and D. For instance, it omits
the last twelve verses of Mark and the two notable passages
Lk. xxii. 43 f. (the Bloody Sweat) and Lk. xxiii. 34 ("Father,
forgive them "). But, though on the whole it ranges itself on
the side of D and the Old Latin against B and its allies, the
Old Syriac has a sufficiently large number of distinctive readings
found neither in D nor B to justify our regarding it as a third
type of text.
Burkitt was, I believe, the first to work out in any detail the
suggestion that the Greek text underlying the version of the Old
Syriac preserved in Syr. S. was derived from the older text of
Antioch. 1 His argument, briefly, is as follows. Tatian, who
seems to have been the first effectively to plant Christianity in
Mesopotamia, introduced there, not the Four Gospels, but the
Syriac Diatessaron-which for centuries was spoken of as " the
Gospel." The Four Gospels, known by contrast to the Diatessaron as" the Gospel of the Separate," were a later introduction.
Syr. S. seems to be an earlier form than Syr. C. of the Syriac
version of the Separate Gospels. Its translator was familiar
with the Diatessaron, and its readings, as well as its renderings,
may sometimes have been affected by that fact; hence the
original Greek text from which Syr. S. was translated will have
differed from the Diatessaron even more than does the translation. Now the text of the Diatessaron is closely akin to D and
the Old Latin. This resemblance, coupled with the fact that
Tatian came from Rome about A.D. 172, makes it highly probable
that the text used for the Diatessaron was the Roman text.
Where, then, did the text of Syr. S. come from 1 Geographically,
the province of which Antioch is capital marched with the
Syriac-speaking district. More than this, there is evidence that,
after the disorganisation caused by a period of persecution,
Serapion the Patriarch of Antioch, c. A.D. 200, re-established the
1

Et•angelion Da-Mepharreshe, ii. p. 254.
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Syriac Church by consecrating PalUt, the bishop from whom in
after years that Church reckoned its episcopal succession. Thus
the revived Syriac-speaking Church was in a special way a.
daughter church of Antioch, and would naturally obtain therefrom the text of the "separate" Gospels which hitherto it
did not possess. The presumption, then, that the Old Syriac
represents the second-century text of Antioch is decidedly high.
Moreover, I would observe that, if any one prefers the view
of certain scholars that the old Syriac version of the Gospels is
earlier than the Diatessaron, the presumption that its text came
from Antioch is considerably enhanced ; for the only reasonable
ground for doubting the Antiochene origin of the Syriac text
arises from the known connection of Tatian with Rome.
Burkitt points out that a. number of readings of the Old
Syriac, which are not found in any' other Greek MS., occur in
one or more of the cursives 1 &c., 13 &c., 28, 565, 700. Those
MSS., I shall argue in the next chapter, preserve (with much
Byzantine admixture) the old text of Caesarea. Seeing that
Caesarea and Antioch were the capitals of adjoining provinces,
the discovery that those MSS. represent the text of Caesarea
cannot but add weight to the view that the cognate text
implied in the Old Syriac has some special connection with the
neighbouring Church of Antioch.
Any evidence is welcome which throws further light on the
true text of a version which survives only in two MSS., both imperfect. For this purpose some use can be made of the Peshitta
-the Syriac version used at the present day in all branches of
the Syriac-speaking Church. Of this we have MSS. as early as
the fifth century. Burkitt 1 has shown that the Peshitta represents
a revision of the Old Syriac made by Rabbula, Bishop of Edessa,
about 425. The MSS. used by Rabbula evidently represented
the Byzantine text, and his revision was fairly thorough.
Nevertheless the number of readings of the Old Syriac which
i "S. Ephraim's Quotations from the Gospels," in Texts and Studies, vii. 2
(Cambridge, 1901).
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survive in the Peshitta is considerable, though the proportion
which these bear to the whole is less than that borne by the
Old Latin readings surviving in Jerome's Vulgate. Wherever,
therefore, the reading implied in the Peshitta differs from that
of the Byzantine text, there is a fair presumption that it represents the reading of an Old Syriac MS.
The other Syriac versions are of less value as evidence for the
text of the Old Syriac. We have a number of MSS. of a revision
made for the Jacobite sect by Thomas of Harkel in 616; but this
revision went still further in the direction of assimilating the
Syriac to the Byzantine Greek text. He noted in the margin
the readings of three old Greek MSS. in the Gospels and of one
in the Acts which differed from the Byzantine text. These readings (cited as Syr. Hclmg.) are of considerable interest; but their
importance lies in the evidence they afford for pre-Byzantine
Greek texts, not for the light they throw on the Old Syriac.
Much the same may be said of the " Palestinian " or
"Jerusalem" Syriac (cited as Syr. Hier.). Burkitt has shown
that this was not a native Palestinian product. 1 It was produced
in a monastery near Antioch as part of an effort of Justinian to
combat Nestorianism in Palestine by providing orthodox literature in the vernacular. It is probable that the translators made
some use of previous Syriac versions, but Syr. Hier. cannot be
safely quoted as an authority for the Old Syriac-still less, as
von Soden thought, for the Greek text used at Jerusalem. 2
The Armenian version is held by Dean Armitage Robinson 3
to have been originally made, wholly or in part, from the Old
Syriac. In that case it may be used as supplementary evidence
for the original form of that version. This view, however, has
lately been disputed (cf. p. 104) ; I shall venture later on
(p. 104 f.) to put forward a suggestion of my own in regard to
the most debateable point.
1

J.T.S., Jan. 1901, pp. 174 :ff.
Hoskier, J.T.S., Jan. 1913, p. 242, notes pointll of contact between the
text of this version and the mixed cursive 11>7.
8 Cf. " Euthaliana " in Texts and Studies, iii. 3 (1895).
2

lV
THE KORIDETHI MS. AND THE TEXT OF CAESAREA
SYNOPSIS
THE

0

FAMILY

The new Koridethi MS. 8 has been shown by K. Lake to be the
most important member of a family of MSS. of which the next in
importance are the cursives 1 &c., 13 &c., 28, 565, 700. Accordingly
the whole group may appropriately be "styledfam. 8. Each member
of this family has been partially corrected to the Byzantine standard ;
but, since in each a different set of passages has been so corrected, we
can, by the simple expedient of ignoring the Byzantine readings,
approximately restore the text of the original ancestor. This
illustrated by a Table. In an Appendix evidence is adduced for
assigning to Jam. e certain other less important MSS., in particular
the group 1424 &c.
RELATION TO OTHER ANCIENT TEXTS

(1) The text of jam. 8 is slightly, but only slightly, nearer to the
Western than to the Alexandrian type ; also it has a large and
clearly defined set of readings peculiar to itself.
(2) In jam. 8 are found certain striking additions to the T.R. which
the Syriac shares with D and the Old Latin, beside others found only
in the Syriac or Armenian.
(3) As regards, however, the longer omissions from the T.R.
found in Band Syr. S.,fam. 8 nearly always supports the shorter text.
(4) Fam. 8 is nearer to the Old Syriac than is any other surviving
Greek text, but it is by no means identical ; it is frequently supported
by the Armenian against the Syriac. Most frequently of all it is
supported by the oldest MSS. of the Georgian version.

8

AND THE TEXT OF 0RIGEN

Griesbach discovered that Origen used two different texts of
Mark ; but, owing to the paucity of MS. evidence then available, he
77
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slightly misinterpreted the facts. These are as follows. In the
surviving portions of the first ten books of his Commentary on John,
Origen used the B ~ text of Mark ; but in the later books of this
work, in his Commentary on Matthew and his Exhortation ro Martyrdom,
he used a text practically identical with that of Jam. e. The Commentary on John was begun in Alexandria but finished at Caesarea,
and both the other works mentioned were written at Caesarea.
It further appears that the text of Matthew used by Origen in his
Commentary on that Gospel was the Jam. e text-a fact partly
disguised in the printed editions in which the text offam. e has been
sporadically corrected to the Byzantine standard. Throughout the
Commentary on John, Origen used an Alexandrian text of John, but
in the later books he changed his text of Luke for one of the e type.
These conclusions tested against tables drawn up by Preuschen. At
a later date Origen seems to have used the 8 text for John also.
Reasons for believing that the jam. 8 text was already in possession
at Caesarea when Origen arrived and was not a recension which he
made himself.
THE MSS. SENT TO CONSTANTINE

The possibility that the fifty copies supplied by Eusebius to
Constantine in 331 represented the old text of Caesarea. By 380
Constantinople had adopted the revised text of Lucian. This would
lead to the correction of the older MSS. to the Lucianic (i.e., practically, to the Byzantine) standard. Some of these partially corrected
copies would get into the provinces, and may be the parents of some
existing MSS. of jam. e. Possibility that the Greek texts used by
SS. Mesrop and Sahak to revise the Armenian were of this character.
CONCLUDING SURVEY

Significant fact that the local texts identified above form a series
corresponding to the geographical propinquity of the churches with
which they are connected.
Practical bearing of these results. The textual critic, in weighing
the amount of external evidence in favour of any reading, should
consider primarily, not the number or age of the MSS. which support
it, but the number and geographical distribution of the ancient local
texts in which it can be traced.
It follows that MSS. should be cited, not in alphabetical or
numerical order, but in groups corresponding to the local texts which
they represent. When at least three of the leading representatives of
any local text support a reading, very little is gained by citing the
additional evidence of MSS. which normally support the same local
text.

CHAPTER IV
THE KORIDETHI MS. AND THE TEXT OF CAESAREA

THE 0

FAMILY

THE uncial MS. to which the letter 0 is assigned was discovered
in a remote valley in the Caucasus, where it had long been a kind
of village fetish ; but at a much earlier date it belonged to a
monastery at Koridethi-at the far end of the Black Sea just
inside the old frontier between Russia and Turkey. Owing to
a chapter of accidents-including a disappearance for thirty
years-its complete text only became available to scholars in
1913.1 Dr. R. P. Blake, in a joint article by himself and Prof.
K. Lake in the Harvard Theological Review for July 1923, argues
that the scribe was a Georgian, familiar with the Coptic script,
but extremely ignorant of Greek. At any rate the ordinary
tests by which the handwriting of MSS. can be dated are
difficult to apply; but it probably belongs to the eighth century.
The discovery is comparable in importance to that of ~ or the
Sinaitic Syriac-but for a different reason. The importance of N
and Syr. S. depends on their early date and the relative purity
of the types of text they respectively preserve. El is neither so
old nor so pure: it has suffered considerably from Byzantine
revision. Its importance lies in the fact that it supplies a
1 In the edition by G. Beerman and C. R. Gregory, Leipzig, 1913.
The
student should be warned that the Appendix which gives the MS. support of
all varia.nta in 0 is quite unreliable so far as it. cursive supporters are concerned. As the MSS. most closely allied to 0 are a.11 cursives, this is a. serious
defect. An edition of 0, with Mark in reduced facsimile, wa1 published by
the Moscow Areheologioal Society, 1907 ; but this is not eaaily proeured.
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missing link and enables us to see the real connection between
certain cursives, the exceptional character of which has long
been an enigma to the critic. In the demonstration of the
relation between 0 and this group of cursives, the first and most
important step was made by Lake in the brilliant article referred
to above in the Harvard Theological Review.
The cursives in question are the following: (a) Codex 1 and
its allies, commonly cited as Jam. 1, or 1 &c. Of this family of
MSS. the only one comparable in importance to 1 is 1582
(Xcent") recently discovered in the Vatopedi Monastery on Mt.
Athos. But the inferior members occasionally preserve original
readings which have been revised out in the two better MSS.1
(b) The" Ferrar group" (cited asfam.18 or 13 &c.}, extended by
later discovery from the four MSS. 13-69-124-346, edited
by Ferrar and Abbott, to twelve, all of which are probably
derived from a single lost uncial. Within this group 69, 124,
and 983 are specially important as often preserving readings not
found in other members. 2 (c) The Paris MS. 28. (d) The
1 Codex I of the Gospels and its Allies, by K. Lake, Texts and Studies,
vol. vii. (Cambridge, 1902), contains the full text of 1 collated with its inferior
supporters 118-131-209, along with a very valuable Introduction. No
collation of 1582 has yet been published, but it is quoted by Soden (as e 183).
Soden also quotes from two others of much less importance, i.e. for Mark, Luke,
John 2193 (Sod. e 1131), for Mark only 872 (Sod. • 203). Soden also includes
22 and 1278 in this family; the case of 22 is discussed by H. A. Sanders in "A
New Collation of Codex 22" (Journal of Biblical Literature, xxxiii., pt. 2) who in
general agrees. As nearly all the readings of 22 not found in 1-118-131-209
occur in other members of Jam. e, it matters little whether it is classed with
Jam. 1 or as an independent member of the larger family.
I A large literature has a.risen round the Ferrar group (cf. Further
Researche11 into the History of the Ferrar Group, pp. 1-8, by J. Rendel Harris,
Cambridge Press, 1900). It would appear that most of the group 13-69124--230-34'6-543-788-826-828-983-1689-1709 are descended from
a MS. which in the twelfth century was preserved either in some monastery
in Calabria. in the "heel" of Italy, or in some allied monastery in Sicily.
In the classical period, S. Italy was not Italian but Greek ; but by the
end of the sixth century, apart from a. few coast towns, it had become
Latin. But in the eighth and following centuries there was an immense
immigration of Greek-speaking monks-refugees from the Mohammedan
invasions. In the twelfth century, under Norman rule, there was an intellectual
revival in the Greek monasteries of S. Italy. There is excellent evidence
(cf. K. Lake, J.T.S., Jan. 1904, p. 189 ff.) that MSS. were collected at con.
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"Empress Theodora's Codex" 565 (cited by Tischendorf as 2Pe
and by Hort as 81).1 For Mark this is the most, for the other
Gospels the least, important of the MSS. here mentioned.
(e) The very interesting British Museum MS. 700, acquired in
1882 but not fully made known to the world till 1890.2
Lake made the all-important discovery that 0 and these
notable cursives, taken all together, form in reality a single
family. ·True 0 and the five other sets of authorities mentioned
do not on the face of it exhibit a single type of text ; but
that is because each of them has been heavily corrected to the
Byzantine standard, and in each case a different set of corrections has been made. If, however, we eliminate from the text
of all these manuscripts those variants which are found in the
Byzantine text, we find that the residuary readings of the six
different representatives of the family support one another to
a quite remarkable extent. Lake illustrates this by a table
analysing the variants in the first chapter of Mark.
In order to indicate the nature of his argument and at the
same time to test its validity in regard to Luke and John, I
have compiled similar tables (p. 83 and App. II.), only with
an additional column for the readings of Jam. 1424. On the
left are printed the readings found in one or more MSS. of the
family which differ from the Textus Receptus ; on the right are
the corresponding readings of the T.R. The letter f stands
wherever the MS. (or group) indicated at the head of the
column supports the family reading, the symbol ~ when it
siderable expense from different parts of Greece and from Constantinople to
found, or refound, libraries. The magnificent purple Codex ~. still preserved
at Rossano, must have been written either in Constantinople or in Cappadocia.
Accordingly, it is probable that the ancestor of the Ferrar group was brought
to Italy from the East; there is no reason for connecting it with the primitive
text of S. Italy, which in all probability was akin to D.
1 Edited by J. Belsheim, Chriatiania, 1885; corrections by H. S. Cronin
in an Appendix to his edition of N, Texts and Studies, vol. iv. p. 106 ff.
Scrivener and Hoskier cite as 473.
·
1 Collation by H. C. Hoskier, as Codex 604 (Scrivener's number) ; with
Appendix containing a collation of 1278, which Soden reckons a weak member
of/am. 1 (D. Nutt, 1890).
G
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agrees with the T.R. If any MS. supports a third reading,
this is indicated in the column appropriate to that MS. by the
symbol "3rd." The readings of ~ B and D are also given in
order to show how _each of them alternately supports and
deserts the f am. 0 text.
From Lake's table of variants in Mk. i. it appears that
there are 76 instances in which at least two members of the
family agree with one another in exhibiting readings not found
in the Byzantine text ; while there are only 5 instances where
a member of the family gives a non-Byzantine reading other
than that supported by the family. The significance of these
figures is made clearer when it is noted that in regard to this
same set of 76 variants in Mk. i. N and B differ from one
another no less than 12 times. It follows that the ancestors
from which 0 and the five sets of allies were derived must
have differed from one another in this chapter considerably
less than ~ does from B. Clearly we are justified henceforth
in referring to this group of MSS.1 by the convenient title of
Jam. 0. (For connection of W with jam. 0, cf. Appendix V.)
In the article in the Harvard Theowgical Review the authors
confined their discussion to the text of Mark-the Gospel in
which, as we have seen before, the key to the history of the
text of any particular MS. is usually to be found. But as I
happened to have been exercising myself with the problem
presented by the text of 0, I could not rest until I had explored
their solution a little further. The evidence that convinced
me that Lake's conclusion holds good in regard to the other
Gospels also is presented in Appendix II.
In the course of this investigation I came upon evidence
that the family of which 0 is the head has numerous poor
relations. That is to say, there are a large number of MSS.
which appear to be ultimately descended from ancestors the
1 When a reading is cited as occurring in Jam. 13 or the like, this does not
mean that it is found in all MSS. of that group, but that it occurs in at least
two, and that practically all MSS. of the group which do not give it follow the
Byzantine text instead.
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same or similar to those of Jam. ®, but by lines of descent
which have suffered far more correction to the Byzantine
standard. For details I refer to Appendix II. Such MSS.
are of interest in that they occasionally preserve apparently
genuine readings of the family text which have been revised
out of the (generally speaking) better representatives. Of
these MSS. the most important is the group which von Soden
styles r~, but which by parity of nomenclature I propose
to cite as Jam. 1424, since the xcent. Kosinitza MS. 1424
(Scrivener's 1) is its oldest representative.
RELATION TO OTHER ANCIENT TEXTS

But before attempting to inquire further into the origin of
the text represented in Jam. ®, we must clear up its relation to
other ancient texts, especially to those of B, D and the Old
Syriac. This is the more necessary as von Soden has misrepresented and confused the evidence, by putting D into the
same sub-family as ®, and by making the Old Syriac another
witness to the same type of text.
My investigation of this question leads me to formulate
four main conclusions :
(1) So far as minor variants are concerned-and these are
much the most numerous, and are of course the most
significant for the study of the relationship of different texts
-the text of Jam. ® is almost equidistant from both the
Alexandrian and the Western texts. The balance inclines
slightly, but only slightly, to the Western side, while there are
a very large proportion of readings found neither in D nor in
the typical Alexandrian MSS. We have therefore in Jam. ®
a clearly defined and distinctive text which may properly be
ranked side by side with the three great texts, Alexandrian,
Western and Byzantine ( =Hort's "Neutral," "Western" and
"Syrian") hitherto recognised.
(2) In Jam. ® are found certain striking additions to the
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T.R. which the Syriac shares with D and the Old Lat., besides
others found only in the Syriac or the Armenian.
(3) On the other hand, as regards the longer omissions
from the T.R. which are so conspicuous a feature of the conjunction of B with Syr. S., Jam. 0 nearly always supports
the shorter text.
(4) Though the text of jam. 0 is nearer than any other
surviving Greek text to the Old Syriac, it is by no means its
exact equivalent; and it frequently goes with the Armenian
against the Syriac. Further, it would appear that it is supported most frequently of all by the oldest MSS. of the Georgian
version.
I proceed 'to summarise the evidence on which these conclusions are based. But the reader who has not previously
made a study of textual criticism is advised on a first reading
to skip this and pass on to the next subsection, " 0 and the
Text of Origen."
(1) Lake's table shows that in Mk. i., in cases where Band D
differ, B supports Jam. 0 against D 16 times, while D supports
the family against B 15 times, also that in 9 cases Jam. 0 is
supported against B D combined by one or more of the later
Alexandrian group N L A 'I' 33 579. That is to say, the text
of Jam. 0, in this chapter of Mark, is somewhat more closely
allied to that of Alexandria than it is to D and the Old Latin.
But how far, we ask, is this proportion maintained throughout
the four Gospels 1 To make a count of all the readings in all
four Gospels is obviously impossible; but in four different ways
I have been able to compile statistics which give some indication of the proportion which prevails elsewhere between the
number of Egyptian and D readings.
(a) Hoskier in his edition of 700 (p. ix) sets out all the agreements of that MS. with the great uncials against the Byzantine
text. From these it appears that 700 is supported by B against
D 63 times, by one or more members of the group N L C A
against B D combined 34 times, while it joins D against B 111
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times. (b) In the Introduction to Ferrar and Abbott's historic
edition of 13-69-124-346 (p. xlviii) will be found an analysis
of the variants in Mt. xix.-xx. and Mk. i.-ix. Only those variants
are counted in which the four cursives agree against the T.R.
Out of 25 variants in Mt. xix.-xx., 13 &c. agree 18 times with
B, 17 with D. Out of 215 in Mk. i.-ix. they agree 88 times with
B, 90 with D. Further, it appears that in a series of selected
passages from all four Gospels Jam. 13 differs 376 times from
N, 367 from B, 496 from D. That is to say, while 700 is slightly
nearer to D than to the Egyptian group, the Ferrar group is
distinctly nearer to B N than to D. (c) The statistics given below
(p. 90), compiled from the lists in Lake's Codex 1 and its Allies,
show the numbers of agreements of Jam. 1 with the principal
authorities in turn, and show that Jam. 1 is only a very little
nearer to B N than it is to the Old Lat. and D. (d) For® there
are no such statistics to refer to, but a study of the MS. support
for variants in Mk. xiv. and xv. as set out in the Appendix of
Gregory and Beerman's edition of ® shows that for these two
chapters the proportion of Alexandrian to Western readings is
approximately as 3 to 4. All these several sets of statistics,
it will be observed, come to much the same thing. It so happens
that in Jam. 1 and Jam. 13 the Byzantine revisers have spared
a slightly larger proportion of Alexandrian than Western readings, while in ® and 700 the opposite has occurred ; but,
considered as a whole, the text of Jam. ® is not very much
nearer to D than it is to B. Thus the von Soden grouping,
which puts D in the same group as ®, 28, 565, 700, while excluding from that group Jam. 1 and Jam. 13, is a complete misapprehension of the evidence.
(2) More interesting, if not more important, is the relation of
Jam. ® to the Syriac and the Armenian versions. This may be
illustrated by selecting a few striking readings in which Jam. ®
agrees with Syr. S., and usually Arm. also, against B.
~' €"{€VV'l]U€V
' '
'IWG''IJ't'
'..i. Tov
' avopa
" ~
M apiar;,
'
Mt·• 1.. 16 • 'I atcro' (3 0€
eg fir; e7Evv~B'T/ 'I'T/uovr; is the ordinary reading. Instead of this
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'IaKw/3 oe €ryevv17<rev 'Iw<r?jcf>, f> JJ,V1J<TT€v(Je'i<ra 7rap(Jevoc;; MaptCtµ,
€ry€vv17<rev 'l17<rovv Tov 'Aery6µ,evov Xpt<rTdv is found in 0 and the
Ferrar MSS. 346-543-826-828 (hiat. 69), Old Lat. (incl. d.
hiat. DGk.). Syr. C. agrees with this, approximately. The Armenian
combines both readings-a sure sign that it is a mixed text-and reads " the husband of Mariam, to whom was betrothed
Mariam the virgin, from whom was born Jesus." Syr. S. has a
reading which ·would correspond to 'laKw/3 oe €ryevv17<rev Tov
'Iw<r~cp • 'Iw<r~cf> rfi µ,v17<rTevBeZ<ra 7rap8€voc;; Maptaµ, €ryevv17<rev
'I71<rovv KT°'A. To me the reading of Syr. S. looks as if it was
translated from a Greek MS. of the 0 13 &c. type in
which by accident the name 'Iw<r?]cp had been written twice.
Dittography is a very common scribal error; and seeing that
every one of the preceding 39 names in the genealogy had
been written twice, the repetition of this particular word would
have been exceptionally easy. The reading of Syr. C. will then
be explained as one among many other attempts to correct
this MS. by a MS. of the D type.
Mt. xxvii. 16, 17. The name of Ba.rabbas is Jesus Barabbas,
0, 1 &c., Syr. S., Arm., Orig. in Mat.
Mt. xxviii. 18. After ryf}c;; add KaBwc;; a7re<TT€£°'Aev µ,e 0
7raT~p. Karyw a'lrO<TTe°'AA-01 vµ,ac;; 0, 1604, Syr. Pesh. (hiant Syr.
S. and C.), Arm. (hiat Orig.Mt.).
Mk. x. 14. Before e17rev add €mnµ,~<ra<; <8>, 1 &c., 13 &c.,
28, 565, Syr. S., Arm.
Jn. xi. 39, om. ~ aoe'Acp~ TOV T€T€A€VIC7]1CdTO<; 0, Syr. Arm.;
Old Lat.
Jn. xix. 13. For I'a/3/3aBa =pavement KampaOa =arch
1 &c., 565, Arm. codd.. Syr. S. and C. are both lacking ; but
Syr. Pesh. does not favour either I'af3{3a0a or the reading of
1 &c. 0 has (xup/3aBa).
Jn. xx. 16. After otoa<rKa°'Ae add Ka' 7rpo<reopaµ,ev ihfracr()a,
avTov 0, 13 &c., Syr. S.; Old Lat.
Note, however, that Jam. 0 gives no support to the Syriac
in certain other conspicuous additions, e.g. in Lk. xxiii. 48, Jn.

s.
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iii. 6, Jn. xi. 39, Jn. xii. 12. Further we note that the Armenian
also deserts the Syriac here.
(3) It would appear that Jam. 0 agrees with Syr. S. in a
number of notable omissions wherein Syr. S. has the support of B.
Mt. xvi. 2-3, "Signs of the times," om. 13 &c., Arm., Orig.Mt..
Mt. xvii. 21, "This kind goeth not forth," &c., om. 0,
1604 (Arm., Orig.Mt. habent) ; e.
Mt. xviii. 11, "For the son of man came," &c., om. 0,
1 &c., 13 &c., Orig.Mt. (Arm. habet).
Mt. xxiii. 14, whole verse om. 0, 1 &c., 28, Arm., Dae,
Orig.Mt..
Mk. ix. 44, 46, " Where the worm dieth not " (lst and 2nd
time), om. 1, 28; 565, Arm. ; k.
Mk. ix. 49, " And every sacrifice ah.all be salted with salt,"
om. 1, 565, 700, Arm. ; k.
Mk. xvi. 9-20. That this was originally absent from Jam. 0
may be inferred from the scholion to €cf>o/3ofwro ryap, Mk. xvi. 8,
in certain members of the family. In the newly discovered
Vatopedi MS. 1582--the oldest MS. of Jam. 1-there is a concluding ornamentation a~er €cf>o/3ovvTo ryap, Mk. xvi. 8, followed
by a scholion : 1 " In some copies the Gospel ends here, up to
which point also Eusebius Pamphili made his canons, but in
many (copies) there is also found this." Then follows xvi. 9-16.
An identical scholion occurs in 1, in the margin ; but Dr. Blake
informs me that in 1582, which he has photographed, this note
is written right across the page in uncial letters as a colophon.
In 22 the word Te)wr; is written after €cf>o/3ovvTo ryap and the same
scholion, only with the allusion to Eusebius omitted, follows.
In nine of the oldest Armenian MSS. the Gospel ends at this
point. So also does the oldest (Adysh) MS. of the Georgian
vers10n.
Lk. ix. 55, "Ye know not of what spirit ye are," &c., om.
28, 1424 &c. (Arm. hab.).
Lk. xxii. 43-44. The angel and the Bloody Sweat, om. N
1

Cf. Gregory, Textlcritik, iii. p. 1160.
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1071. In Jam. 13 it is omitted here but inserted after Mt.
:xxvi. 39, where it occurs in Greek Lectionaries as a Good Friday
Lesson. This is explicable only if it was originally absent from
the text of the family in Luke, and was inserted in Matthew
by a scribe who supposed the Lectionary to represent the true
reading of that Gospel. Some MSS. of Arm. omit.
Lk. xxiii. 34, "Father, forgive them," om. 0 (Arm. hab.);
Dab.
Jn. vii.. 53-viii. 11. Pericope Adulterae, om. 0, 22, 2193, 565,
1424 &c., Arm. ; af q; in 1 and 1582 at the end of the Gospel-with
a note that it is found in some copies but not commented upon
by the holy Fathers Chrysostom, Cyril Alex., and Theodore of
Mopsuestia; inserted by 13 &c. after Lk. xxi. 38. It is absent
from all old Georgian MSS., having been introduced by George
the Athonite in his revision, c. 1045.
In view of this concUITence between B, Syr. S. and Jam. 0,
in the omission of conspicuous passages, three points require
notice. (a) There is no evidence that Jam. 0 omitted Lk. xxiii. 38,
"in letters of Greek and Latin and Hebrew," with B, Syr. S.
and C. (Arm. hab.); or Jn. v. 4 (the moving of the waters) with
B, Syr. C. (hiat. Syr. S.), Arm.codd.. Though, of course, the words
may have been inserted in all MSS. of the family by Byzantine
revisers. (b) Fam. 0 agrees with Syr. S. in certain conspicuous
insertions, which are found also in D. By reference to any
good Apparatus Criticus the student may verify this under the
references Mt. v. 22, Mt. x. 23, Mt. xxv. 1, Mk. x. 24. (c) Fam. 0
seems to support B against both Syr. S. and D in omissions in
Mt. iv. 10, Mt. xx. 16, Lk. xx. 34.
(4) It is clear that the Greek text from which the Old Syriac
was translated is more closely related to that of Jam. 0 than to
any other extant Greek MSS. ; but it would be a great mistake
to suppose that it is in any sense the same text. Indeed a
notable feature of the Jam. 0 text is the number of its agreements with B against the Syriac. It is also noteworthy that
the Jam. 0 is frequently supported by the Armenian against
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the Old Syriac. The lists of readings in Lake's edition of
Codex 1 provide materials on which a rough estimate may be
based. From these lists I have compiled the following statistics:
Variants quoted in which jam. 1 differs from T.R.
Of these, number peculiar to Jam. 1

520
68
452

Readings ofjam, l found in Syr. S. or C. but not in Arm..
,,
,,
,,
Syr. S. or C. supported by Arm.

57
46
103

"
"
"

"

"
"

"
"
"

Arm. but not in Old Syr.
49
D or Old Lat. but not in~' B or L 85
~ or B but not in D or Old Lat. .
90

In considering these statistics it should be remembered that
many variants in the Greek cannot be represented in Syriac
or Armenian, and therefore the proportion of agreements with
these versions as contrasted with B, ~ D or L, etc., is necessarily
understated. Nevertheless they show clearly (a) that Jam. 1
(which previous statistics have shown is a typical representation
of Jam. 0) does not by any means stand to the Old Syriac in
the same relation as does D to the Old Latin. ((3) That its
affinities with the Armenian are almost as numerous (95 as
against 103) as those with the Old Syriac.
When this chapter was already in slip proof Dr. R. P. Blake,
who is working on the text of the Georgian version, showed me
a collation of Mk. i. in the Adysh MS. (dated A.D. 897) and
in the recently discovered xcent. Chanmeti fragments, which
appear to represent an older form of that version than that
reproduced in the printed editions. 1 The MSS. frequently differ
from one another; but the remarkable fact stands out that in
the majority of cases in which one or more of these Old Georgian
1 Of the Adysh Gospels there is a photographic facsimile by E. S. Tagaishoibi
(Moscow, 1916). The two Chanmeti fragments are dated respectively A.D. 914
and 995; edited by V. N. Benesevill (Petropoli, 1908-9).

CH. IV

KORIDETHI MS. AND TEXT OF CAESAREA

91

MSS. differs from the T.R., its reading is supported by Jam. 0.
In Mk. i. in the Georgian there are altogether 83 variants from
the T.R. Of these 28 are found nowhere else ; and most of
them look as if they were due to a translator's freedom. Of
the remaining 55, no less than 38 occur in one or more of the
seven main authorities for Jam. 0 ; and 5 others occur in MSS.
classed by von Soden as minor supporters of the I text. 1 If, on
further investigation, it should appear that this close relation
between Jam. 0 and the Georgian holds throughout all four
Gospels, the Old Georgian version will become an authority of
the first importance for the text of the Gospels ; for it will
enable us to check and supplement the evidence of 0 and its
allies much as the Old Latin does for that of D.
THE TEXT OF O&IGEN AND EusEBIUS

Seeing that Jam. 0 includes the main authorities for what
von Soden calls the " I text," with the three all-important
exceptions of D, the Old Latin and the Old Syriac, it seemed
worth while to ask whether his theory that this text represents
a recension by Pamphilus, the friend of Eusebius, would hold
good, provided the authorities for it were restricted to Jam. 0.
I, therefore, turned to his discussion (vol. i. p. 1494) of the
quotations of Eusebius of Caesarea, whom he regards as the
leading patristic authority for the I text. He gives a list of
Eusebian readings, of which the great majority are found in.Jam.
0 ; but a substantial number are quoted as if they occurred in.
D o:ply. After my results had been published K. Lake proved
that in Mark (i.e. where our MS. authority for Jam. 0 is at its
best), Eusebius actually used the Jam. 0 text; but from the facts
as presented by von Soden I drew the faulty conclusion that
the text of Eusebius had much the same relation to that of
Jam. 0 as ~ C. L. 33 bear to B, i.e. that the text of Eusebius
represents a somewhat degenerate form of the text found in.
1 Old Georgian has the notable readings (p. 87) in Mt. ;icxvii. 16-17, xxviii.
18; Mk. x.14. Lacking photographs of the MSS. those in John were not checked.
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Jam. 0-a degeneration largely due to mixture with a text of.
the D type.
At this point there flashed across my mind the distinction
between the two texts used by Origen which was worked out as
long ago as 1811 by Griesbach in his Commentarius Criticus 1a book to which my attention had been called by Prof.
C. H. Turner some months before. Griesbach's thesis was that
Origen in his Commentary on John used an " Alexandrian "
text of Mark for Mk. i.-xi., and a "mixed text" for the
remainder of the Gospel, but that he used a " Western " text
of Mark in his Commentary on Matthew and in his Exhortation
to Martyrdom, both of which belong entirely to the period when
he lived in Caesarea. It occurred to me to review the evidence
submitted by Griesbach in the light of MSS. of the Gospels which
have only been discovered or properly edited since his time. The
results were astonishing.
Two points became clear. (a) The difference noticed by Griesbach between the use of an " Alexandrian " and of a " mixed "
text of Mark corresponds to the change, not· from the earlier to
the later chapters of Mark, but from the earlier to the later books
of the Commentary on John. (b) Both this "mixed" text of
Mark and the so-called " Western " text used in the Commentary
on Matthew and in the Exhortation to Martyrdom are practically
identical with the text of Jam. 0. At once we notice the salient
fact that the change in the text used corresponds, roughly
speaking, to a change of residence. Origen himself tells us
that the first five books of the Commentary on John were written
before he left Alexandria for Caesarea, in 231. The Exhortation
to Martyrdom was written shortly after the outbreak of the
persecution of 235; the Commentary on Matthew (about 240)
is probably one of the works taken down by shorthand from
lectures delivered on week-days in the church at Caesarea.
I proceed to submit statistics in support of the above conclusions.
1
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(1) In books i.-x. of the Commentary on John, Origen quotes the
greater part of Mk .. i. 1-27 and the whole of Mk. xi. 1-12, besides
a few odd verses. The number of variants in Mk. i. 1-27 cited
by Griesbach is 36. For 2 of these there is no support in MSS.
of the Gospels; but in one, and perhaps both, of these cases
Origen seems to be paraphrasing rather than quoting his text.
In the remaining 34 readings Origen is supported 31 times
by one or both of the MSS. B N and once each by the other
Alexandrian MSS. 0, L, A ; but in only 1 17 of the 34 is he supported
by Jam. 0. From the shorter passages quoted in books i.-x.
(i.e. Mk. vi. 16; x.18; xi.15-17; xii. 26-27; xiv. 60) Griesbach
cites 16 variants. Origen is supported in 10 of these by B,
and in 1 each by C, A ; for 3 there is no MS. support, and 1 occurs
in the T.R. The continuous passage Mk. xi. 1-12 is specially
important, for it is so long that by no possibility can it be a
quotation from memory; it must therefore represent t,he thirdcentury MS. of the Gospel used by Origen. Apart from an
accidental omission (I think in some ancestor of our copy of
Origen on John) 2 the variants noted by Griesbach number 31;
in 29 of these the reading of Origen is supported by one or both
of the MSS. B N; in 1 by Jam. 0, and in 1 by the T.R., where
these texts differ from B N. It may be of interest to note that
in the passages examined above, where Band N differ, Origen
has 6 agreements with B as against 7 with N.
(2) The number of variants in Mark cited by Griesbach from
the later books of the Commentary on John is 43. For 5 of these
the text of Origen has no MS. support ; in 6 cases it agrees with
the T.R. We have seen (p. 45 :ff.) that when a quotation by an
1 Of these readings 16 occur in B or N and the remaining l in D; so there
are none distinctive of /am. 0. N.B.-In two cases, where Griesbach, using the
Benedictine text, cites variants of Origen which differ from B N, in Brooke's
edition Origen's reading agrees with those MSS.
• In Mk. xi. 7-8 Origen omits K"-1 lKa8<~ev ••• ~aov, but to make sense
adds the last four words after a:ypwv. Burkitt (J.T.B. xvii. p. 151) thinks
this was a defect in Origen's MS. of the Gospel. As, however, there is a similar
omission (through homoioteleuton) in the quotation of Mt. xxi. 8 on the same
page in Brooke's edition (i. p. 208), it seems to me more likely to be a defect in
the MS. of the Commentary on John, an ancestor of which was prone to omission.
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ante-Nicene Father agrees with the T.R. against earlier texts,
there is always a possibility that this may be the result of later
scribal alteration in the MS. of that Father ; again, whenever a
reading in a patristic quotation is not supported by a single MS.
of the Gospels, there is a presumption, either that the author is
quoting from memory or paraphrasing, or that it is an error in the
MSS. of his work. In view of these considerations it is highly
significant that of the remaining 32 variants no less than 30 are
found in Jam. E> (10 occurring only in the MSS. of this family),
while Origen is supported only once each by ~ and D, and never
by B, against the family.
(3) From Origen's Commentary on Matthew, Griesbach cites
99 variants in Mark ; of these 8 are peculiar to Origen, and 13
occur in the Byzantine text. 1 Of the remaining 78 as many as
74 are found in one or more members of Jam. E>; while Origen
has one single agreement with each of the four MSS. B, C, d, D,
where these differ from Jam. e.
(4) The figures in regard to the passages of Mark quoted in
the Exhortation to Martyrdom are, if anything, more striking.
Of the 15 variants instanced by Griesbach, 11 occur in Jam. E> ;
1 goes with the T.R. against Jam. E>; 3 are unsupported by any
MS., but of these 1 is practically the reading of Jam. E>, and the
other 2 spoil the sense and are obviously errors in the MS. (or
printer) of Origen. Figures like these amount to demonstration.
The text of Mark which Origen used at the time he wrote these
works was that of Jam. E>.
The next step was to test the character of the text of Matthew
1 The suspicion that some, if not all, of the 13 Byzantine variants do not
represent·what Origen actually wrote, is partially justified by the fact that one
of them (Mk. xiv. 62) is quoted in Origen's Commentary on John (bk. xviii.)
according to the reading of fam. e. Of these 13 variants 2, though found in
the great majority of Byzantine MSS., do not occur in the printed T.R., which
has, besides some very late readings, a few derived from Codex 1. Since this
MS. was used by Erasmus, the T.R. occasionally supports fam. e against the
Byzantine text. For the purpose of the 11-bove calculations, the only MS.,
except those mentioned in the table on p. 83, which I have reckoned as evidence
for fam. e is 1544-.
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which was used by Origen. I recollected that books on textual
criticism commonly speak of the reading "Jesus Barabbas" in
Mt. xxvii. 17 as found " in MSS. known to Origen," as if this
characteristic reading of f am. 0 was one which, though known
to Origen, did not occur in the text he ordinarily used. But on
turning to the passage in the Commentary on Matthe!w I found
to my surprise that this reading occurs in the text recited and
commented on by Origen. It is the omission of the name Jesus
before Barabbas that should properly be described as a reading
"found in MSS. known to Origen." Origen dislikes the reading
of the text he is using, and suggests that the name Jesus may be
an heretical interpolation ; but it is in his text. He informs his
readers that it is absent from MSS. known to him, but, presumably, not equally well known to them.1
An investigation of several sections in this Commentary
(chosen for the exceptional length of the quotations they
included) revealed the facts set out in Appendix III. Briefly,
the majority of readings in Origen are found in one or more
members of Jam. 0 ; but a minority are not. Further examination, however, showed that, where the text of Origen deserts
that of Jam. 0, it is almost always in order to agree with the
Byzantine text. In Mt. xxii. and xxv., which were selected
for minute study, Origen's quotations differ from the T.R. in
45 variants. In 37 of these his reading is supported by one
or more members of Jam. 0. Clearly we must make a choice.
Either Origen used a text which in the main was that offam. 0,
but occasionally went over to the side of the Byzantine text,
or the Gospel quotations in the MSS. from which is derived
the printed text of Origen have been to a slight extent assimilated
to the Byzantine standard. This is obviously the more probable
1 The mystical interpretation, verum mysterium, of the contrast of the two
prisoners Christ and Barabbas which he proceeds to develop has much more
point if regarded as his way of making the best of a text which gave to both
the name Jesus; though the meaning is slightly obscured by the fa.et that
it is introduced by the word enim, which I cannot help thinking stands fur
')'ovv, misread or misrendered as if it were ')'&.p.
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alternative, and affords one more example of that assimilation
of biblical quotations to the standard text which is one of the
principal causes of corruption in the text of the Fathers (cf. p. 45 ff.).
That this assimilation has affected the MS. tradition of Origen's
quotations from Matthew more than those from Mark is only
what we should expect ; for precisely the same distinction is
found in the textual traditions of the Gospels themselves.
The evidence given above as to the assimilation to the
Byzantine text of the quotations of Origen in the Commentary
on Matthew compels us to discount the appearance in other
works of Origen of occasional readings of the Byzantine type.
In particular we can disregard the Byzantine readings which
occur here and there in the Gospel quotations in the Commentary
on John-more especially as that work depends upon a single
MS. of the tenth century. Bearing this in mind I proceeded
to test the quotations in the Commentary on John of Gospels
other than Mark, selecting for the purpose a number of the
longer, and therefore presumably more representative, passages.
The tests, though by no means exhaustive, all pointed in one
direction. Origen, so long as he was at work on the Commentary
on John, continued to use his Alexandrian MS. for John (and in
the main, I think, for Matthew); and where N B differ, Origen's
MS. of John more often agreed with B than with N. Bu.t at
some point or other he seems to have changed his MS. of Luke, as
well as that of Mark, for one of the type of jam. E>. Incidentally,
we may infer that for some time after he reached Caesarea Origen
read the Gospels, not in a Four-Gospel Codex, but on separate rolls.
After reaching these results, it occurred to me to check them
By the discussion on " the Bible-text of Origen " by E. Preuschen
in the Berlin edition of the Commentary on John, 1903. Preuschen
shows conclusively that Origen frequently quotes from memory,
conflating, for example, the Matthean and Lukan versions of the
Parable of the Supper. From this it follows that we cannot
indiscriminately take all his quotations as evidence of the text
he used; we must be careful to use only passages where it is
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evident from the context that he is commenting on a MS.
open before him. But Preuschen goes on to argue that, even
where it is clear that Origen is using a written copy, the text
from which he quotes does not correspond at all closely with
that found in any extant family of MSS. To prove this point
Preuschen (p. xciv) selects three passages (all from tom. xix. ), and
gives the variants with the MS. evidence for each. The central
column in the tables given below' reproduces his statement
of the facts. The right-hand column is my own addition, and
gives the MS. evidence (much of which, of course, was not
available when he wrote) for the readings of Jam. 0. It will
be seen at once that this fuller statement of the evidence points
to a conclusion very different from that which Preuschen draws.
SUPPORT QUOTED

0RIGEN.

BY PREUSCHEN.

Mk. xii.
v. 41. KO.t E<TTWS
(for Ka8fnas)

1, 69, Syr. Sin.,

Helm•·, Arm.

KO.TEVO.VTt (T.R.)
(6:1revavn B 33 579)

NADL al

KO.t'

Solus *

~

71"0.S

•

SUPPORT FROM
FAM.

e.

e, 1, 13, 2s, 69, 565.
(T.R.) 0, 1, 69, 124,
565.
KO.TEVW1l"WV 13 &c.
&m~vavn 1424 &c., U,
544.

(for mos)
€(3a>..AEv
(for (3cf.Un)
v. 42. EA.8owa
(Kat ••• )
V. 43. El1l"EV
(for A.€yn)

o~

~ 1l"TWX~ aVTYJ

692

13, 69 1 (e(3aAE), 124.

D, Latt., Boh. Sah.

e, 565, 700.

B NA D L, .1, 33
. K U a. k. verss.

e, 565, 700.

D, a, b,JJ, g2, i

e, 565, 700.

BADL, .1, 33

e, 565.

(order)
€(3aAEV
•
•
(for (3€(3Nr,KEv)

I

• ,,..;,s mis-spelt ,,.as:

Kai

added to restore grammar.
H
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LUKE xxi. 1-4
0RIGEN'S TEXT.

Lk. xxi.
v. 1. ds • . . Els • • .
(for~l'BE ..• ds)
T.R.

v. 1. Els TO ya(ocpvA&Kwv Td. Bwpa
avTwv 7r A.ovrrfovs
(order)
v. 2. om. B~
om. Kat before nva .
(T .R. Kat Ttva)

AE1l"'Ta Mo
(order)

v. 3. 7,

V.

'll"TWX~ avT17

(T.R.)
(for avT17 TJ 'll"TWX~
~ B D, 13 &c.)
4. 7rd.VTES
(for &7r«VTEs)

SUPPORT AS QUOTED
BY PREUSCHEN.

Syr. Cur.

B~DLX

SUPPORT FROM
FAM.

e.

13and124 read El'BE.
Was E lBE a mar=
ginal note, correcting the forst
Els to ElBE, which
has been applied
to both occurrences of Els 1
1, 69.

1, 33, 69.
e, Syr. Pesch.
S, a, Bob., Arm.
B~LQX, 33.
KM, r, c,jf, i,
Syr. Hcl.text, Aeth.

124.
124.
(0, 1, 700 'Ttvd Kal.)

D, Syr. Sin. Cur.
Pesch. Aeth.

2193 (of jam. 1).

B ~Q LX, 33.

e.

Vulg. Syr. Sin.
Cur. Pesch. Bob.
A X, 1, E G H al.
a, Syr. Hcl.

(T.R.)

e, 1, 565, 700.

e, 13 &c., 700.

'Ta Bwpa Tov 8EOv
(T.R.)
(om. Tov Beov B ~
1 &c.)

ADQ1EGH
al. Latt. versa.

(T.R.)

' 1Ta
7rill

B~DQLX

13 &c., 1071

(for a1!"aVTa)

33, 69
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As displayed by Preuschen in the central column, the MS.
evidence appears amply to justify his conclusion that the text
of Origen does not correspond to any of the recognised families.
But the right-hand column tells a different tale. It shows
that, so far as these particular passages are concerned, the text
used by Origen has the closest resemblance to that of Jam. 0
-though I suspect that the two readings in which Origen
and 0 both agree with the T.R. against a few members of
Jam. 0 are not original, but the result of the text of both having
been conformed to the Byzantine standard. Now, if the above
passages had been selected by myself to substantiate the conclusion for which I have argued above, the remarkable coincidence
they exhibit between the text of Origen and Jam. 0 would have
been impressive. But they are passages specially selected by
Preuschen in order to prove a thesis precisely opposite to mine,
viz. that Origen's quotations correspond to no known form of
text. The fact, therefore, that they so exactly bear out my
own conclusion is, I venture to think, a strong confirmation
of the correctness of this conclusion.
The third passage which Preuschen selects is Jn. vii. 40-46.
In this he quotes five variants. In three of these the reading
of Origen is supported by BT L; in the fourth, by T. There
remains the substitution of the perfect ryeryev'l'}Tai for the aorist
€ry€ve-ro, a reading of Origen found in no extant MS. of the
Gospels. Seeing that the text of the Commentary on John
depends on a single copy of the tenth century, our confidence
that this last variant really stood in the passage as originally
quoted by Origen must be very small. Since of the four other
variants three are found in B T L and the fourth in the GraecoSahidic MS. T-the text of which, so far as it survives, is even
nearer to B than ~-the passage merely serves to corroborate
my own observation that the text of the Fourth Gospel used
by Origen throughout the Commentary was on the whole nearer
to B than to ~.
I have not found leisure to test the scattered quotations
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from Luke or John which occur here and ~here in the Commentary
on MaUhew-a peculiarly delicate task, since most of them are
short passages likely to be quoted from memory. But I have
noted one passage where the context makes it clear that he is
quoting from a written text, for he contrasts the readings of John
with the Synoptics. This occurs in his comment on Mt. xvi. 24
(tom. xii. 24). Origen here (Greek and Latin support one
another) quotes John with the addition of the words "and
they laid upon him the cross." This addition is one of the
most remarkable of the Ferrar readings and is only found elsewhere in Syr. Hier. This in itself is almost enough to prove
that, whether he always quoted from it or not, Origen at this
time certainly had access to a copy of John with the Jam. 0
text.
A further question must now be raised. Does Jam. 0 represent a text which Origen found already in possession in A.D. 231
when he moved to Caesarea ? Or is it a recension which he
himself made at a subsequent date ? There can, I think, be no
reasonable doubt that Jam. 0 represents the old text of Caesarea
and not a recension by Origen. The following are relevant
considerations.
(1) In his Commentary on Matthew (tom. xv. 14), Origen,
after deploring the number of variants between texts of the
Gospels, gives a brief account of the efforts that he had himself
made, (}eov 0£00VTO~, towards the restoring the true text of
the LXX..; but adds that he had not dared to do the same thing
for the text of the New Testament. In exempl,aribus autem
Novi Testamenti hoe ipsum me posse Jacere sine periculo non
putavi. This passage would be decisive evidence that, at the
time of writing the Commentary on Matthew, Origen had produced
no recension of the Gospels, but for the fact that the words
I have quoted from the old Latin version are not found in the
Greek. But the Greek MSS. of the Commentary on Matthew
ultimately all go back to a single much mutilated, and possibly
intentionally abbreviated, archetype ; also the clause in question,
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read in its full context, seems essential to the point which
Origen is wishing to make. Hence it may be taken as reasonably
certain that an equivalent clause originally stood in the Greek.
In view, however, of the margin of uncertainty, further considerations may be adduced in support of that conclusion.
(2) Eusebius devotes a large part of the sixth book of his
Ecclesiastical History to a description of the work of Origen;
but, though h~ expatiates at length on Origen's critical labours
on the text of the Greek Old Testament, he says nothing at all
about any such work on the New.
(3) Origen's discussion of the readmg Jesus Barabbas,
Mt. x.xvii. 16, 17, makes it quite clear that he objected strongly
on theological grounds to the idea that the sacred name of
Jesus should be borne by a robber. He affirms that it was
absent from many MSS., and suggests that it was an heretical
interpolation in the text on which he is commenting. This
surely implies that it was in the text most familiar at Caesarea.
Indeed, as he was obviously lecturing with a copy of the Gospel
open before him, one would naturally suppose that it was the
copy ordinarily used for public worship in the church in which
his homiletical lectures were delivered. In a recension made
by himself the offending passage would have been omitted,
since he had excellent MS. authority for so doing.
(4) Jerome twice alludes to exemplaria Adamantii, that is,
"the copies of Origen " (Adamantius was another name of
Origen). The allusion is obscure. Jerome, however, shows no
knowledge of any reading 00.aracteristic of Jam. 0 ; 1 but he
frequently appeals to MSS. practically identical with N.
Reasons will be given (cf. App. IV.) for the view that if Jerome
associated any text with the name of Origen it was that of N.
We conclude that jam. 0 represents the text which Origen
found already established in the Church of Caesarea in 231.
1 This statement is based on a fairly thorough examination of the lists of
non-Byzantine readings, either expressly cited by Jerome or introduced by him
into the V~ate, given in Wordsworth and White's Vulgate, pp. 653-671
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This affords another fixed point for the history of the text of
the New Testament.
The text of the New Testament is a subject about which so
many theories have been spun that it may be well to recapitulate
the evidence that this particular conclusion is not a matter of
theory but rests on definitely ascertained fact. (a) 0 and the
group of allied MSS. contain between them an enormous number
of readings which deviate from the standard text ; in the great
majority of these deviations different members of this group support one another in the readings substituted for those of the
standard text. (b) The readings in which one or more of this
group of MSS. disagree with the Byzantine text are a definite
set, to be ascertained by purely objective observation; it is
found that these residual readings correspond to the text of the
Gospels of Matthew and Mark used by Origen in his Commentary
on Matthew, and to the text of Mark and Luke used in the later
books of his Commentary on John. There is no room here for
subjective judgements, the facts either are, or are not, as I have
stated.
THE

MSS.

SENT TO CONSTANTINE

Caesarea and its Library had a considerable reputation in
the Nicene and early post-Nicene period. Nevertheless, the
number of MSS. which show a larger or smaller admixture of
the 0 text is larger than we should have antecedently expected
if it represented merely the local text of Caesarea. Again, the
very different way in which the Caesarean and the Byzantine
texts are mixed in the different members or sub-families of
the 0 group suggests that these MSS. represent different mixtures
current in several different localities. This implies that the 0
text was at one time very widely circulated. Here, I believe,
von Soden is on the right track.
When Constantine rebuilt the old city of Byzantium, hoping
by magnificent buildings and imported works of art to make
it worthy to replace Rome as the capital of the Empire, from
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policy and conviction he showed himself specially lavish towards
the Church. About 331 he wrote to Eusebius-the correspondence is still extant-desiring him to prepare at the Imperial
expense fifty copies of the Scriptures on vellum for the use of
that number of churches in the new city. von Soden suggested
that what he calls the " I text " is descended from a recension
made by Eusebius and disseminated through these copies.
von Soden's "I text," however, never existed, nor is there any
evidence that Eusebius undertook a recension of the Gospels.
But the natural thing for Eusebius to do would be to have the
copies asked for by Constantine made from the text he used himself, i.e. that of MSS. deemed good at Caesarea. This would differ
very little from that of the MS. used by Origen a century earlier
in the same Church; and, as K. Lake has recently shown, Eusebius as well as Origen used a text of the type preserved in Jam. 0.
Some fifty years later, c. 380, Jerome was at Constantinople.
He found that the authorities there advocated the text of the
martyr Lucian-a text which, as we shall see later, was practically identical with what I have called the Byzantine text.
We can readily understand their preference of the Lucianic
recension ; it includes the longer conclusion of Mark and so
many other interesting passages omitte~ by the Caesarean text.
(Cf. the list, p. 88.) Assuming, then, that the authorities
at Constantinople had decided to adopt it, what would become
of the fifty copies given by Constantine 1 They were not
written on perishable papyrus, but on vellum ; and the vellum
on which the two contemporary MSS. B ~ were written is still
in excellent preservation a.her the lapse of nearly 1600 years.
They would not be destroyed, they would be corrected-some
copies more thoroughly than others, some in one place, some
in another. In the course of time the wealthier churches of the
city would desire clean new copies, undis:fi.gured by constant
. correction. They would get these from the best reputed copying
establishments, whether secular or monastic, in Constantinople.
Such establishments would have been careful to provide them-
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selves with copies of the standard text ; so the new copies
would represent the Lucianic text. What would become of the
old ones 1 Most probably they would be given away or sold
cheaply to smaller churches or monasteries in the provinces,
who could not afford to buy new and clean copies of the standard
text. Thus many of the fifty copies originally made for Constantinople, more or less corrected to the standard text, would
get into the provinces. Some of them in all probability are
the ancestors of some of the mixed MSS. we now possess. 1
I venture the suggestion that one of these discarded MSS.
was used by St. Mesrop and St. Sahak to revise the Armenian
version. These two, we are told, translated the Scriptures
into Armenian about A.D. 400; but subsequently, receiving
" correct " copies from Constantinople, proceeded to revise their
earlier work. Dean Armitage Robinson 2 argues that the
original translation was made from the Old Syriac. This has
been lately disputed by the French scholar Prof. F. Maclera summary account and criticism of whose theories is given
by R. P. Blake in the Harvard Journal of Theology, July 1922.
Macler holds that the Armenian was derived directly from a
Greek text of the type which von Soden calls the" I text," most
nearly related to®, and lacking many of the characteristic readings
of D-a phrase which would serve as a description of Jam. ®·
The question is one which hinges largely on linguistic considerations, a judgement on which demands a knowledge of both
Armenian and Syriac, which I unfortunately lack. But it
certainly fits in with statistics given on p. 90, which show
that the Armenian is frequently a supporter of Jam. ®, not
only where Jam. ® and the Old Syriac agree, but almost as often
where they differ. The hypothesis that the Greek MS. used by
St. Mesrop to revise his first translation had the Jam. 0 text
might, I think, explain the phenomena noted by Armitage
1 The peculiar mixture of texts in MSS. like 33 and 157 would be easily
explained on the hypothesis that they are descended from Alexandrian ancestors
sporadically corrected by MSS. of this mixed Lucianic-Caesarean type.
• In "Euthaliana," Texts and Studies, iii. 3.
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Robinson, and also those brought forward by Macler. Its
verification, however, must await the publication of a text of
the Armenian version based on a critical study of the oldest
MSS. with complete apparatus, which, to the best of my knowledge,
does not yet exist. Meanwhile it would seem sufficientlyplausible
to justify us in provisionally regarding the Armenian as a supplementary witness for the text of jam. 0.
Besides this, in Palestine itself, there would necessarily be
in circulation many copies of the old text of Caesarea. These
also would suffer correction from the standard text ; and these
half-corrected copies may be the ancestors of some surviving
members of the 0 group. One such copy, very heavily revised,
was, I believe, used by the corrector of N, known as Ne, who
worked in the library of Caesarea (cf. p. 578). Again, since
Jerusalem, until the Council of Chalcedon, 451, was under the
jurisdiction of the metropolitan of Caesarea, it is possible that
Jerusalem used much the same text as Caesarea. It is at any
rate an interesting fact that in 565, at the end of Mark, there
is a colophon stating that it was copied from old MSS. from
Jerusalem. If Constantinople, Caesarea, and Jerusalem were all
centres of distribution, the evidence for a wide circulation of the
0 text is readily accounted for.
But though there is an element of speculation in any theory
as to how this Caesarean text came to be propagated, there is
none, I submit, in the conclusion that in f am. 0 this text is
preserved. Sup~rficially the MSS. of this family differ greatly
from one another ; but on examination it appears that this is
solely due to the different degree to which they have been
corrected to the Byzantine standard. Deduct the Byzantine
readings, and the differences between these MSS. in regard to
the residual text is very small. There are differences, but they
differ far less from one another than do N B L. From this
fact, and from the very close correspondence of this residual
text with the quotations of Origen, we are entitled to infer
that (however we may explain its preservation) the readings
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of this family give the text read at Caesarea about 230 in an
extremely pure form.
It would be well worth while for some scholar to prepare
a continuous text of Jam. 0, after the model of Ferrar and
Abbott's edition of 18 &c. It would then, I think, appear that
a practically continuous text of this type, at least for Mark,
has been preserved. A.nd this text would rank alongside
B and D as the third primary authority for the text of the
Gospels.
CONCLUDING SURVEY

If we look at the map we see at once that the Churches
whose early texts we have attempted to identify stand in a
circle round the Eastern Mediterranean-Alexandria, Caesarea,
Antioch, (Ephesus), Italy-Gaul, and Carthage. The remarkable
thing is that the texts we have examined form, as it were, a
graded series. Each member of the series has many readings
peculiar to itself, but each is related to its next-door neighbour
far more closely than to remoter members of the series. Thus
B (Alexandria) has much in common with Jam. 0 (Caesarea);
fam. 0 shares many striking readings with Syr. S. (Antioch);
Syr. S. in turn has contacts with D b a (Italy-Gaul); and, following
round the circle to the point from which we started, k (Carthage)
is in a sense a half-way house between D b a and B (Alexandria
again).
Antecedently we should rather expect the text of any
particular locality to be, up to a point, intermediate between
those of the localities geographically contiguous with it on
either side. But the exactness of correspondence between the
geographical propinquity and the resemblance of text exceeds
anything we should have anticipated. A.nd this fact is, I feel,
of some weight in confirming the general thesis propounded in
these chapters.
There remains to draw a practical conclusion. In discussions
of variants in commentaries and elsewhere it is usual, in quoting
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the MS. evidence for a particular reading, to cite first the
uncials which support it in alphahetical order, then cursives in·
arithmetical order. This practice is fundamentally misleading.
von Soden's method of quoting authorities in three great groups
(K H I) would have been a great improvement had he divided
his I group into three, corresponding to 0, D, Syr. S., and their
respective allies. What we want to know in any given case is
the reading (a) of B ~ and their allies, (b) of D and its allies
WMk. Old Lat., (c) of the leading members of Jam. 0, (d) of the
Old Syriac, Armenian, and Old Georgian, and (e) of the T.R. In
subsequent chapters, therefore, I shall cite MSS. thus. Further,
it is not as a rule necessary to cite all the evidence of each group.
Thus, if a reading is supported by ~ B L, nothing is gained by
adding C A '1' to the list ; if it is supported by a, b, e, k, it is
superfluous ~ add further Old Latin evidence. Only where the
leading authorities of any of the great texts disagree with one
another is it, for ordinary purposes, important to cite their subordinate supporters. The method of citing all uncials, and that
in alphabetical order, disturbs the judgement and inevitably gives
an undue weight to mere numbers. The fallacy of numbers
is insisted on by Hort (ii. p. 43 :ff.), as it is only through a chapter
of accidents, di:fferent in every case, that any MS. not representing
the standard text has survived. The first principle of scientific
criticism is that MSS. should be not counted but weighed.
And the weight of a MS. depends on the extent to which it
preserves, more or less, one of the ancient local texts.
P.S.-For a summary account of the confirmation by subsequent research of the main conclusions of this chapter, see
above (p. vii.), Preface to Fourth Impression. The reconstructed
Caesarean text for three chapters of Mark is given in the
article by K. Lake, etc., there referred to.
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THE REVISED VERSIONS OF ANTIQUITY
SYNOPSIS
THE BEGINNINGS OF CRITICISM

Alexandria the birthplace of Textual Criticism in its application
to the Greek Classics. The Christian scholarship of Alexandria.
Origen's Hexapla, an attempt to produce a critical text of the
Septuagint or Greek O.T.
The recensions of Lucian in Antioch and of Hesychius in Egypt.
THE REVISION BY LUCIAN

Evidence that the Byzantine text is ultimately descended from
the recension of Lucian. Although, however, it originated in Antioch,
the capital of the Roman province of Syria, it is preferable to call
this text " Byzantine " (with Griesbach) rather than (with Hort)
" Syrian." It appears to be an eclectic revision based on earlier
texts, including, as well as the Alexandrian and Western texts, a text
akin to Syr. S.
CHARACTER OF THE RECENSION

Probably Lucian attempted to produce a " catholic " text ; it'
is nearer to the Alexandrian than to other local texts. The nature
and origin of the " Western " element accepted by Lucian. The
problem whether the Byzantine text has preserved readings of earlier
texts not otherwise known to us.
The earliest MS. with a text approximately that of Lucian is
ycent. A ; von Soden, however, thinks the purest form of this text
is to be found in S V n, and next to them in the group E F G H. He
classes A with K II, which, he thinks, give Lucian's text with an
appreciable admixture of readings of jam. 8. Safest to take S V n as
the typical MSS. of the Byzantine text without begging the question
as to whether A, E, or S nearest to Lucian.
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THE RECENSION OF HESYCHIUS

Bousset finds this in the B ~text ; Hort (but tentatively) in that
of CL Boh., etc.
There were two schools of textual criticism, one preferring the
"inclusive" method followed by Lucian and the scribes (or editor)
of C L '!",etc., the other following the strict Alexandrian tradition,
which is comparable to Hort's. Bis the product of the latter school.
To which school did Hesychius belong 1 Significance of Jerome's
strictures on his recension. Possibly connection of B ~ text with
Pierius.
In any case the B ~ text goes back in essentials to the time of
Origen or earlier, and represents the oldest text of Alexandria.

CHAPTER V
THE REVISED VERSIONS OF ANTIQUITY
THE BEGINNINGS OF CRITICISM
THE science of textual criticism was born in Alexandria when
Aristarchus (c. 200 B.c.) made his famous effort to produce a
critical text of the poems of Homer. Subsequent scholars
followed his lead. Diligent search wa~ made for the oldest
and most authentic texts with the support of the royal patrons. 1
Ptolemy Euergetes had already begged of Athens the loan
of the official copies of the Greek Tragedians-and afterwards
refused to restore the originals. And till its ultimate destruction
it was the pride of the Library of Alexandria to possess and
reproduce the purest texts of the Greek classics. The name
Library disguises the fact that the institution in question corresponded much more closely to what we mean by a University,
considered especially as a centre of specialist learning and
research. About A.D. 180 the Christian Pantaenus started
what is known as the Catechetical School, which, as Dr. Bigg
remarked, had very much the same relation to the Royal
Library as a denominational Theological College in Oxford or
Cambridge has to the University.
It is not, therefore, surprising to find Origen, the third head
of this School, very early in his career already at work on a
critical edition of the text of the Old Testament. This was
known as the Hexapla and was finished about 240, some years
after his retreat to Caesarea. The Hexapla presented in six
1

Cf. T. W. Allen, Homer: The Origins and the Transmission (Oxford,

1924), p. 292 ff.
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parallel columns the original Hebrew, a transliteration of it
into the Greek alphabet, and four rival Greek translations of it
then current. Eusebius (H.E. vi. 16) tells us of the diligent
search in out-of-the-way places made for the most ancient MSS.
of these ver8ions. Fragments of the H exapla survive, but the
work as a whole must have been so cumbrous that it is unlikely
it was ever copied except in certain books. But the column
containing the LXX version was published separately by
Eusebius and Pamphilus, and became the standard text of the
Greek Old Testament used in Palestine. This text appears to
be preserved in a relatively pure state in two MSS. of the
Pentateuch and two of the Prophets. 1
Jerome tells us that the Churches of Antioch and Constantinople preferred a text revised by the martyr Lucian,
while at Alexandria the text approved of was that of a certain
Hesychius. 2
Lucian of Antioch died a martyr A.D. 312. The identity
of the Hesychius here mentioned is uncertain, but he is generally
supposed to be the Egyptian bishop of that name who
also, in 307, suffered martyrdom. In the passage just cited,
Jerome is speaking of the Old Testament. But in the open
letter to Damasus (cf. p. 590), which stands as a preface to
the Gospels in the Vulgate, he makes it clear that the recensions
of Lucian and Hesychius included the New Testament as well.
THE REVISION BY LUCIAN

It is practically certain that what I have spoken of as "the
Byzantine text" of the New Testament goes back to this
revision by Lucian of Antioch to which Jerome alludes. Or,
1 Cf. H. B. Swete, Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, p. 76 ff.
1 " Alexandria et Aegyptus in Septuaginta suis Hesychium laudat auctorem,

Constantinopolis usque Antiochiam Luciani Martyrii exemplaria probat,
mediae inter has provinciae Palestinae codices legunt, quos ah Origene
elaboratos Eusebius et Pamphilus vulgaverunt: totusque orbis hac inter se
trifaria varietate compugnat." From Jerome's Preface to the Vulgate version
of Chronicles.
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to speak strictly, the Byzantine text, as it appears in the Textus
Receptus, has the same relation to the text of Lucian as the
ordinary printed editions of the Vulgate have to the text of
Jerome. It is the same text, but somewhat corrupted during
the Middle Ages, partly by the fresh errors of generations of
copyists and partly by an infiltration of readings from the older
texts it superseded. The evidence for this conclusion may be
briefly summarised. It is stated in the Menologies-short
accounts of a Saint for reading on his day-that Lucian
bequeathed his pupils a copy of the Old and New Testaments
written in three columns in his own hand. A famous representative of the school of Lucian is John Chrysostom, who wrote
at Antioch from 381 onwards. Towards the end of his life he
was for a short time, over the turn of the century A.D. 400,
Patriarch of Constantinople. The quotatio:6.s of the New Testament in his voluminous works are numerous ; and they prove
that the text he used was substantially the Byzantine, apart
from its mediaeval corruptions. But the Byzantine text, we
shall see, when closely examined looks as if it was formed as the
result of a revision made on the principle of following alternately
or, i£ possible, combining Alexandrian, Western and Eastern
texts. Also, a text giving just these particular combinations
and alternations of readings is not found in the quotations of any Father earlier than Chrysostom ; but after that
it becomes more and more common, beginning with writers
connected with either Antioch or Constantinople, until it
replaces all others.
The conclusion, then, seems obvious
that the text of Chrysostom represents a revision made at or
near Antioch early in the fourth century, and speedily adopted
not only there but in Constantinople. And since Jerome, who
had himself studied in both these cities before 380, expressly
says that these Churches used the revised text of Lucian, it
would seem gratuitous scepticism to suppose that the apparently
revised text used by Chrysostom was other than that of Lucian.
But, i£ it be asked for, there is further evidence. Ulfilas,
I
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who converted the Goths, translated the Gospels and parts of
the Old Testament into Gothic. As he died about 380, the
Gothic version must be earlier than that date. The Gothic is
the first of the early versions to show a predominantly Byzantine
text; and in 341 Ulfilas, we know, was consecrated Bishop
at Antioch. It may be added that the great LXX scholars,
Field and Lagarde, starting from certain readings definitely
marked as Lucianic in the Syro-Hexapl,a, produced convincing
reasons for supposing that in some books certain MSS. of the Old
Testament give the text of Lucian. 1 The text of these MSS.
agrees with the Old Testament quotations of Chrysostom, and also
with such fragments of the Gothic version of the Old Testament
as survive. It is also remarkable that the Lucianic recension of
the Old Testament appears, like the Lucianic text of the New
Testament, to be a revision which aims at combining earlier texts.
The contention that the Byzantine text is an essentially
revised text-following sometimes one, sometimes another of
the earlier texts-made in or near Antioch about 300, was the
foundation - stone of Westcott and Hort's theory of the
textual criticism of the New Testament. To appreciate its full
force, the student must read the relevant parts of Hort's Introduction. And nothing that has been discovered since appears
to me to have weakened their case, so far as the main issue is
concerned. Hort himself believed that this revision was most
probably the work of Lucian ; but, to avoid committing himself
on this point without further evidence, he gave this text the
name " Syrian " to indicate that it originated in the Greekspeaking province of Syria of which Antioch was the capital.
The name was unfortunately chosen. It is very confusing to
the uninitiated, who naturally suppose it implies some special
connection with the " Syriac " versions-which belong, as a
matter of fact, not to "Syria," but to the Syriac-speaking
Church, whose centre was Edessa in Mesopotamia. Moreover,
the term "Syrian," though applicable to the original recension
1

H. B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek, p. 82 ft.
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of Lucian, is not appropriate to the standard text of the
Byzantine Empire if, as Hort himself thought, this is the
result of a later revision. Whether the Byzantine text of the
1xcent. is identical with the text of Lucian or a slightly
revised form of it is a question not easy to answer. But,
paradoxical as it sounds, it is this Ixcent. text that really
concerns us most ; for it was by the Byzantine standard, not
by that of the actual text of Lucian-supposing these to be
different-that MSS. of mixed texts, which are of such importance
to the critic, have been corrected. It is, therefore, by deducting
actual Byzantine, not hypothetical Lucianic, readings that we
get back to the older element in their text. For these reasons
I have reverted to Griesbach's nomenclature, and speak of
this text, not as "Syrian," but as "Byzantine."
But there are some important respects in which Hort's view
of the constituent elements in the Lucianic ·revision must be
modified in the light of subsequent discovery. As Burkitt
points out, in the Additional Notes contributed by him to the
second edition of Westcott and Hort's Greek Testament (p. 330),
" a text like Syr. S. stands in places against N B D united,
entering not infrequently as an independent constituent element
into the Antiochian (Syrian) text." A notable instance is the
famous "On earth peace, goodwill towards men." Here the
reading of Syr. S. has passed into the Textus Receptus, against
the united testimony of N B D Latt., which read " peace among
men in whom he is well pleased." So a.gain the Byzantine
text reads C1.picrrov, with Syr. S. and C., Arm., against the C1.pTov
of N B D Latt. in Lk. xiv. 15.
Conflate readings, in which the Lucianic text puts side by
side a variant found in N B with the alternative given in D Lat.,
formed one of the most striking pieces of evidence adduced by
Hort to prove that the Lucianic text was a revision based on
texts of the other types. Hence a "conflate reading," in which
Syr. S. supplies one member and N B and D Lat. combined
provide the other, is striking evidence, not only of the independ·
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ence of the Syr. S. type of text, but of the importance attached
to it by the revisers.
Of the instances quoted by Burkitt, Mk. i. 13 may be cited.
The Byzantine text reads eKe'i ev -rfi ep/iµ,rp. One member
of this phrase, eKe'i, is found in Syr. S., supported in this instance
by some representatives of Jam. (8) ; the other member, ev -rfi
ep/iµ,rp, is in N B D Latt. Another very pretty example is
noted by Prof. Lake. 1 The Byzantine µ,~ -n:pbµ,epiµ,va-re µ'T}oe
µ,eXe-ra-re (or 7rpoµeA,e-ra-re) (Mk. xiii. 11) is a conflation of µ,~
7rpoµepiµva-re B D Latt., etc., withµ,~ 7rpoµ,eA,e-ra-re W 047 Syr. S.
Another example is the reading of the T.R. in Lk. ii. 5, -rfi
µeµ,v'T}<TT€VJLEV'[J av-rov ryvvaiK£ "his betrothed wife." Here
€µ,v'T}<TTevµ,€vv without ryvvaiKl is read by N B ; but Syr. S.,
supported by a, b, c, ff 2, reads "wife," omitting the word for
"betrothed." Curiously enough, D and e in this case support
B against the combined Latin and Syriac.
CHARACTER OF THE RECENSION

If the Lucianic revision originated in Antioch, the revisers
(we should expect) would start with a bias in favour of the
traditional text of that Church. Nevertheless, the Byzantine
text is fundamentally nearer to the Alexandrian than to the
" Western " type. There was an ancient rivalry between
Antioch and Alexandria, and antecedently we should not have
expected an Antiochian revision to start off, as it were, from the
Alexandrian text. Burkitt suggests that the fall of Paul of
Samosata, 270, may have had something to do with it. Certainly
this meant the triumph of the " catholic " as opposed to the
"nationalist" tendency in theology; and it is possible that
Lucian definitely set out to produce a " catholic " recension
of the Scriptures. That is, he may have sent for MSS. from
Alexandria, Ephesus, and, perhaps, even Rome, and endeavoured,
with the aid of these as well as the local text of Antioch, to
1

.J.T.8., Jan. 1900,

Jl· 291,
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produce a .text representing the combined traditions of the
Great Churches. Whether because of the special prestige
enjoyed by Alexandrian scholarship in regard to textual
criticism in general, or from the accident that of the MSS. he
used the Alexandrian happened to be the oldest, he seems to
have taken that text as the basis for his revision. Strange,
then, as it sounds, it really does look as if Lucian and his
fellow-revisers were in very much the same position as the
English and American revisers after another fifteen hundred
years. All desired to restore the true original text of the
Gospels, all desired to retain the traditional text of their own
Church, except in so far as the latest researches in textual
criticism made this impossible, and all accepted MSS. of the
B N type as the best.
It would, however, seem a fair presumption that the majority
of readings in which the earliest form of the Lucianic text differs
from that of NB Lis likely to represent a text traditional at
•
Antioch. This leads us to take a slightly different view of the
so-called "Western" element in the Lucianic text. Most of the
"Western" readings adopted by Lucian might have been derived
from eitlier Syr. S. or D, since there is so much in common between
these two. But if, on other grounds, we regard Syr. S. as
descended from the old text of Antioch, then we should suppose
that Lucian did, as a matter of fact, adopt these readings because
they occurred in the current text of Antioch, and did not go
abroad, as it were, to derive them from MSS. of the type of D.
What, then, are we to say of the readings in the Lucianic
text which occur in D but not in Syr. S. 1 They may, as
suggested above, have been derived from MSS. brought from
Ephesus or Rome for the use of the revisers. But the phenomenon cannot be considered apart from the occurrence in
Syr. C. of D readings not found in Syr. S. and of the occurrence
in the text of Eusebius 1 of D readings not found in jam. 0. The
text of Syr. C., it is generally agreed, is later than that of Syr. S.;
1

My argumei:t is weakened by the discovery that Eusebius used the fam. 0 text.
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Eusebius is later than Origen, who in Eusebius' own city seems
to have used the Jam. 0 text ; and Lucian of Antioch is later
than the translator of Syr. S., who may be presumed to have
used the old text of Antioch. In each case we have evidence
that the D element is later. We have already seen that the
later text of Alexandria suffered considerably through infiltration of Western readings. It would look as if the same thing
happened everywhere. Indeed, if Italy and Asia both used a
text of the D type, it would be inevitable that copies of the
Gospels brought by Christians from these provinces should
everywhere be a source of mixture. We conclude, then, that
the old text of Antioch had suffered a degeneration similar
to that we find in the later Alexandrian MSS., and that the
Antiochene MSS. used by Lucian had much the same relation
to the Greek text underlying Syr. S. as C L 33 579 have to B.
That is, he used a form of the old text of Antioch corrupted
by stylistic amendment, assimilation of parallels, and an infiltration of readings from texts of the D type.
The importance of this point is largely indirect. It bears
on the question, whence did Lucian get the readings known t~
. us only from their occurrence in the Byzantine text. Most of
the readings of the Byzantine text, which do not also occur
in one or other of the earlier texts, are of the nature either of
minor stylistic improvements or of assimilation of the text of
one Gospel to a parallel passage in another. Very few look
original; but Lucian must have found them somewhere.
Hort held that the Lucianic revision was based solely on
texts of the three types of early text which he distinguished
-the" Neutral," represented by B ~; the" Alexandrian," CL;
and the "Western," D Old Lat. He concluded that any
readings of the Lucianic text not to be found in our existing
authorities for these earlier texts were either very late or due
to the editorial efforts of the revisers. The discovery of Syr. S.
has shown that some readings of the Lucianic text were older
than Hort supposed. But two incomplete MSS. of the Old
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Syriac form but slender evidence for the old Greek text of
Antioch, and it is probable that some of the readings of the
Lucianic text which do not appear in the Syriac were derived
from the old text of Antioch. It is even possible that some
of the agreements with the Byzantine text found in Origen's
Commentary on Matthew may be original Most of these are
no doubt due to scribes and translators who have modified
what he actually wrote to conform with their own Biblical
text. But some may well be readings common to the texts of
Antioch and Caesarea. Unfortunately we cannot detect such
readings in 0 and its allies, supposing any occur there, simply
because we have no means of distinguishing them from the
admixture of Byzantine readings due to later revisers. Thus
we have really no means of identifying those readings of the
old text of Antioch, which survive in the Byzantine text, but
which do not happen to occur in the Old Syriac, except internal
probability. That criterion is, as a matter of fact, unfavourable
to most characteristically Byzantine readings ; but there a~e
some few which I think are deserving of more serious consideration than was accorded them by Hort. For the old Alexandrian
text we have MS. evidence not substantially inferior to that
possessed by Lucian, and we know how to use it better; but
for the various types of Eastern text Lucian must have had
MSS. of a greater variety and better quality than any we possess.
Hence, though the principles on which he made use of them
may have been the reverse of critical, to say offhand that he
has never preserved an ancient reading for which we have no
other authority seems over-bold.
The fifth-century Codex A is the earliest Greek MS. giving
a text which is approximately that of Lucian, though it seems
to have a small proportion of readings belonging to earlier texts.
The name Alexandrinus which it bears (it was given to Charles I.
by an ex-Patriarch of Alexandria) is thus another pitfall for the
innocent student, who naturally supposes that the text it represents is Alexandrian ; and, curiously enough, outside ths
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Gospels its text is Alexandrian; for the rest of the New Testament A is a most constant ally of B N.1
In von Soden's opinion, the purest form of Lucian's text is
to be found in the group S V !l, which he calls the K 1 text. In
this judgement he may be right; but it is safer to regard this
text as that received at Constantinople in the v1cent., and
thus as the purest type of the " Byzantine " text. The group
E F G H he regards as the K 1 text, with a small infusion of
"Ferrar " readings. Another group, headed by K II, preserves,
he thinks, the text used by Chrysostom in his Homilies on John
and has a small mixture of " I " readings ; he regards A as a
member of this group with a few intrusive readings.
But once it is conceded that Lucian's revision was based
on the eclectic principle of choosing, now an Alexandrian, now
a "Western" reading, it ceases to be of any great importance
to know, in the case of any particular reading, whether as a
matter of fact it is the one which Lucian happened to prefer.
All that really matters is the broad fact that the Byzantine text
is ultimately descended from his revision. Whether the oldest
form of it is to be found in A or E or S is a comparatively small
matter. The difference between the text of A and that of most
1 The evidence for the ordinary view that it was written in Alexandria
has been seriously shaken by Burkitt (J.T.S., 1910, pp. 603 ff.), who suggests
that it came, via Mt. Athos, from Constantinople. Personally, I should
rather assign it to some plaee like Caesarea or Berytus (Beyrout) half-way between Antioch and Alexandria-for three reasons. (1) It contains, immediately
after the New Testament, the two Epistles of Clement. An attempt to assign
to these canonical or quasi-canonical authority is made in the Apostolic Gon8titutions, a late fourth-century work which undoubtedly emanated from
that part of the world. (2) The combination of an Antiochian text of the
Gospels with an Alexandrian text of the Acts and Epistles suggests some place
where the influence of Antioch and of Alexandria met. (3) Its text of the Old
Testament appears to be a non-Alexandrian text heavily revised by the
Hexapla which we know was the dominant text of Palestine. The quotations
of the LXX in New Testament writers and Josephus more often than not
agree with A against B, which MS. seems to represent a pre-Origenic Alexandrian text (H. B. Swete, op. cit. p. 395). But the Gentile mission started from
Antioch, not Alexandria ; and the New Testament writers and Josephus wrote
in Antioch, Asia Minor, or Rome; and would be likely to have used the
Antiochian rather than the Alexandrian recension of the Jewish Bible.
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0£ the uncials in the long list headed by E and ending with S V
(il was unknown to Tischendor£, and von Soden does not give its
readings 1) in an ordinary Apparatus Criticus is really very small.
In fact, the group A E S would be found supporting one another
far more often than the leading members 0£ the Egyptian group
~ B L. The one really important reading which was certainly
absent from the text 0£ Lucian, although it is found, sometimes
with, sometimes without, asterisks or obeli, in a majority 0£ the
Byzantine MSS., is the Pericope Adulterae (Jn. vii. 53-viii. 11).
THE RECENSION OF HESYCHIUS

Is it possible to identify that recension of Hesychius which
Jerome tells us was preferred in Alexandria in his day 1 Hort,
very tentatively, suggested that it is to be found in what he
called the " Alexandrian " text, i.e. in that later form of the
B text whose characteristic readings appear most abundantly
in CL and in the Bohairic version. Bousset, in his Textkritische
Studien, argued that B represents this recension. In that case,
since B was probably written in Alexandria within twenty years
or so of the death of Hesychius and was copied by an exceptionally careful scribe, it will represent an almost exact transcript
of what Hesychius wrote. On the other hand, the early date of
B makes it equally possible that it was produced, before the
Hesychian revision had had time to become the standard text of
Alexandria, by some scholar who dissented from his critical
methods.
It is not sufficiently realised that the difference of temperament and method which divided Hort and Scrivener in the
nineteenth century, existed also in the fourth. Eusebius, in
whose lifetime B, and possibly ~ also, were written, virtually
formulates two contrary principles, upon either of which an
1 Von Soden assigns Oto VIIIcent., but Dr. Blake (having photographed the
original on Mt. Athos) tells me he feels certain it is late IXcent. or Xcent.. If
so, no MS. earlier than IXcent. gives the K 1 text; but von Soden holds that it is
found in the Vrcent. Purple MSS. (apart from their I mixture).
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acceptable text of the Gospels could be framed. In various
passages where he writes as a textual scholar, he says that the
last twelve verses of Mark are absent from " almost all " or
from " the more accurate " copies. But in his letter to Marinus, 1
after discussing the possibility of rejecting this passage altogether,
he proceeds, "While another, not daring to reject anything
whatever that is in any way current in the Scripture of the
Gospels, will say that the reading is double, as in many other
cases, and that each reading must be received ; on the ground
that this reading finds no more acceptance than that, nor that
than this, with faithful and discreet persons." Now this
"inclusive" principle, that no reading can safely be rejected
which has behind it a considerable weight of authority, is
precisely that upon which the Lucianic revision was based. 2
But the tradition of Alexandrian scholarship in regard to
the text of Homer and the Greek classics was in favour of the
opposite principle, that, namely, of basing a text on the oldest
MS. The Ptolemies, we have seen, made great efforts to procure
the oldest possible copies, and the emphasis laid by Eusebius
on the efforts of Origen to do the same for the Greek Old
Testament, shows that Christian scholarship inherited this
tradition. A typical Alexandrian editor would have diligently
sought out the oldest copy attainable and followed that. And,
if it omitted passages found in later MSS., he would have regarded
these as interpolations. Hort speaks of " the almost universal
tendency of transcribers to make their text as full as possible,
and to eschew omissions " ; 3 and infers that copyists would
tend to prefer an interpolated to an uninterpolated text. This
• Quoted by Westcott and Hort, vol. ii. Appendix, p. 31.
2 But Lucian also had a critic's conscience and the "inclusiveness " of
his method may easily be exaggerated. He omits, for example, two notable
interpolations iu Matthew. The section "Seek ye to rise," etc., Mt. xx. 28,
found in D cJ> Syr. C. Hclmr. Old Lat., is shown by the MS. evidence to have
been widely current. both in East and West. He also omits the spear-thrust,
Mt. xxviL 49, found in ~BC LU r, etc. ; but a reading so supported and
also known to Chrysostom can hardly have been unknown to Lucian.
a W.H. ii. p. 175.
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may be true of some of the local texts of the second century;
it is the very opposite of the truth where scribes or editors
trained in the tradition of Alexandrian textual criticism are
concerned. The Alexandrian editors of Homer were as eagleeyed to detect and obelise " interpolations " in Homer as a
modern critic. That they actually excised such passages without MS. authority is improbable, for most of the passages they
suspect are found in existing MSS. On the other hand, many
lines occur in papyri and in quotations of Homer by earlier
writers, like Plato, which are not in our MSS. ; so it would seem
as if, wherever there was MS. authority for omission, they
inclined to prefer the shorter reading.
That Christian scholars and scribes were capable of the
same critical attitude we have irrefragable evidence. The
obelus, invented by Aristarchus to mark suspected passages in
Homer, is frequent in MSS. of the Gospel to mark just those
sections, like the Pericope in John, which modern editors reject.
The first corrector of ~. probably the contemporary oiopO(J)'T~i;,
was at pains to enclose in brackets and mark with dots for
deletion two famous passages in Luke written by the original
scribe which, being absent from B W 579 and the Egyptian
versions, we infer were not accepted in the text at that time
dominant in Alexandria, viz. the incident of the " Bloody
Sweat" in Gethsemane (Lk. xxii. 43 f.) and the saying "Father
forgive them" (Lk. xxiii. 34). This is conclusive evidence, either
that the passages in question were disliked on dogmatic grounds,
or that the Christian scholars of Alexandria were as much alert
as Hort to rid the text of interpolations. In either case the
notion is completely refuted that the regular tendency of scribes
was to choose the longer reading, and that therefore the modern
editor is quite safe so long as he steadily rejects. And that
there were Christian scholars outside Egypt who adopted the
Alexandrian principle we have abundant evidence. Ta.ke two
of the critical notes in 565. The words " Blessed art thou among
women " are omitted in the text of Lk. i. 28 ; they are added
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in the margin with the note " not found in the ancient copies "
OU tce'irai f.v TO'i\' apxaLo£\'. . Similarly in John there is the even
' ev
' TO£\'
~
~
'
'A.
more remarkable no t e . . . OO\'
vvv
avnrypa't'O£\'
µ1r1'
tceiµ.evov 7rap€Xei'fra, " (The section about the Adulteress) . . .

I have omitted as not read in the copies now current." Thus
two passages, both in themselves attractive and dogmatically
unobjectionable, are rejected, the one because it was omitted
by the ancient, and the other by the modern, copies. Surely
we have evidence of a resolution to purify the text from all
possible interpolation equal to that of Hort, who omitted one
set of passages because absent from the pure " Neutral " text,
and another set because absent from the " aberrant " " Western"
text. In codices 1 and 1582 the note on the Pericope points
out that it is not mentioned in the Commentaries of Chrysostom,
Cyril, and Theodore of Mopsuestia. 1582, besides having the
foregoing note on the Pericope, also, as we have seen, gives
Mk. xvi. 9-20 as a sort of Appendix ; but in the margin it has
at v. 19 the note, "Irenaeus, who was near to the apostles
(o TWV a7rO<TTOACdV 7rA7J<TLoV), in the third book against heresies
quotes this saying as found in Mark." This is criticism of a
high scientific order.
Now, whoever was responsible for it, the B text has been
edited on the Alexandrian principle. Indeed the difference
between B and the Lucianic recension would be comparable
to that between the text of Westcott and Hort and the text
of the Revised Version. The Revisers definitely reject no reading
for which there is respectable authority, W.R. follow the oldest
MS. and suspect interpolation even in that. Now, Hesychius
may have gone on this principle. His recension may, like
Jerome's Vulgate, have been made at the invitation of the
Patriarch. And if the Patriarch deemed an official revision
desirable, diligent search would be made throughout Egypt for
the oldest copies. The climate of Egypt is exceptionally
favourable for the preservation of papyri, as the discovery in a .
jar the other day (cf. p. 56) of a copy in the Coptic of the Gospel
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of John 1500 years old reminds us. It would be remarkable
if Hesychius could not procure copies well over a century old.
Certainly, whoever edited it, the text of B looks as if it had been
based on copies old enough to have escaped serious corruption;
and there is no conceivable reason why copies may not have
been used as old as the middle of the second century.
If B represents the recension of Hesychius-as, on the whole,
I am inclined to believe-then the later Alexandrian text
CL A 'I' 33, 579 must bear the same relation to it as the later
Byzantine text does to Lucian's revision, or the mediaeval
Vulgate to Jerome's authentic text-that is, it must represent
the inevitable degeneration which frequent copying entails, along
with a certain amount of re-infiltration into the revised text of
readings from older unrevised texts.
But there is another possibility. Hesychius may have had
more concern for the practical needs of the plain man than for
the demands of strict scholarship. Like Lucian he may have
preferred a text which included such " Western " readings as
were well known and long established, in which harsh grammar
and inelegancies of style had been emended, and in which
Mark's Gospel did not break off short in the middle of a sentence
but had a reasonable ending. Now this is precisely the kind
of text which we find in CL 'I' 33, 579 and the Bohairic version,
which Hort describes as a "partially degenerate form of the
B text." Three of these, L 'I' 579, besides some fragments
which belong to the same family, have the Shorter Conclusion
of Mark. Some of the "Alexandrian" grammatical improvements can be traced back as far as Clement and Origen ; the
Shorter Conclusion of Mark occurs in the third century Sahidic. 1
Thus there is no convincing reason for dating the "Alexandrian"
text later than Hesychius.
The main objection to identifying B with the Hesychian
recension is Jerome's emphatic denunciation of the text of
1 As the Shorter Conclusion occurs in the African Latin k, it may be part
Qf the "Western" mi:x:ture in the Sahidic.
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Hesychius, along with that of Lucian, as an interpolated and
corrupt revision. His attack on the Lucianic text is not difficult
to explain; after all, what Jerome says about the Lucianic text is
practically what Hort, judging by the B ~ standard, said of it
fifteen hundred years later. But if B represents the Hesychian
text, it is hard to see how Jerome can speak of it as "inter.
polated." For the reasons given in Appendix IV.-where his
words are quoted in the original-I am personally not disposed
to attach much weight to his statement.
On the other hand, if L '11' 579 represent the text of
Hesychius, another explanation is possible. Jerome had studied
in Antioch and Constantinople and must have been familiar with
the Lucianic text, but at the date when he wrote the Preface
to the Vulgate Gospels he had not yet been to Alexandria.
Hence his knowledge of the Hesychian text may have
been at second-hand, and may have been derived from some
Alexandrian scholar of the school of Origen who, like Hort,
regarded the " Alexandrian " corrections of L '11' 579 as corruptions
and the Shorter Conclusion of Mark as an interpolation, and had
expressed his views with vigour. Now there was a certain
Pierius, known as "the younger Origen," a disciple of Origen
and head of the Catechetical School c. 265; from Jerome's
notice of him (De vir. illustr. 76) he would seem to have survived
by some years the persecution in which Hesychius was martyred,
and to have lived the last part of his life at Rome. We
know that Jerome had read and admired some of his writings,
and he once appeals to the authority of " the MSS. of Origen and
Pierius." 1 Is it possible that Jerome derived fromsomestatement
of Pierius the unfavourable verdict which he expresses on the
text of Hesychius 1 In that case the B ~text represents the
text of the Catechetical School which prided itself on keeping
alive the traditions of Origen. 2
1

Jerome's Commentary on Matthew, ad eh. xxiv.
• Burkitt, J.T.S., Jan. 1916, p. 149, suggests that Origen himself may have
discovered some old MS. which escaped corruptions which were already widespread, and so was responsible for the revival of a purer te:ict.
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The question, however, whether we owe the B N text to the
action of Hesychius, Pierius, or some unknown scholar, is quite
of minor importance. The essential point is that these MSS.
appear to represent, more nearly than any others, the text used
by Origen before A.D. 230; and Origen, especially when engaged
on such an important work as his Commentary on John, would
certainly have used the oldest text he could procure. We may,
then, affirm with confidence that any reading of B which is
supported by N, L, or any other MS. of the Egyptian family
almost certainly belongs to the Alexandrian text in its earliest
form.

VI
INTERPOLATION AND ASSIMILATION
SYNOPSIS
THE FALLACY OF THE SHORTER TEXT
Prof. Clark's criticism of the maximbrevior lectio potior; in classical
authors accidental omission is more common than interpolation,
hence the presumption is in favour of the genuineness of the longer
reading. This principle cannot be applied without reservation to
the text of the Gospels. But it has an important bearing on the
general discredit attached to the Western text, as interpolated and as
at times paraphrasing the true text.
The number of omissions in N through homoioteleuton illustrates
the possibility of accidental omissions having occurred in the earliest
copy which reached Alexandria. The very conscientiousness of
Alexandrian scribes would prevent the restoration at a later date
of the omitted passages.
SOME NOTABLE READINGS
Accidental omission would be soon repaired in the place where a
book was originally published, more slowly elsewhere ; but an insertion found in a local text remote from the place of writing may
be suspected as an interpolation. Consideration of some famous
readings in the light of this principle.
"Neitherthe Son," Mt. xxiv. 36; Jesus Barabbas, Mt. xxvii.17;
the spear thrust, Mt. xxvii. 49; "Seek to rise," etc., Mt. xx. 28 ;
"The Light at the Baptism," Mt. iii. 16; "The Bloody Sweat," Lk.
xxii. 43 f.; "Father, forgive them," Lk. xxiv. 34.
ASSIMILATION OF PARALLELS
The tendency of scribes to make small verbal alterations in the
direction of bringing passages where the Gospels already resemble
one another into a still closer resemblance. This assimilation of
129
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parallels the main cause of textual corruption and has affected all
lines of transmission. The B text has suffered less in this way than
any other but is by no means immune.
"Western non-interpolations," the name given by Hort to some
nine conspicuous readings, found in B, but absent from D or the
Old Lat. He regarded these as harmonistic interpolations ; but he
unduly isolated these nine from a large number of additions in the
B text which, though less striking, are much more obviously due to
assimilation to parallel passages.
Nevertheless it is fallacious to suppose that every omission by
the Western text is right ; thus the omission of the words " He was
taken up into heaven," Lk. xxiv. 51, is quite possibly an attempt to
harmonise the Gospel with the Acts, and not vice versa.
The Voice at the Baptism, Lk. iii. 22, is another case where the
Western text is probably original. B and its allies (here followed
by T.R.) assimilate the text in Luke to the parallel version in Mark
and Matthew. In the main, however, the Western text has suffered
most, and the Alexandrian least, from assimilation.
CONCLUSION

A notable set of variants illustrating three principles: (1) the
operation of assimilation on different lines of text tradition ; (2)
the " conflate " character of the Byzantine text ; (3) the relative
immunity of texts of Mark from later revision.
Although we may think that Hort relied too exclusively upon
the B text, and that an " eclectic " text following now one, now
another, of the old local texts is theoretically a sounder basis, it in
no way follows either (a) that we return to Lucian's text, much less
to its degenerate descendant the T.R., or (b) that we deny the
Alexandrian text, preserved in B ~. to be the best of the local texts,
and therefore the one which, in the main, a critical modern editor
must follow.
For most practical purposes Westcott and Hort's edition is
satisfactory ; but there is a real need for a new thesaurus of variants
to take the place of Tischendorf's great edition.
In conclusion, the delimitation of local texts shows that our
evidence for the substantial integrity of the text of the Gospels as
a whole rests on a wide and multiple basis. When, however, fine
points of scholarship or the niceties of evidence bearing on the
Synoptic problem are at issue, we may have at times to go behind
the text found in the best modern printed editions of Greek
Testament.

CHAPTER VI
INTERPOLATION AND ASSIMILATION

THE FALLACY OF THE SHORTER TEXT
THE whole question of interpolations in ancient MSS. has been
set in an entirely new light by the researches of Mr. A. C. Clark,
Corpus Professor of Latin at Oxford, quern lumoris causa nomino.
In The Descent of Manuscripts, 1 an investigation of the manuscript tradition of the Greek and Latin Classics, he proves
conclusively that the error to which scribes were most prone
was not interpolation but accidental omission. It is not too
much to say that this conclusion entails a revolution in accepted
critical methods. Hitherto the maxim brevior lectio potior,
that is, that the shorter reading of two readings is probably
the original, has been assumed as a postulate of scientific criticism.
Clark has shown that, so far as classical texts are concerned,
the facts point entirely the other way. "A text," as he puts it,
"is like a traveller who loses a portion of his luggage every
time he changes trains." Once this is stated, its truth is selfevident ; any one who has ever sent his own MS. to a typist
knows that the accidental omission of words, lines, or sentences
is a constant occurrence, while interpolation is not. Of course
marginal notes, various readings, etc., do constantly creep into
the text of ancient MSS. But while intentional interpolation
is quite exceptional, omission-commonly accidental, but some·
times, it would seem, intentional-is a constant phenomenon.
1

Oxford, 1918.
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In a smaller work, 1 Clark applies to the Gospels and Acts
the principles which he had worked out in the sphere of classical
studies. So far as the Acts are concerned, he goes a long way
towards proving his case. But, if I may take it upon me to
pronounce upon the work of so eminent an authority, I would
say that he underestimates the difference between the textual
traditions of the Gospels and of classical literature in two
important respects. First, it so happens that the omission of
passages found in other texts is specially characteristic of B, and
next to B of N, Jam. ®, Syr. S., and k, i.e. of the authorities which
in other respects preserve good and ancient texts. Secondly, the
antecedent probability that some traditions as to the sayings
or deeds of Christ, not included in any of the Gospels, would
have been in circulation in the early Church is high; and it
would be very natural to record them in the margin of a Gospel,
from whence they might easily slip into the text. For these
two reasons the principle that "the longer text is probably the
more original" cannot be applied without considerable reservation to the particular case of the Four Gospels.
This principle, however, has an indirect bearing on the
"bad name" given to" Western" readings as such. It was not
merely on account of its alleged abundance of interpolation
that a general discredit was attached by Hort to the " Western "
text. It was even more on account of a supposed tendency
to "paraphrase." The text of B N, being held innocent of this
free treatment of the original, acquired the credit which always
attaches to a respectable witness as against one known to be
in some respects disreputable. 2 But to speak of a passage in
one MS. as being a " paraphrase " of the text found in another
implies that we know already the answer to the prior question,
1 The Primitive Text of the Gospels and Acts, Oxford, 1914.
The main
argument of this book is very conveniently summarised and in some ways
strengthened in an article in J.T.S., Jan. 1915.
2 So far was this preference carried that, even in cases where the
"Western" reading, on the face of it, appears more probable, Hort rejects it.
Perhaps the clearest example is the preference of the reading 'E)l)\11v11TTas
which makes nonsense, to "E)l)\11vas Acts. xi. 20.
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which of the two represents the original. In the case of the B
and D texts this was supposed to be settled in principle by the
phenomena of Acts. Here the D text is almost invariably the
longer, and, if we accept as a self-evident principle brevior lectio
potior, it follows that it is a paraphrastic expansion of the
shorter text. But ever since Prof. Ramsay wrote his St. Paul
the Travetler, scholars on purel,y historical grouruls have been
emphasising the claims of quite a number of the Bezan additions
to be authentic. Clark shows in a large number of these cases,
that, if we accept the longer text of D as original, 1 we can
explain the origin of the shorter B text. All we need suppose
is that one or more ancestors of B had suffered considerably
from what is, after all, the commonest of all mistakes of careless scribes, the accidental omission of lines. Wherever the
grammar of a sentence was destroyed by the omission, some
conjectural emendation of the injured text was made to restore
sense. The result of this process would inevitably be the
production of a shorter text, by the side of which the original
would look like a paraphrastic expansion.
But, if the riot of " paraphrase " supposed to be characteristic
of the Western text of Acts is otherwise explained, the accusation
of paraphrase in regard to the text of the Gospels must be given
a rehearing. In the Gospels the difference between the text
of Band Dis much less striking. Except occasionally in Luke,
there are very few readings to which, without exaggeration,
the name paraphrase can be applied. There are variations in
the order of words, in the use of tenses, prepositions, conjunctions,
there is an occasional substitution of synonyms. But, as we
shall see later (p. 328 f.), differences of this sort are to be found
even between MSS. as closely related as ~ B L. The differences
between D and any one of these MSS. are far more numerous
and more conspicuous than their differences from one another ;
but they are not such as to entitle us to assert that the D text
1 Cf. J. T.8., Jan. 1915, p. 226 ff.
unimportant is also likely.

Intentional omission of details thought
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is a paraphrase of the B, while the text of L is not. And if
we once admit an element of corruption in B, then both B and D
might, though in a very different degree, be described as " paraphrasing " the original text.
But the question whether in other respects the B or the D
text is the purer has really very little to do with the value of
their evidence for insertions or omissions. Take a MS. like K.
In this, in the Gospels alone, there are no less than 46 instances
of accidental omission, which probably formed one or more
complete lines of the exemplar from which it was copied, due
to homoioteleuton. There are other omissions, presumably of
lines in the exemplar, where homoioteleuton cannot be invoked
in extenuation of the error. And there are innumerable omissions
of single words. Almost all the longer and many of the shorter
omissions have been added in the margin, by the first corrector
or sometimes by the original scribe. If one glances through
the photographic facsimile of K, there is hardly a page without
such correction. But K is a handsome expensive copy produced
in a regular scriptorium, written by a professional scribe and
corrected by a careful 8top8roT~~- Now let us suppose that
the original text of Acts was something like D, and that the
first copy which reached Alexandria was separated from the
autograph by half a dozen ancestors. And suppose that two
or three of these ancestors had been copied by scribes neither
better nor worse than the scribe of N, but had not been gone
over by a 8top8roT1]~. At each stage where the omission made
nonsense or bad grammar the owner would make the minimum
of conjectural emendation that would make the construction
grammatical or restore what from the context appeared to be
the sense intended. This process of omission and correction
repeated two or three times would result in a copy of the Acts
with a text like that of B. 1 If this was the first copy of the book
1 The hypothesis that accidental omission was supplemented by intentional
omission of what seemed unimportant detail is not to be entirely excluded.
Probably a longer period elapsed before the Acts was regarded as inspired
scripture than was the case with the Gospels.
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to reach Alexandria, the original, being on papyrus, would soon
be worn out ; but all the earliest copies known in Alexandria
would be derived from it. It follows that the more scrupulously
subsequent scribes copied these, and the more anxious Alexandrian scholars were to go back to the earliest copies, the less
chance would there be of the original omissions being repaired
from MSS. brought in from outside. Even if a copy of the more
complete text was brought from Rome, the Alexandrian scholar,
like Hort, would condemn it as a corrupt and paraphrastic text.

SOME NOTABLE READINGS

This leads me to suggest a principle of criticism which, so
far as I am aware, has not hitherto been formulated. Accidental
omissions are most likely to be made good in the place where a
book was first given to the world ; for there more than one copy
made from the autograph will be in circulation. On the other
hand, in a city far removed from the place of publication the
higher the.local standard of textual purity, the greater the likelihood that an accidental omission in the earliest copy which had
arrived there would remain unrepaired. The principle, of course,
must not be pressed too far. Indeed it only applies to omissions
which contained something of a more or less interesting character.
Omissions of words that added little to the sense, or which people
would prefer to think spurious, would be as likely to remain
unrepaired in the ·church where a Gospel was first published
as in any other. The omission, for example, by Syr. S. of the
words ovSe o vl?J~ Mt. xxiv. 36, cannot be defended, even if
proof positive was produced that this was the old text of Antioch
and that Matthew was written there. But the principle does
give a new importance to the identification of local texts. If,
as I think probable, Luke and Acts were written either at
Rome or Corinth, omissions in B ~ will carry less weight than
those which occur in the Western text. In that case, we shall
be inclined to follow Hort in suspecting what he calls the
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is a paraphrase of the B, while the text of L is not. And if
we once admit an element of corruption in B, then both B and D
might, though in a very different degree, be described as " paraphrasing " the original text.
But the question whether in other respects the B or the D
text is the purer has really very little to do with the value of
their evidence for insertions or omissions. Take a MS. like K.
In this, in the Gospels alone, there are no less than 46 instances
of accidental omission, which probably formed one or more
complete lines of the exemplar from which it was copied, due
to homoioteleuton. There are other omissions, presumably of
lines in the exemplar, where homoioteleuton cannot be invoked
in extenuation of the error. And there are innumerable omissions
of single words. Almost all the longer and many of the shorter
omissions have been added in the margin, by the first corrector
or sometimes by the original scribe. If one glances through
the photographic facsimile of K, there is hardly a page without
such correction. But K is a handsome expensive copy produced
in a regular scriptorium, written by a professional scribe and
corrected by a careful 8iop0rort}-;. Now let us suppose that
the original text of Acts was something like D, and that the
first copy which reached Alexandria was separated from the
autograph by half a dozen ancestors. And suppose that two
or three of these ancestors had been copied by scribes neither
better nor worse than the scribe of K, but had not been gone
over by a 8top0ronf-:. At each stage where the omission made
nonsense or bad grammar the owner would make the minimum
of conjectural emendation that would make the construction
grammatical or restore what from the context appeared to be
the sense intended. This process of omission and correction
repeated two or three times would result in a copy of the Acts
with a text like that of B.1 If this was the first copy of the book
1
The hypothesis that accidental omission was supplemented by intentional
omission of what seemed unimportant detail is not to be entirely excluded.
Probably a longer period elapsed before the Acts was regarded as inspired
scripture than was the case with the Gospels.
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to reach Alexandria, the original, being on papyrus, would soon
be worn out ; but all the earliest copies known in Alexandria
would be derived from it. It follows that the more scrupulously
subsequent scribes copied these, and the more anxious Alexandrian scholars were to go back to the earliest copies, the less
chance would there be of the original omissions being repaired
from MSS. brought in from outside. Even if a copy of the more
complete text was brought from Rome, the Alexandrian scholar,
like Hort, would condemn it as a corrupt and paraphrastic text.
SOME NOTABLE READINGS

This leads me to suggest a principle of criticism which, so
far as I am aware, has not hitherto been formulated. Accidental
omissions are most likely to be made good in the place where a
book was first given to the world ; for there more than one copy
made from the autograph will be in circulation. On the other
hand, in a city far removed from the place of publication the
higher the.local standard of textual purity, the greater the likelihood that an accidental omission in the earliest copy which had
arrived there would remain unrepaired. The principle, of course,
must not be pressed too far. Indeed it only applies to omissions
which contained something of a more or less interesting character.
Omissions of words that added little to the sense, or which people
would prefer to think spurious, would be as likely to remain
unrepaired in the °Church where a Gospel was first published
as in any other. The omission, for example, by Syr. S. of the
words ouoe vl61; Mt. xxiv. 36, cannot be defended, even if
proof positive was produced that this was the old text of Antioch
and that Matthew was written there. But the principle does
give a new importance to the identification of local texts. If,
as I think pro ha ble, Luke and Acts were written either at
Rome or Corinth, omissions in B ~ will carry less weight than
those which occur in the Western text. In that case, we shall
be inclined to follow Hort in suspecting what he calls the
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"Western non-interpolations" of Luke, on the ground that they
are absent from the Roman text of Luke ; but we shall hesitate
to agree with him in rejecting passages for which Western
evidence is good, simply because they are absent from B. Again,
if Matthew, as I believe, was written in Antioch, passages found
only in Alexandrian or geographically Western authorities will
be regarded with suspicion, but we shall look with special favour
on any insertion attested by Syr. S.; and so far as this Gospel
is concerned we shall not be in too great a hurry to reject readings
which are only attested by the Lucianic text.
This principle works out well in practice. The most interesting addition in Syr. S. is in Mt. xxvii. 17. Pilate says to the
Jews," Whom will ye that I release unto you 1 Jesus Barabbas,
or Jesus whom they call Christ 1 " Thus phrased the alternative
offer made by Pilate has an extraordinarily original look. The
omission of the name "Jesus" before Barabbas might easily
be accidental. vµ/iv 'l71uovv in 0 is written YMININ-the
omission of the second IN would be an instance of an error
so common in ancient MSS. that a technical term " haplography "
has been invented to describe it. Once omitted, motives of
reverence would come into play ; and the dislike of the idea
that a brigand bore the sacred name, would lead to the preference
of the shorter text. This is not mere conjecture ; Origen, we
have seen, found it in the text of Oaesarea, but tries to reject it
on the ground that the name Jesus could p.ot have belonged
to one who was a sinner. 1 And the weight of his opinion would
lead to its wholesale excision in other texts.
On the other hand there are three striking additions in
Matthew found in the non-Antiochene types of text represented
by B and D Old Latin respectively, which do not commend
themselves as genuine. The spear-thrust at the Crucifixion
(Mt. xxvii. 49) in B N, etc., is easily explicable as an attempt at
harmonising Matthew and John. The saying "Seek to rise,
etc.," found in D <I> Syr. C. after Mt. xx. 28 is a feebler and, I
1

Cf. the discussion by Burkitt, Evangelion da MepharreBM, vol. ii p. 277.
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would add, less Christian way, of putting the maxim "take the
lowest place" as found in Lk. xiv. 8 f. The Light at the Baptism,
inserted by the Old Lat. MSS. a g (Mt. iii. 16), which was known
to Justin and Tatian (and therefore may be early Roman), is
obviously legendary embellishment.
Similar results appear when we compare and contrast the
additions made to Luke in the Western and Alexandrian texts
respectively. We have already noted that a study of the
Acts tends on the whole-there are exceptions in all statements
with regard to MSS.-to confirm the originality of the longer
Western text. Of the additions to the Gospel, the longest and
the best attested outside is the incident of the Bloody Sweat and
the comforting angel in Gethsemane, Lk. xxii. 43-44: Justin
Martyr, c. 153, alludes to this and expressly says that it occurs
" in the memoirs," his term for the Gospels. It was in the text
known to Irenaeus, Tatian, and Hippolytus. Thus it must
have stood in the Roman text at a very early date. The fact
that it was known to Dionysius of Alexandria, c. 250, and occurs
in tot L suggests that it may have belonged to that very early
state of the Western text which had invaded Alexandria at the
time of Clement c. 200. True it is omitted by Syr. S., but it occurs
in Syr. C., and in the oldest MS. of the Armenian there is a note
saying that it occurred in the "first translations" but was
omitted in the "newly issued translations." Since the oldest
Armenian seems to have been made from the Syriac, it is not
impossible that it has been "revised Qut " in Syr. S. Linguistically, as I think Harnack was the first to point out, the passage,
short as it is, betrays several characteristically Lucan expressions. Lastly, we gather from Epiphanius, who defends the
reading on account of its antiquity, that it caused serious perplexity to some orthodox persons as seemingly derogatory to
the full Divinity of our Lord. Presumably it seemed beneath
the dignity of the Uncreated Word Incarnate to evince such a
degree of 7ra8oi; ; and still more to require a created angel as a
comforter. Hence there was every reason, if not for excising it
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from the text, at least for regarding MSS. in which it had
been accidentally omitted as original. We conclude then that
B W 579, etc., which omit the words, though they may possibly
give the earliest Alexandrian text, do not preserve the original
words of Luke.
Another famous omission attested not only by B W 579 but
also by Jam. 0 and Syr. S. is the cry from the Cross, "Father,
forgive them, for they know not what they do," Lk. xxiii. 34.
Here we cannot be quite sure that the reading stood in the earliest
form of the Roman text; for, though found in c e and known
to Irenaeus and Tatian, it is omitted by D a b. But c e, though
mixed MSS., probably represent the African Latin, which on
the whole seems nearer than a b to the oldest Roman text. And
the reading is found in Origen (Lat. trans.) as well as NL Syr. C.
Arm. Some years ago the suggestion was made, I think by
Dr. Rendel Harris, that the passage had been deleted because
some Christian in the second century found it hard to believe
that God could or ought to forgive the Jews, since they were the
chief instigators in all the persecutions, and, unlike the Gentiles,
had no excuse for their villainous conduct-being originally
called to be the chosen people and the possessors of the scriptures
that spoke of Christ. One might add, it would h~ve appeared
to a second-century Christian that, as a mere matter of fact,
God had not forgiven the Jews. Twice within seventy years
Jerusalem had been destroyed and hundreds of thousands of
Jews massacred and enslaved. It followed that, if Christ had
prayed that prayer, God had declined to grant it. How much
simpler to surmise the words to be an interpolation 1 And, if
even a single copy could be found lacking the words, the surmise
would become a certainty. From the MS. evidence we must
infer that the omission, if it be an omission, must have been
made at an earlier date than that of the Bloody Sweat. The
words, of course, may well have been handed down in a genuine
tradition, even if they were not recorded by Luke. But their
claim to be an authentic part of the text of the Third Gospel
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deserves serious consideration; and, whatever may be the final
verdict, it will be worth while to have stated the case, if only to
illustrate the fact that absence from certain MSS. is not necessarily evidence of interpolation.
ASSIMILATION OF

p ARALLELS

Jerome in his preface to the Vulgate Gospels mentions
assimilation of the texts of the Gospels to one another in parallel
passages as one of the chief sources of corruption of the text.
The remark was an acute one, and a study of the existing MSS.
shows that it is the conimonest of all forms of error. The best
known example is the Lord's prayer, which in the oldest MSS.
occurs in a shorter form in Luke ; in the Byzantine text it is
assimilated to Matthew. A.s a textual phenomenon assimilation
is not peculiar to the Gospels. It occurs to a small extent in
Homer, where it is found that recurrent phrases tend to
resemble one another more closely in the inferior than they do
in the better MSS. It has also operated as a corrupting influence
on the text of the Epistles to the Ephesians and Colossians.
But the Gospels are a special case, since such a large proportion
of their total contents, expressed in language often all but
identical, occurs in more than one of them, so that the opportunity they afford for assimilation of parallel passages is quite
unique. The danger of this particular form of corruption
would be still further increased by the fact that, not only would
most scribes know the Gospels almost by heart, but a scribe who
was copying Mark or Luke was usually one who had just
refreshed his memory by copying out the text as it stands in
Matthew. With the words of one Gospel running in his head
it would be exceedingly difficult to copy accurately passages in
another Gospel which were almost but not quite the same.
But assimilation is not only the commonest source of corruption of the text of the Gospels, it is also the one most
difficult to check. Other forms of corruption would result in
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each separate local text having its own special set of wrong
readings ; these can be detected by comparison with other
texts. But assimilation of parallels, being a process which must
have gone on independently in all local texts, might easily
result in identical errors along different lines of transmission.
Hence, though each text will have its own special set of assimilations, there is no security that occasionally, especially in certain
striking passages, all texts may not have coincided upon the
same assimilation. This is a possibility that neither textual critics
nor students of the Synoptic Problem have ever really faced.
Now the strongest argument for the general purity of the B
text is that it is free from so many of the assimilations that
are found in the Later Alexandrian, the "Western!' or the
Byzantine texts. But, though far freer from assimilation of
parallels than any other text, B is not entirely immune. And
there are quite a number of cases where the Western text-though on the whole it has suffered far more than any other in
this way-is free from particular assimilations which have
infected B. Detailed evidence on this point I shall reserve for
the chapter on the Minor Agreements of Matthew and Luke
against Mark. In this place I propose merely to call attention
to the importance in regard to this particular issue of the set
of readings called by Hort "Western non-interpolations," and
to connect it with the previous discussion of the Roman and
Alexandrian texts of Luke.
Eight of the nine readings to which Hort gave the name
"Western non-interpolations" occur towards the end of Luke,
no less than seven being in the last chapter (the ninth is the spear
thrust, Mt. xxvii. 49). These are omitted by D and the Old
Latin, but, with two exceptions, by no other MS. Hort coined
the complicated title "Western non-interpolation," in order to
avoid smirching the fair name of the" Neutral" text by speaking
of these readings as "Neutral interpolations"; but, assuming
them not to be genuine, that is what they really are. All the
same I believe he was right in rejecting at any rate the majority
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of them. Firstly, if Luke was written in the West, it is hard to
suppose that the omission of so many passages, all of an interesting
character and all crowded into the same context, would have
escaped notice at Rome, where presumably other copies from
which the gaps could be refilled would be available. Secondly,
as Hort saw, most of these additions are of the nature of harmonisations between Luke and other parts of the New Testament.
But Hort was, I think, mistaken in his emphasis on these nine
out of a large number of omissions by the same Western
authorities.
Besides the eight striking readings in the last three chapters
of Luke and the one in Matthew to which Hort gives the special
title " Western non-interpolations," there are a large number of
smaller omissions in the Old Latin, sometimes supported by D,
of words or sentences found in the B text. To some of these
Hort himself calls attention (ii. p. 176), and he puts them in
single brackets in his text-whereas the selected nine are distinguished by double brackets. 1 But there are other omissions
consisting only of a word or two which he ignores. But, if Hort
was right in definitely rejecting as assimilations the major
" non-interpolations " in Matthew and Luke (which merely reproduce the general sense of something found in another Gospel),
he ought to have rejected more than twenty other passages in
most of which the insertion reproduces in one Gospel the
actual word,s of a parallel passage in another. To the student of
the Synoptic Problem these minor omissions in the Western
text are all important, though it would be unsafe to assume that
the omission is in every case original ; D is no more infallible
1 The "Western non-interpolations" in double brackets are in Lk. xxii.
19-20, xxiv. 3, 6, 12, 36, 40, 51, 52; also the mention of the spear thrust not
found in the T.R., Mt. xxvii. 49. Those in single brackets, sometimes consisting of only a few words, occur in Mt. vi. 15, 25, ix. 34, xiii. 33, xxi. 44,
xxiii. 26; Mk. ii. 22, x. 2, xiv. 39; Lk. v. 39, x. 41 f., xii. 19, 21, 39, xxii. 62.
xxiv. 9; Jn. iii. 32, iv. 9 (cf. W.H. ii. p. 176). Among those not noted u;_
Hort's text are Mt. xxi. 23 01oacrKovr1 (om. a b c e Syr. S. C.); Mk. ix. 35 (om.
Dk); Mk. xiv. 65 Ka.! 1r<p1Ka.X{nrTE1v (om. D af); Lk. viii. 44 rov Kpa.cr11'€oou
(om. D Lat.); Jn. xii. 8 (om. D Syr. S.); others are discussed below, Chap. XL
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when it omits than when it inserts. I emphasise this point
because Hort's isolation of these nine passages very much obscures
the extent to which the B text has suffered from assimilation, not
only as between Matthew and Luke, but also between the
Synoptics and John.
Nevertheless it is worth while to protest against a too ready
inference that, in regard to genuineness, the whole series, whether
of major or minor " non-interpolations," must stand or fall
together. This is a fallacy. What the MS. evidence proves is
that these passages were, as a matter of fact, absent from the
ancestor of D and the Old Latin, but present in an ultimate
ancestor of all other texts. The tacit assumption that either
the one or the other of these ancestors was in every case correct
is quite unwarranted. No MS. or group of MSS. is even approximately infallible; and all have suffered from some accidental
omissions. It is more probable that in some cases B is correct
in retaining the words, even if in the majority D is right in
omitting them. The real case against the genuineness of these
readings rests, I must repeat, not on their omission in one line
of the MS. tradition, but in the fact that they look like attempts
at harmonisation, especially between the Synoptics and John.
But there is one of Hort's nine passages where the argument
from assimilation seems to me to cut the other way. Can the
sentence, "and he was taken up into heaven," Lk. xxiv. 51,
really be regarded as due to " assimilation " from the story of
the Ascension in the Acts 1 If so, it is an assimilation of an
incredibly unskilful kind ; for it makes the Ascension take place
on Easter Day instead of forty days later as the Acts relates.
Besides, the words "he was taken up into heaven" seem
required to explain the back reference in Acts i. 2, which implies
that the Gospel contained an account of what Jesus began to do
and to teach "until the day when he was taken up." This is
rather pointless unless the Gospel contained an account of the
Ascension. On linguistic grounds it is probable 1 that a conCf. Hawkins' Hor. Syn. p. 177 ff.
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siderable interval elapsed between the writing of the Gospel and
Acts. In the interval the author may have come across a fresh
cycle of tradition. If so, Acts i. 2 should be read as an attempt
by the author to recall his former statement with the object of
correcting it in favour of the account of the Ascension forty days
later which immediately follows. In that case the omission
of the words in Lk. xxiv. 51 is an attempt to remove a contradiction between the Gospel and the Acts ; it is the text which
omits, not that which inserts, that has suffered harmonistic
correction.
Another clear example of the avoidance by the Roman text
of Luke of an assimilation found in the Alexandrian is the
Voice at the Baptism, Lk. iii. 22. In B ~. etc., the words are
practically identical with those in Mark and Matthew, i.e.
" Thou art my beloved Son, in thee I am well pleased." But
Dab c.ff2, etc., with the notable support of Clement of Alexandria, read " Thou art my [beloved] Son, this day have I begotten
thee." Now this reading is quite definitely that cited by
Justin and was therefore current in Rome c. 155. Again, on
grounds of internal probability it is clearly to be preferred for
two reasons. (a) The tendency of scribal alterations would be
to make the text of Luke agree with Matthew and Mark, as
in B ; with this reading, on the contrary, there is a discrepancy
between the Gospels. (b) The Lucan reading could readily be
quoted in favour of the view, afterwards regarded as heretical,
that Christ only became the Son of God at his Baptism. Once,
therefore, the assimilation with the other Gospels had been
made in any MS., it would be preferred as more orthodox, and
would rapidly be taken up into other texts.
I would not, however, leave the reader with the impression
that the D text has suffered less from assimilation than that
of B. Quite the contrary. In D assimilation is, not only more
frequent, but more thoroughgoing. Take, for example, µ,~
cpo/3ofr a7TO TOV VVJI avBpw7TOV<; lcrv f;oorypwv, Lk. v. 10. Here
D, with the partial support of e, reads o&re Kal µ,~ ryevecrBe
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aA.iei~ lxOvrov· ?rot~uro 'Yap vµJis aA.iei~ avOpw?rrov, which is very
much closer to the language of Matthew. But it is unnecessary
to labour this point, since everybody admits that, not only the
" Western " and the Byzantine texts as a whole, but each
different sub-group of MSS. of these texts, have in different
ways and in different places suffered assimilation. The text
of B alone has been placed by critics on a pedestal by itself,
and, because it has undoubtedly suffered less than any other
MS., has been supposed to be immune. And this unfounded
supposition has played havoc with the scientific study of the
Synoptic Problem.
CONCLUSION

The history of the text of the Gospels is, as it were, concentrated into a single passage in the set of variants in the lists of
the Twelve Apostles (Mt. x. 2-4, Mk. iii. 16-19, Lk. vi. 14-16).
It would appear that in the first century local traditions varied
as to the twelfth name ; and each of the Synoptics embodies a
different tradition. Origen remarks, 1 " The same man whom
Matthew calls Lebbaeus and Mark Thaddaeus, Luke writes as
Judas of James." It appears, then, that in the text he used,
obviously in this instance the correct one, each Gospel gave a
different name. In Syr. S. Judas, in a b h (but not in Dk)
Judas Zelotes is substituted for Lebbaeus in Matthew, though
not in Mark. For this part of Matthew e is missing, but in this
MS. the name Judas is substituted in Mark also. If we remember that Judas, not Iscariot, is mentioned as one of the
Twelve by John, we understand why the list which contained
his name should be supposed the more authentic. Clearly the
discrepancy troubled scribes. We turn to the Greek uncials
and what do we find 1 There is no variant in Luke ; but B N
read Thaddaeus in both Matthew and Mark ; 2 D reads Lebbaeus
1

Com. in Rom. praef.
• 124 (probably also the Ferrar ancestor) supports B N·
of [am. e have the Byzantine conflation.

Other members

CH. VI

145

INTERPOLATION AND ASSIMILATION

in both Gospels ; while the Byzantine text reads " Lebbaeus
who is called Thaddaeus" in Matthew, but is content to follow
B ~ in Mark. We notice three points. (1) The tendency to
assimilation is seen at work everywhere-in ~ B, in D, and in the
Old Latin and Old Syriac-but in each case operates somewhat
differently. (2) The Byzantine text is " conflate " ; it ingeniously
combines the readings of two ancient traditions each of which
had good support. (3) Editors and scribes are less concerned
to correct the text of Mark.
Hort, we have argued, was right in regarding the Textus
Receptus as a descendant of the revision made by Lucian of
Antioch about A.D. 300. And he was right in his contention that
in the main this revision was based on earlier texts which we can
still identify. We group these earlier texts into an Egyptian,
admirably preserved in ~ B L ; an Italian and Gallic, represented,
with many corruptions, in D a bff 2 ; an African (perhaps= earlier
Roman), found ink, e, (Wm.); anAntiochene, less adequately known
to us through the Old Syriac; a Caesarean, fairly well preserved
in the non-Byzantine readings of jam. 0 (WMk·). This grouping
of the older texts differs radically from Hort's, but not in a way
that seriously affects his view of the methods of Lucian's revision,
though we may feel a little less confident than he that Lucian
possessed no MS. containing ancient and possibly correct readings
not found in our surviving authorities. But then comes the
really fundamental question : was Hort right in reprinting almost
in its entirety the oldest Egyptian text 1 Or was Lucian right
in the principle, if not in its detailed application, of framing an
eclectic text, adopting readings now from one text, now from
another, presumably on the combined grounds of extent and
antiquity of attestation and of " internal probability " 1
To this question one must, I think, answer that the eclectic
principle of deciding in each separate case on grounds of
" internal probability " what appears to be the best reading
is, in spite of its subjectivity, theoretically sounder than the
almost slavish following of a single text which Hort preferred.
L
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But this in no way means that we return to the Textus Receptus.
Lucian's canons of " internal probability " differed fundamentally
from ours. For example, his eye would be inclined to look
with most favour on that one of two readings which attributed
to an evangelist a more smooth, graceful, and stately style.
To us, roughness, within limits, is a sign of originality. Again,
to him it would seem more likely that a reading, supposing it .
was found in MSS. sufficiently numerous and ancient, which
brought two evangelists into closer agreement with one another
was more likely to be original than one which enhanced the
difference between them. We should judge otherwise. Hence,
even if we accept the necessity of an eclectic text, the selection
of readings admitted to it would differ very considerably from
that made by Lucian. On the other hand, while realising that
B has more wrong readings than Hort was ready to admit,
due weight must be given to Hort's principle that the authority
of a MS., which in a majority of cases supports what is clearly
the right reading, counts for more than that of others in cases
where decision is more difficult. Hence a critical text of the
Gospels (though not, I think, of Acts) will, like that of Hort,
be based mainly on the text of Alexandria as preserved in our
two oldest MSS. B N. But a future editor will be on the look
out for evidence that will enable him to detect instances where
these, like all other MSS., have been corrupted by assimilation
of parallels or grammatical touching up, and he will be ready
to accept a far larger number of readings from authorities which
represent the local texts of other churches. In particular he
will give special weight to the readings of Jam. 0.
The rejection, however, of a theory which enabled Hort to
attribute supreme authority to the B text complicates in practice
the task of the textual critic. Textual criticism is not the only
department of life where an infallible guide, if such existed, would
save us trouble and uncertainty. No purely external mechanical
test of the genuineness of readings has yet been devised. Where
important variants exist, and can be shown to have existed as
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early as the third century, we can in the last resort only fall back
on the exercise of insight and common sense to make our choice.
Those qualities being rare, or, at any rate, hard to recognise by
any objective test in a matter of this kind, there will always
remain a difference of opinion on many points. It follows that,
_if by a " scientific " text is meant one reached by some mechanical
and objective principles which completely rule out the subjective
vagaries of the individual editor, such cannot be attained. In this
department of knowledge the appeal is in the last resort to the
insight, judgement, and common sense of the individual scholar,
which are necessarily "subjective."
What, however, is most wanted at the present moment is
not a new critical text-for most purposes Westcott and Hort
is good enough. The real need is for an edition of an entirely
different character-a thesaurus of various readings to bring up
to date Tischendorf's large edition of 1869. von Soden attempted
this and failed ; his edition is not only full of inaccuracies, it is
often actually unintelligible. But, I would insist, in such an
edition, it is of quite fundamental importance that the text
printed above the Apparatus Criticus should be, not an eclectic
text constructed by the editor himself, but the Byzantine text.l
The reason is obvious. The number of MSS. which have
altogether escaped revision from the Byzantine standard is
extremely small, yet the readings which the critic most wants
to know are those of older texts which differ from the
Byzantine text ; if, then, the Byzantine text is printed above
the Apparatus Criticus, the readings the critic first wants are
those which first strike the eye. Again the Apparatus itself would
be enormously simplified ; for it need only contain readings which
differ from that text. Any MS. not cited in the Apparatus would
be understood, either to agree with the text printed at the top of
the page, or not to be extant for that passage ; and accordingly
1 For this purpose the Byzantine text should be determined by some
purely objective criterion, such as the agreement of two out of the three
MSS. S VO, or, perhaps better, ES V.
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the extent of hiatus in important MSS. should be noted on each
page.
MSS. should be cited in separate groups, according
as they habitually agree with the Alexandrian, Eastern or
Western type of text. Lastly, since textual criticism under the
most favourable circumstances involves great strain on the
eyesight, small print and small numbers and letters above the.
line, such as von Soden delights in, should be resolutely eschewed.
In conclusion it is worth while to note that those same
investigations which have compelled us to reject Hort's theory
have shown that the authorities available for determining the
text are more numerous and more independent of one another
than that theory would allow. It follows, therefore, that, though
on minor points of reading absolute certainty may often be
unobtainable, a text of the Gospels can be reached, the freedom
of which from serious modification or interpolation is guaranteed
by the concurrence of different lines of ancient and independent
evidence. For the historian, as well as for the ordinary Christian
reader, a text like that of Hort or Tischendorf, or that used in
preparing the Revised Version, may be taken as reliable for all
ordinary purposes. But for fine points of scholarship, or when
dealing with the Synoptic Problem, where the settlement of a
question of great import may depend on the minutest verbal
resemblances or differences between the Gospels, it is vital
to realise that in our search for the original reading we must,
on occasion, go behind the printed texts.

PART II
THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM
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VII
THE FUNDAMENTAL SOLUTION
SYNOPSIS
HISTORIANS AND THEI.R SOURCES
The conception of " copyright "-a consequence of the invention
of printing-has entirely changed the conditions under which it
is legitimate for authors to make use of previous writers. Ancient
historians frequently reproduce almost verbatim considerable
portions of the work of their predecessors.

THE PRIORITY OF MARK
The accepted view that Mark (so far from being, as Augustine
thought, an abridgement of Matthew) was a source used by Matthew
and Luke requires slightly restating. Matthew may be regarded as
an enlarged edition of Mark ; Luke is an independent work incorporating considerable portions of Mark.
Five reasons for accepting the priority of Mark.
(1) Matthew reproduces 90 % of the subject matter of Mark
in language very largely identical with that of Mark ; Luke does the
same for rather more than half of Mark.
(2) In any average section, which occurs in the three Gospels,
the majority of the actual words used by Mark are reproduced by
Matthew and Luke, either alternately or both together.
(3) The relative order of incidents and sections in Mark is in
general supported by both Matthew and Luke ; where either of
them deserts Mark, the other is usually found supporting him.
This conjunction and alternation of Matthew and Luke in their
agreement with Mark as regards (a) content, (b) wording, (c) order, is
only explicable if they are incorporating a source identical, or all but
identical, with Mark.
(4) The primitive character of Mark is further shown by (a) the
use of phrases likely to cause offence, which are omitted or toned
151
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down in the other Gospels, (b) roughness of style and grammar, and
the preservation of Aramaic words.
(5) The way in which Marean and non-Marean material is
distributed in Matthew and Luke respectively looks as if each had
before him the Marean material in a single document, and was faced
with the problem of combining this with material from other sources.
Matthew's solution was to make Mark's story the framework
into which non-Marean material is fitted, on the principle of joining
like to like. Luke follows the simpler method of giving Marean and
non-Marean material in alternate blocks; except in the Passion
story, where, from the nature of the case, some interweaving of
sources was inevitable.
Two objections to the view that the document used by Matthew
and Luke was exactly identical with Mark. (1) Why did they omit
certain sections of Mark? (2) How explain certain minute verbal
agreements of the other two against Mark ? To meet these, the
theory of an Ur-Marcus, or earlier edition of Mark, has been proposed.
Its merits will be determined by the study of the facts that followsubject to the general consideration that they were authors not
scribes, and its implications.
MATTHEW'S OMISSIONS

At first sight, these seem to number 55 verses (of which 25 are
found in Luke), but under examination even this small amount
rapidly shrinks.
Matthew appears to omit three miracles recorded by Mark; but
details from the omitted sections appear elsewhere in Matthew as
amplifications or modifications of similar stories which he has embodied from Mark. Matthew, then, was not omitting, but rather
conflating, incidents which stood in Mark.
Three other items omitted by Matthew are guaranteed as Marean
by internal evidence. Matthew therefore used our Mark.
LUKE'S GREAT OMISSION

The case for an Ur-Marcus rests mainly on the fact that Luke"
omits the long section Mk. vi. 45-viii. 26.
The theory is plausible that Luke's copy of Mark lacked vi. 53viii. 21, i.e. all but the first and last paragraphs of this section.
Formidable objections, however, arise from (a) linguistic evidence
for genuineness of the section adduced by Hawkins, (b) the need of
postulating two editions of Mark, both of which were without a
conclusion ; for the text of Mark used by Matthew and Luke seems,
like that of our oldest MSS., to have ended at xvi. 8.
It is possible that Luke intentionally omitted this section. As an
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alternative, a case is stated for the view that, in the copy of Mark
used by him, the section was absent through accidental mutilation
of the papyrus roll.
MINOR AGREEMENTS OF MATTHEW AND LUKE

These are discussed at length, with reference to the original
Greek, in Chapter XI. They appear to be due to three causes.
(1) In a few passages there is evidence for the existence of a version
of a saying or incident in Q parallel to that of Mark. (2) Matthew
and Luke consistently improve Mark's style and grammar ; inevitably, therefore, they will sometimes coincide in the more obvious
corrections. (3) A larger number are explicable as corrupt readings
of the great MSS., due to assimilation of parallels as between Matthew
and Luke or to minute errors in the text of Mark.
In the majority of cases the reading found in Matthew and Luke
is, from the standpoint of grammar or style, an improvement on Mark.
It follows that if the agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark
cannot be entirely explained by the causes above mentioned, the
only alternative is the hypothesis of Dr. Sanday that the text of
Mark used by the other evangelists had been subjected to a slight
stylistic revision. But this, be it noted, is the exact reverse of any
Ur-Marcus theory; for it implies that our text of Mark is more
primitive than the text used by Matthew and Luke.
THE DOCUMENT

Q

Matthew and Luke have in common material, which is not found
in Mark, amounting to about 200 verses, mostly discourse. The
hypothesis that this was derived from a document. now lost-commonly alluded to by the symbol Q-is more probable than the
view (a) that Luke copied Matthew (or vice versa), or (b) that the
common source was oral tradition.
The Q hypothesis, however, can be pressed too far. (1) Where the
versions of sayings in Matthew and Luke differ considerably, the
probability is high that one (or both) of the two versions did not
come from Q. (2) Matthew probably omitted some sayings of Q
which Luke retained, and vice versa. (3) Short epigrammatic
sayings would be likely to circulate separately by word of mouth.
Hence all attempts at a reconstruction of Q must be tentative.
THE OVERLAPPING OF

Q AND

MARK

Certain items, in all about 50 verses, occur in both Mark and Q.
Each had a version of John's preaching, the Baptism and Temptation,
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the Beelzebub Controversy, the parables of the Mustard Seed and
Leaven and of some shorter sayings.
Some critics hold that Mark's version of the above items was
derived from Q. More probably Mark and Q represent independent
traditions. This is shown by detailed examination of the passages
in question.
A MODERN ILLUSTRATION
An illustration from contemporary literature of the necessity
on occasion, and of the working out in practice, of editorial processes
like " conflation," " agglomeration," etc.
The representation of Christ's life and teaching in Matthew and
Luke comparable, not to the exactness of photographic reproduction,
but rather to the creative interpretation in a great portrait.
ADDITIONAL NOTES

(A) Omissions from Mark

List of passages of Mark which are absent (a) from both Matthew
and Luke, (b) from Matthew only, (c) from Luke only; (d) list of
passages of Mark which are absent from Luke but for which Luke
in another context substitutes a version from a different source.
(B) The non-Marean parallels in Matthew and Luke

(C) Passages peculiar to Matthew
(D) Passages peculiar to Luke

CHAPTER VII
THE FUNDAMENTAL SOLUTION
HISTORIANS AND THEIR SOURCES

THE mechanical invention of printing has reacted on the methods
and conventions of authorship itself in more ways than we are
apt to imagine. When books were copied by hand, copyright
had no commercial value ; no kind of injury could be done
either to author or publisher by any one who made and sold
copies. But in the setting up of a printed book capital is sunk ;
work has been done and a risk has been incurred, in return
for which it is reasonable that the publisher should enjoy such
legal protection against unauthorised reproductions as will
enable him to derive a fair profit. Again, in antiquity an
author, unless, as most commonly happened, he was a man of
inherited wealth, lived on the bounty of some noble patron of
letters. Printing has enabled a modern Horace to live, not
by flattering a Maecenas, but on the. profits of his books. For
both these reasons the conception of property in literature has
arisen.
Hence there has gradually grown up an entirely different
convention as to the manner and conditions under which it is
legitimate to make use of what others have written. The
change is one which affects historical more than any other kind
of writing. Whenever a historian is not an actual eye-witness of
the events he records, or the first to write down a living tradition,
he is bound to depend to a large extent on the works of previous
155
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historians. The modern convention requires that when this
happens he shall either quote the exact words of his authority
or entirely re-write the whole story with some general indication
of the source from which it comes. Here again the printing
press has made a difference. It has facilitated the development
of inverted commas, footnotes for reference, and other such
devices unknown to the scribes of Classical Antiquity, which
make it easy for an author to indicate without clumsy circumlocutions the exact extent of his debt to predecessors. The
conventions of every art are determined by what is mechanically
possible; it is not, therefore, surprising that these inventions
have reacted on actual methods of composition employed by the
modern author in so far as these entail a use of previous writers.
In antiquity, however, and in the Middle Ages, only the
writings of a few outstanding men like Thucydides are wholly
original; more commonly the historian pursued what we should
call a method of "scissors and paste." Without any acknowledgement, he will copy page after page fro~ his source, omitting
passages that for his purpose seem irrelevant, adding here and
there material from' some other authority. What he copies he
frequently gives almost word. for word, but he will often abridge,
and occasionally paraphrase, in order to elucidate some difficulty
or to preclude what he would regard as a false impression which
the language of the original might convey.
This kind of editorial adaptation of earlier sources can be
traced in all the historical books of the Old Testament, and in
many classical and mediaeval writers. I would call attention
to one example in each of these fields where the survival of the
original sources, the nature of the subject matter, and the
accessibility to the ordinary reader of the relevant literature,
combine to make a study of ancient methods and their bearing
on our present investigation both exceptionally profitable and
relatively easy. Turn to the books of Chronicles in a reference
Bible. It is clear that, from 1 Chron. x. on, almost everything
is an abridgement, with trifling modifications, of the narrative
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in the books of Samuel and Kings. 1 Consult the appendices
dealing with the earliest accounts of St. Francis of Assisi, either
in the Life by Sabatier or in that by Father Cuthbert, and you
will see a" synoptic problem," explicable on these lines. Lastly,
compare the fragment of the Greek historian Ephorus lately
discovered at Oxyrhynchus with the account of the same events
in Diodorus, 2 and you will find an illustration in a Greek writer
practically contemporary with the authors of the Gospels of
Matthew and Luke. You will notice, and the analogy is
important, that the Greek writer, in contrast to the Hebrew,
makes many more little alterations of phrase so as to leave
upon all that he has incorporated the impress of his own style.
THE PRIORITY OF MARK

Such being the almost universal method of ancient historians,
whether Jewish or Greek, it is natural to ask whether the
remarkable resemblance between the first three Gospels, which
has caused the name Synoptic to be applied to them, would not
be most easily explained on the hypothesis that they incorporate
earlier documents. A century of discussion has resulted in a
consensus of scholars that this is the case, and that the authors
of the First and Third Gospels made use either of our Mark, or
of a document all but identical with Mark. The former and the
simpler of these alternatives, viz. that they used our Mark, is
the one\which I hope in the course of this and the following
chapters to establish beyond reasonable doubt.
The attempt has recently been made to revive the solution,
first put forward by Augustine (cf. p. 10), who styles Mark a
kind of abridger and lackey of Matthew, " Tanquam breviator
et pedisequus ejus." But Augustine did not possess a Synopsis
of the Greek text conveniently printed in parallel columns.
1 These and other O.T. analogies may most conveo.iently be studied in
DeuterograpJis by R. B. Girdlestone (Oxford, 1894), where the relevant passages
are printed in parallel columns with the differences indicated by italics.
1 Cf. Oxyrhyrwhua Papyri, xiii. p. 102 ff.
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Otherwise a person of his intelligence could not have failed to
perceive that, where the two Gospels are parallel, it is usually
Matthew, and not Mark, who does the abbreviation. For
example, the number of words employed by Mark to tell the
stories of the Gadarene Demoniac, Jairus' Daughter, and the
Feeding of the Five Thousand are respectively 325, 37 4 and 235 ;
Matthew contrives to tell them in 136, 135 and 157 words. 1
Now there is nothing antecedently improbable in the idea that
for certain purposes an abbreviated version of the Gospel might
be desired ; but only a lunatic would leave out Matthew's
account of the Infancy, the Sermon on the Mount, and practically
all the parables, in order to get room for purely verbal expansion
of what was retained. On the other hand, if we suppose Mark
to be the older document, the verbal compression and omission
of minor detail seen in the parallels in Matthew has an obvious
purpose, in that it gives more room for the introduction of a mass
of highly important teaching material not found in Mark.
Further advance, howeYer, towards a satisfactory solution
of the Synoptic Problem has been, in my opinion, retarded by
the tacit assumption of scholars that, if Matthew and Luke
both used Mark, they must have used it in the same way. To
Professor Burkitt, I believe, belongs the credit of first protesting
against this assumption : " Matthew is a fresh edition of Mark,
revised, rearranged, and enriched with new material ; ..•
Luke is a new historical work made by combining parts of
Mark with parts of other documents." 2 The distinction thus
stated by Burkitt I shall endeavour to justify and to elaborate
in a new direction in Chap. VIII. I conceive it to be one of
fundame.ntal importance in any attempt to estimate the value
of the'Third Gospel as an historical authority for the life of
Christ.
Partly in order to clear the way for a more thorough investigation of this point, partly because this book is written for others
1
2

Cf. J. C. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae 2, p. 159 (Oxford, 1909).
The Earlie8t ~ourcM for the Life of Jesus (Constable, 1922).
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besides students of theology, I will now present a summary
statement of the main facts and considerations which show the
dependence of Matthew and Luke upon Mark. Familiar as these
are to scholars, they are frequently conceived of in a way which
tends to obscure some of the remoter issues dependent on them.
They can most conveniently be presented under five main heads.
I. The authentic text of Mark contains 661 verses. Matthew
reproduces the substance of over 600 of these. Mark's style is
diffuse, Matthew's succinct; so that in adapting Mark's language
Matthew compresses so much that the 600 odd verses taken
from Mark supply rather less than half the material contained
in the 1068 verses of the longer Gospel. Yet, in spite of this
abbreviation, it is found that Matthew employs 51 % of the
actual words used by Mark.1
The relation between Luke and Mark cannot be stated in this
precise statistical way-for two reasons. First, in his account
of the Last Supper and Passion, Luke appears to be " conflating "-to use the convenient technical term for the mixing
of two sources-the Marean story with a parallel version derived
from another source, and he does this in a way which often makes
it very hard to decide in regard to certain verses whether Luke's
version is a paraphrase of Mark or is derived from his other
source. Indeed there are only some 24 verses (cf. p. 216 f.) in this
part of Luke's Gospel which can be identified with practical
certainty as derived from Mark, though it would be hazardous to
limit Luk~ debt to Mark to these 24. Secondly, there are
also, outside the Passion story, a number of cases where Luke
appears deliberately to substitute a non-Marean for the Marean
version of a story or piece of teaching. Thus the Rejection at
Nazareth, the Call of Peter, the parable of the Mustard Seed, the
Beelzebub Controversy, the Great Commandment, the Anointing,
and several less important items are given by Luke in a version
substantially different from that in Mark, and always, it is
1 Oxford BtudieB in the Synoptic Problem, ed. W. Sa.nday, pp. 85 II.
(Cla.rendon Press, 1911).
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important to notice, in a context quite other from that in which
they appear in Mark.
Another striking feature in Luke's relation to Mark is his
"Great Omission," so called, of a continuous section of 74
verses, Mk. vi. 45-viii. 26. Besides this he omits several shorter
sections, which added together amount to 56 verses. If we
leave out of account all passages where there is reason to suspect
that Luke has used a non-Marean source, it appears on an approximate estimate that about 350 verses (i.e. just over one half of
Mark) have been reproduced by Luke. When following Mark,
Luke alters the wording of his original a trifle more than
Matthew does ; on the other hand he retains many details which
Matthew omits, and he does not compress the language quite so
much. The result is that on an average Luke retains 53 %
of the actual words of Mark, that is, a very slightly higher
proportion than does Matthew.
From these various figures it appears that, while Matthew
omits less than 10 % of the subject matter of Mark, Luke omits
more than 45 %, but for much of this he substitutes similar
matter from another source. Each of them omits numerous
points of detail and several complete sections of Mark which
the other reproduces ; but sometimes they both concur in
making the same omission. The student who desires to get
a clear grasp of the phenomena would do well to prepare for
himself, by the aid of the lists in the Additional Note (A) at the
end of this chapter, a marked copy of the second Gospel, indicating by brackets of four different shapes or colours-(a) passages
peculiar to Mark; (b) those reproduced by Luke, but not by
Matthew; (c) those reproduced by Matthew, but not by Luke;
(d) those which Luke omits, but for which in another context he
substitutes a parallel version.
II. Let the student take a few typical incidents which occur
in all three Synoptists-I would suggest Mk. ii. 13-17 and
xi. 27-33 to begin with-and, having procured a Synopsis of the
Gospels, underline in red words found in all three, in blue words
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found m Mark and Matthew, in yellow words found in Mark
and Luke. If this is done throughout the Gospels it will appear
that a proportion varying from 30 % to over 60 % of the words
in Mark are underlined in red, while a large number of the
remainder are marked either blue or yellow. 1 What is still more
significant, if the collocation of words and the structure of
sentences in Matthew and Luke be examined, it will be found
that, while one or both of them are constantly in close agreement with Mark, they never (except as stated p. 179 ff.) support
one another against Mark. This is clear evidence of the greater
originality of the Marean version, and is exactly what we should
expect to find if Matthew and Luke were independently reproducing Mark, adapting his language to their own individual style.
III. The order of incidents in Mark is clearly the more
original; for wherever Matthew departs from Mark's order Luke
supports Mark, and whenever Luke departs from Mark, Matthew
agrees with Mark. The section Mk. iii. 31-35 alone occurs in a
different context in each gospel ; and there is no case where
Matthew and Luke agree together against Mark in a point of
arrangement.
A curious fact, of which an explanation is suggested later,
p. 274, is that, while in the latter half of his Gospel (chap. xiv.
to the end) Matthew adheres strictly to the order of Mark (Mk. vi.
14 to end), he makes considerable rearrangements in the first
half.2 Luke, however, though he omits far more of Mark than
1 The happy possessor of W. G. Rushbrooke's magnificent Synopticon will
find the work done for him by the use of different types and colours. Of
Greek Synopses on a smaller scale, the most conveniently arranged a.re
A. Ruck's Synopse (Mohr, Tiibingen) and Burton and Goodspeed's Harmony
of the Synoptic Gospels (Universities of Chicago and Cambridge). For those
who have little or no knowledge of Greek an admirably arranged Synopsis
based on the English of the Revised Version18 The Synoptic Gospels by J. M.
Thompson (Clarendon Press).
• A convenient chart showing Matthew's rearrangements of Mark's order is
given in the Commentary on Matthew by W. C. Allen in the "International
Critical" series (T. & T. Clark, 1907), p. xiv. The discussion of the relation of
Matthew and Mark in this work, pp. i-xl, is the most valuable known to me; I
cannot, however, accept the theory of Matthew's second ma.in source, p. xii ff.
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does Matthew, hardly ever departs from Mark's order, and only
in trifling ways. 1 On the other hand, wherever Luke substitutes
for an item in Mark a parallel ve~on from another source, he
always gives it in a different context from the item in Mark
which it replaces. This, as we shall see later, is a fact of very
great significance for the determination of the source of Luke's
non-Marean material.
We note, then, that in regard to (a) items of subject matter,
(b) actual words used, (c) relative order of sections, Mark is in
general supported by both Matthew and Luke, and in most cases
where they do not both support him they do so alternately,
and they practically never agree together against Mark. This
is only explicable i£ they followed an authority which in content, in wording, and in arrangement was all but identical
with Mark.
IV . .A. close study of the actual language of parallel passages
in the Gospels shows that there is a constant tendency in Matthew
and Luke-showing itself in minute alterations, sometimes by
one, sometimes by the other, and often by both-to improve
upon and refine Mark's version. This confirms the conclusion,
to which the facts already mentioned point, that the Marean
form is the more primitive. Of these small alterations many
have a reverential motive. Thus in Mark, Jesus is only once
addressed as " Lord " (1Cvpte ), and that by one not a Jew (the
Syrophoenician). He is regularly saluted as Rabbi, or by its
Greek equivalent oioaCT1Caf.e (Teacher). In Matthew 1Cvpie
occurs 19 times; in Luke 1Cvpie occurs 16, E'IT£CTTaTa (Master)
6 times. In the same spirit certain phrases which might cause
offence or suggest difficulties are toned down or excised. Thus
Mark's " he could do there no mighty work" (vi. 5) becomes in
Matthew (xiii. 58) " he did not many mighty works"; while Luke
omits the limitation altogether. "Why callest thou me good 1 "
(Mk. x. 18) reads in Matthew (xix. 17) " Why askest thou me
concerning the good 1 " Much more frequently, however, the
1

These are enumerated and discussed in Oxford Studies, p. 88 ff.
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changes merely result in stylistic or grammatical improvements,
without altering the sense.
But the difference between the style of Mark and of the
other two is not merely that they both write better Greek. It
is the difference which always exists between the spoken and
the written language. Mark reads like a shorthand account of
a story by an impromptu speaker-with all the repetitions,
redundancies, and digressions which are characteristic of living
speech. And it seems to me most probable that his Gospel,
like Paul's Epistles, was taken down from rapid dictation by
word of mouth. The Mark to whom tradition ascribes the
composition of the Gospel was a Jerusalem Jew, of the middle
class; 1 he could speak Greek fluently, but writing in an
acquired language is another matter. Matthew and Luke
use the more succinct and carefully chosen language of one who
writes and then revises an article for publication. This partly
explains the tendency to abbreviate already spoken of, which is
especially noticeable in Matthew. Sometimes this leads to the
omission by one or both of the later writers of interesting and
picturesque details, such as "in the stern . . . on a cushion"
(Mk. iv. 38), or " they had not in the boat with them more than
one loaf" (Mk. viii. 14). Usually, however, it is only the
repetitions and redundancies so characteristic of Mark's style
that are jettisoned. Sir John Hawkins 2 collects over 100
instances of "enlargements of the narrative, which add nothing
to the information conveyed by it, because they are expressed
again, or are directly involved in the context," which he calls
"context-supplements." The majority of these are omitted by
Matthew, a large number by Luke also; though Luke sometimes
omits where Matthew retains, as well as vice versa. Again,
Mark is very fond of " duplicate expressions " such as " Evening
having come, when the sun set" (i. 32). 3 In these cases one7
1 His mother had a house la.rge enough to be a meeting-place for the
church, and kept at least one sla.ve girl (Acts xii. 12 f.), and his cousin
1 Hor. Syn.• p. 125.
Barnabas had some property.
a Cf. Hor. Syn.• p. 139 ff., where 39 instances are given.
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other of the later Evangelists usually abbreviates by leaving out
one member of the pair ; and not infrequently it happens that
Matthew retains one and Luke th~ other. Thus in the above
example Matthew writes "evening having come," Luke "the sun
having set."
Matthew and Luke regularly emend awkward or ungrammatical sentences; sometimes they substitute the usual Greek
word for a Latinism; and there are two cases where they give
the literary equivalent of Greek words, which Phrynichus the
grammarian expressly tells us belonged to vulgar speech. Lastly,
there are eight instances in which Mark preserves the original
Aramaic words used by our Lord. Of these Luke has none,
while Matthew retains only one, the name Golgotha (xxvii. 33);
though he substitutes for the Marean wording of the cry from the
Cross, "Eloi, Eloi . . . " the Hebrew equivalent "Eli, Eli ... "
as it reads in the Psalm (Mk. xv. 34 =Mt. xxvii. 46 =Ps. xxii. 1).
The examples adduced above are merely a sample given to
illustrate the general character of the argument. But it is an
argument essentially cumulative in character. Its full force
can only be realised by one. who will take the trouble to go
carefully through the immense mass of details which Sir John
Hawkins has collected, analysed and tabulated, pp. 114-153
of his classic Horae Synopticae. How any one who has worked
through those pages with a Synopsis of the Greek text can
retain the slightest doubt of the original and primitive character
of Mark I am unable to comprehend. But since there are, from
time to time, ingenious persons who rush into print with theories
to the contrary, I can only suppose, either that they have not
been at the pains to do this, or else that-like some of the
highly cultivated people who thirik Bacon wrote Shakespeare,
or that the British are the Lost Ten Tribes-they have eccentric
views of what constitutes evidence.
V. An examination of the way in which the Marean and
non-Marean material is distributed throughout the Gospels of
Matthew and Luke respectively is illuminating. The facts

CH. VII

THE FUNDAMENTAL SOLUTION

165

seem only explicable on the theory that each author had before
him the Marean material already embodied in one single document ; and that, faced with the problem how to combine this
with material from other sources, each solved it in his own way
-the plan adopted by each of them being simple and straightforward, but quite different from that chosen by the other.
Certain elements in the non-Marean matter clearly owe
their position in the Gospels to the nature of their contents.
For example, the two first chapters of Luke, with their account
of the Birth and Infancy of Christ, differ so much in style and
character from the rest of the Gospel that they are almost
certainly to be referred to a separate source,· whether written
or oral we need not now discuss ; and the same remark applies
to the first two chapters of Matthew. Obviously, however,
these stories, whencesoever derived, could only stand at the
beginning of a Gospel. Similarly the additional details, which
Matthew and Luke give in their accounts of the Temptation
and the Passion, could only have been inserted at the beginning
and at the end of their Gospels. But the greater part of the
non·Marcan matter consists of parables or sayings which do
not obviously date themselves as belonging to any particular
time in the public ministry. It would appear that the Evangelists
had very little to guide them as to the exact historical occasion
to which any particular item should be assigned. That, at any
rate, seems to be the only explanation of the curious fact (to
which my attention was drawn by Sir John Hawkins) that,
subsequent to the Temptation story, there is not a single case in
which Matthew and Luke agree in inserting a piece of Q material
(the meaning of the symbol Q will appear later) into the same
context of Mark. The way, then, in which materials derived
from the Marean and from non-Marean sources are combined
must have been determined mainly by literary considerations,
and very little, if at all, by extrinsic historical information.
The student who wishes to get a thorough grasp of the facts
is advised to mark off in blue brackets-in a New Testament,
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not in a. Synopsis of the Gospels-all passages of Matthew and
Luke which appear to be derived from Mark. For this purpose
the list of parallels in Additional Note B will be of assistance.
He will then see clearly the difference in the methods adopted
by Matthew and by Luke.
•
Matthew's method is to make Mark the framework into
which non-Marean matter is to be fitted, on the principle of
joining like to like. That is to say, whenever he finds
in a non-Marean source teaching which would elaborate or
illustrate a saying or incident in Mark, he inserts that particular
piece of non-Marean matter into that particular context in the
Marean story. Sometimes he will insert a single non-Marean
verse so as most appropriately to illustrate a. context of Mark,
e.g. the saying about faith (Mt. xvii. 20), or about the Apostles
sitting on twelve thrones (Mt. :rix. 28). Sometimes he expands
a piece of teaching in Mark by the addition of a few verses from
another source on the same subject; e.g. the non-Marean saying
on divorce, Mt. :rix. 10-12, is appropriately fitted on to Marean
discussions of the same theme. So the Marean saying, repeated
in Mt. :rix. 30, " The first shall be last and the last first," suggests
to him the addition in that particular context of the parable
of the Labourers in the Vineyard which points the same moral.
Similarly the moral of the Marean parable of the Wicked
Husbandmen, Mt. xxi. 33 :ff. (which is directed against the
Jewish authorities), is reinforced by the addition immediately
before and after it of the anti-Pharisaic parables of the Two
Sons and the Marriage Feast.
Examples of this kind of adaptation of non-Marean matter
to a Marean context could be indefinitely multiplied. But it
is worth while to call special attention to the bearing of this
process on the longer discourses in Matthew. All of them are
clear cases of "agglomeration," that is, of the building up of
sayings originally dispersed so as to form great blocks. Four
times, starting with a short discourse in Mark as a nucleus,
Matthew expands it by means of non-Marean additions into a
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long sermon. Thus the 7 verses of Mark's sending out of the
Twelve (Mk. vi. 7 ff.) become the 42 verses of Mt. x. The
three parables of Mk. iv.-with one omission-are made the
basis of the seven parable chapter, Mt. xiii. The 12 verses,
Mk. ix. 33-37, 42-48, are elaborated into a discourse of 35 verses
in Mt. xviii. The "Little Apocalypse" (Mk. xiii.) is expanded,
not only by the addition of a number of apocalyptic sayings
(apparently from Q), but also by having appended to it three
parables of Judgement, Mt. xxv. To some extent analogous
is the way in which the Sermon on the Mount, far the longest
and most important block of non-Marean matter, is connected
with the Marean framework. It is inserted in such a way as
to lead up, and thus give point, to the Marean saying," And
they were astonished at his teaching : for he taught them as
one having authority, and not as the scribes." Cf. Mk. i. 22 ;
Mt. vii. 29. That the Sermon on the Mount is itself an agglomeration of materials originally separate will be shown later (p. 249 ff.).
Luke's method is quite different and much simpler. There
are half-a-dozen or so odd verses scattered up and down the
Gospel in regard to which it is disputable whether or not they
are derived from Mark. Apart from these, we find that, until
we reach the Last Supper (Lk. xxii. 14), Marean and non-Marean
material alternates in great blocks. The sections, Lk. i. 1-iv. 30
(in the main); vi. 20-viii. 3; ix. 51-xviii. 14, and xix. 1-27 are
non-Marean. The intervening sections, iv. 31-vi. 19; viii. 4-ix.
50 ; xviii. 15-43 ; xix. 28-xxii. 13, are from Mark, with three
short interpolations from a non-Marean source. From xxii.
14 onwards the sources, as is inevitable if two parallel accounts
of the Passion were to be combined, are more closely interwoven. This alternation suggests the inference that the nonMarcan materials, though probably ultimately derived from more
than one source, had already been combined into a single
written document before they were used by the author of the
Third Gospel. The further inference that this comhi,ned nonMarcan document was regarded by Luke as his main source and
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supplied the framework into which he fitted extracts of Mark is
worked out in Chap. VIII. of this volume.
The net result of the facts and considerations briefly
summarised under the foregoing five heads is to set it beyond
dispute that Matthew and Luke ma&e use of a source which in
content, in order, and in actual wording must have been
practically identical with Mark. Can we go a step farther and
say simply that their source was Mark 1
To the view that their common source was exactly identical
with our Mark there are two objections.
(1) If the common source used by Matthew and Luke was
identical with our Mark, why did they omit some whole sections
of their source ?
(2) How are we to account for certain minute agreements
of Matthew and Luke against Mark in passages which, but
for these, we should certainly suppose were derived from Mark 1
It has been suggested (a) that the omissions of material
found in Mark would be explicable on the theory that the
document used by Matthew and Luke did not contain the
omitted items - that it was an earlier form of Mark, or
"Ur-Marcus," of which our present Gospel is an expanded
version; (b) that if the text of Ur-Marcus differed slightly from
that of Mark, the same theory would account for the minute
agreements of Matthew and Luke.
Clearly a decision as to the merits of an Ur-Marcus hypothesis can only be made after a study of the actual passages
omitted by Matthew and Luke respectively, and a careful
scrutiny of the so-called "Minor Agreements." But there is
one preliminary consideration which ought not to be overlooked.
In estimating the probability of Matthew or Luke purposely omitting any whole section of their source, we should
remember that they did not regard themselves merely as scribes
(professedly reproducing exactly the MS. in front of them), but
as independent authors making use, like all historians, of earlier
authorities, and selecting from these what seemed to them to
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be most important. Moreover, for practical reasons they
probably did not wish their work to exceed the compass of a
single papyrus roll. If so, space would be an object. As it is,
both Matthew and Luke would have needed rolls of fully thirty
feet long ; and about twenty-five feet seems to have been
regarded as the convenient length.1 And, when compression
of some kind is necessary, slight reasons may decide in favour
of rejection. Very often we can surmise reasons of an apologetic
nature why the Evangelists may have thought some things less
worth while reporting. But, even when we can detect no
particular motive, we cannot assume that there was none ; for
we cannot possibly know, either all the circumstances of churches,
or all the personal idiosyncrasies of writers so far removed from
our own time.
MATTHEW'S OMISSIONS

Matthew's supposed omissions from Mark shrink on examination to very small dimensions. Matthew reproduces the
substance of all but 55 verses of Mark : of these 24 occur in
Luke, a fact which creates a strong presumption that these
at any rate were in the original source. But Mk. iv. 21-24, and
xiii. 33-37, which account for 9 of the 55 verses, are really cases,
not of omission, but of substitution ; for in other contexts
Matthew has sayings equivalent to, and usually more elaborate
than, those which he here omits. 2 It is usually said that Matthew's
omissions include three miracles of healing-a Demoniac
(Mk. i. 23 ff.), a Dumb man (vii. 32 ff.), and a Blind (viii. 22 ff.).
In the first of these the demon, as if by way of protest, " rent "
the patient before coming out, and in the other two the cure is
a gradual process with the use of a medicament like spittle
instead of by a mere fiat. Such details obviously would make
these three healings less miraculous, less "evidential" of
supernatural power, and, therefore, from an apologetic point
of view, less worth recording, than others.
1

Cf. Oxford Stwlies, p. 25 ff.

• See footnote, p. 196.
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But is it correct to say that Matthew has "omitted" these
three incidents 1 In his account of the Gadarene Demoniacs
(viii. 29) he modifies the words of the demoniac so as to combine
the cry, as given in his immediate source (Mk. v. 7), with that
of the demoniac as given in the apparently omitted section
(Mk. i. 24). This proves that Mk. i. 24 stood in the copy of
Mark he used. Moreover, Matthew makes the demoniacs two
in number, instead of one as in Mark. Taken together, these
phenomena suggest that Matthew considers himself to be, not
omitting one, but, as it were, telescoping two healings of
demoniacs which he found in Mark. Again, Mark's cure of
the dumb man is not " omitted," for Matthew substitutes in
the same context as Mark a general statement that Jesus healed
various sick persons, including dumb and blind, and calls attention to the impression produced on the multitude in words that
appear to be suggested by the omitted section in Mark (cf.
Mt. xv. 31 =Mk. vii. 37). Also he inserts in another context
(Mt. ix. 32-33) a healing of a dumb man. Here we have an
example of the importance of textual criticism for the Synoptic
Problem; verse 34, which says that Jesus was accused of healing
by the prince of devils, is omitted by D, a, k, Syr. S., and
is a textual assimilation to the almost verbally identical
passage in Lk. xi. 15 ; it is a " Western non-interpolation "
with more than ordinarily good MS. support. Read without
this verse, the story in Mt. ix. 32-33 looks like an abbreviated
version of Mk. vii. 32 ff. (with the "offending" details
excised), transferred after Matthew's manner to another context.
In that case one would be inclined to think that Matthew
originally intended the healing of two blind men-which he
inserts immediately before this (Mt. ix. 27-31)-as another
telescoping of two Marean miracles into one (i.e. Mk. viii. 22 ff.
and Mk. x. 46 ff.), for the detail" touched their eyes," ix. 29,
may well have come from Mk. viii. 23, the other apparently
omitted miracle. When, however, in copying Mark he actually
reached the story of Bartimaeus, Mk. x. 46 ff., he preferred to
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retell it in its original context, but forgot to delete it in the
earlier part of the Gospel.
The rebuke of John for forbidding those who cast out devils
in Christ's name but do not follow with the disciples (Mk. ix. 38 ff.)
is a passage which would so readily lend itself to being quoted
in favour of the Gnostics who were already, when Matthew
wrote, beginning to demoralise the Church, 1 that its omission
can occasion no surprise. Again, the attempt of our Lord's
relatives to arrest Him (Mk. iii. 21) and the incident of the young
man with a linen cloth in Gethsemane (xiv. 51 f.) are both cases
where it is harder to explain why Mark thought it worth while
to record than why Matthew (and Luke also) omitted. The
parable of the Seed growing secretly is also omitted by both
Matthew and Luke. In favour ·Of its originality in the text
of Mark is the fact that, with the Mustard Seed, it forms one of
those pairs of twin parables illustrating different aspects of the
same idea which are a notable feature of the tradition of our
Lord's teaching (cf. p. 189 f.). I think one must seriously consider the possibility that this had accidentally dropped out of
the copy of Mark used by one or both of the other Evangelists
owing to " homoioteleuton." The eye of the scribe might very
easily pass from the first to the third of the three successive
paragraphs, each of which open with the words tcat 't>-eryev
(Mk. iv. 21, 26, 30). If there are 48 examples in the Gospels
of omission through homoioteleuton in ~ alone, 2 it would be odd
if there were none in the first copy of Mark which went to Antioch.
Or again, either Matthew or Luke may have omitted it because he
preferred to reproduce the Mustard Seed along with the Leaven
(its twin parable in Q), and having already a pair to illustrate
the idea of the Kingdom as a gradual growth, thought a third
1 Cf. Matthew's significant addition to Mark, "By reason of the spread of
antinomianism (c:ivoµ.la) the love of the many shall wax cold," xxiv. 12.
N.B. also Matthew elsewhere records a condemnation of some who profess to
cast out devils in Christ's name, Mt. vii. 22.
2 For the whole N.T. the number is 115.
Cf. Scrivener'11 collation of ~.
p. xv.
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with the same moral superfluous. Since Matthew's personal
predilections are all on the side of the more catastrophic
apocalyptic conception of the Kingdom ; and since Luke, as
we shall see, inclines to prefer his non-¥arcan source (which
gives the pair in another context), this may seem to some a
more probable explanation. But it is quite possible that the
omission of the parable by Matthew may be due to one of these
causes, and its omission by Luke to the other ; both, at any
rate, are causes which we can verify as operating elsewhere.
In fact the only omission by Matthew for which it is hard
to find a satisfactory explanation is the story of the Widow's
Mite, Mk. xii. 41-44. But here considerations of style almost
guarantee the section as original in Mark. In four verses we
find no less than four examples of the most characteristic features
of Mark's style-a " context supplement," 1 a " duplicate
expression," the idiom () e<Tn, and the Latinism Koopavr'1}~-all
of which we may note Luke is careful to revise away.
LUKE'S GREAT OMISSION

It would seem, then, that there is no sufficient reason for
supposing that any substantial passage in our present text of
Mark was lacking in that known to Matthew. When, however,
we turn to Luke, the case is more debateable. Luke frequently
omits a section of Mark, but substitutes for it in a different context another version of the same saying or incident-apparently
derived from the source which, as will appear in Chap. VIII.,
he on the whole preferred to Mark. Obviously where this has
occurred, though we cannot prove that the omitted passages
stood in his copy of Mark, there is not a shadow of a reason for
supposing that they did not. The real problem arises from
Luke's one "great omission" totalling some 74 consecutive
verses (Mk. vi. 45-viii. 26). 2 Apart from this, his omissions are
1 On the significance of this and the following expression the student i8
referred to Hawkins' Hor. Syn. pp. 125, 139; cf. also pp. 34, 132.
2 If vii. 16 is genuine (om. B N L 28) the number is 75.
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few, short, and easily accounted for. But the absence from
Luke of the equivalent of Mk. vi. 45-viii. 26 is, prima f<lCie,
evidence that at any rate the greater part of this section was
absent from his copy of Mark, although it was indubitably
present in that used by Matthew.
Internal evidence also is, up to a point, favourable to the
theory that the section is a later insertion into the text of Mark,
provided we suppose the opening and concluding paragraphs of
it to be original. In Mk. vi. 45 Jesus sends the disciples on
ahead by boat to Bethsaida, while He Himself stays behind to
dismiss the crowd. He rejoins them, walking on the water
during the storm, vi. 51; but the arrival at Bethsaida, the
destination for which they set out, is not mentioned till viii. 22.
That is to say, the omission, not of the whole section omitted
by Luke, but of vi. 53-viii. 21, viz. all of it except the first and
last paragraphs, would make, superficially at any rate, a more
coherent story. Curiously enough, some critics who wish thus
to connect the start for and arrival at Bethsaida have failed to
notice that the Walking on the Water, which tells how Jesus
rejoined the disciples, is needed to make the narrative cohere.
On the hypothesis that the original Mark omitted, not the
whole section, but vi. 53-viii. 21, it could be argued that there
are three paragraphs in the inserted section which might very
plausibly be regarded as parallel versions or " doublets " of
matter occurring in the uninterpolated edition. These are (a)
the Feeding of the Four Thousand, viii. 1 ff., cf. Feeding of the
Five Thousand, vi. 30 ff.; (b) the gradual cure of a deaf man
by means of spittle, vii. 31 ff., cf. the similar use of spittle to
cure a blind man, viii. 22 ff. ; (c) a voyage across the lake,
immediately following a feeding of a multitude, in which the
failure of the disciples to understand about the loaves is
specially emphasised, Mk. viii. 17, cf. vi. 52.
Further, if only the Walking on the Water and the gradual
Cure of the Blind Man, which are the first and last paragraphs of
the " great omission," had stood in Luke's copy of Mark. it
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would not be hard to explain his electing not to reproduce them.
The gradual cure by means of spittle may have seemed to him
a miracle lacking in impressiveness, while the story of the Walking on the Water might appear to play into the hands of the
Docetae, who asserted that Christ's human body was a •phantom,
and were already beginning to cause trouble in the Church before
the end of the first century.
Lastly, the retirement of Jesus into a mountain alone
after the Feeding of the Five Thousand (Jn. vi. 15, Mk. vi. 46-47)
and the Walking on the Water must have stood in the copy of
Mark used by John. For John's version of this has (p. 410) conspicuous agreements with Mark against Matthew. Again, if, as
many think, the healing of a blind man with spittle, Jn. ix. 6-7,
implies a knowledge of the similar story, Mk. viii. 22-26, this too
must have stood in John's copy of Mark. Thus, though John's
copy cannot have lacked the whole of Luke's "great omission,"
it may have omitted all but the first and last paragraphs.
Nevertheless, to the attractive hypothesis that the original
Mark lacked the section vi. 53-viii. 21, there are two very
formidable objections.
(1) There are some remarkable facts to which attention was
first drawn by Sir John Hawkins. 1 By a careful tabulation of
minute linguistic peculiarities he has shown that in style and
vocabulary the section Mk. vi. 45-viii. 26 resembles Mark in no
less than eleven striking points in which Mark's usage differs
conspicuously from that of Matthew and Luke, and, indeed,
from all other New Testament writers. In fact, the style and
vocabulary of this section are, if anything, more Marean than
Mark. Sir John's argument, being cumulative in character and
dependent on a statistical comparison of minute details, cannot
be summarised without weakening its force ; but to my mind it
is all but unanswerable.
(2) The difficulty in the way of supposing that the passage
was absent from the original text of Mark is enormously enhanced
2

Oxford Studie8, p. 64 ff.
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by the fact that it was present in that used by Matthew. For,
once postulate two editions of Mark-a shorter edition known
to Luke and a later longer edition known to Matthew-and the
question of the lost end of the Gospel cannot be excluded from
consideration. It is incredible that the editor of a second
edition, whether it was Mark himself or some other, who was
prepared to take upon himself to add as much as a couple of
chapters in the middle, should have left the Gospel without an
end-supposing the first edition had already lost it. But if
the first edition had not already lost its end, how explain Luke's
desertion of Mark's narrative at Mk. xvi. 8, viz. at the exact
point at which later on an accidental injury was to cause a
mutilation~ There are, moreover, further reasons (cf. p. 338 ff.)
for supposing that Matthew and Luke both used a text of
Mark which, like ours, ended at xvi. 8. It is very remarkable
that any edition should have circulated which broke off short
without giving an account of the Resurrection Appearances ;
but that a second and greatly enlarged edition should have
been published without an ending is quite incredible.
The precise weight to be attached to these two objections
will be estimated differently by different people. But at least
they are serious enough to compel us to ask whether Luke's
"great omission" can be explained by any other hypothesis
than the absence of this material from his source. Now it is
a fact that plausible reasons can be produced why most of the
contents of this particular section of Mark would not have
appealed to Luke. Motives which might have induced him to
omit each separate item are put forward by Sir John Hawkins; 1
moreover, if, as I argue in Chap. VIII., Luke regarded Mark,
not as his main authority, but as a supplementary source,
the hypothesis of intentional omission cannot be ruled out.
My own mind has of late been attracted by a third
alternative, that Luke used a mutilated copy of Mark. The
case for this I state, but merely as a tentative suggestion.
1

Oxford Studies, p. 67 ff.
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There are four features in Luke's narrative which cry out for
an explanation. (1) Why does he place the Feeding of the
Five Thousand at a "village 1 called Bethsaida," ix. 10, when
Mark, his source, expressly says that it was in a" desert place "•1
(2) Why does he omit the place-name Caesarea Philippi as the
scene of Peter's Confession (ix. 18) 1 (3) Why does he say that
Jesus was "praying alone" on that occasion, while Mark
distinctly says that the incident occurred "in the way" 1
(4) How is the reading of Bin Lk. ix. 18, which on transcriptional
grounds looks the more original, to be accounted for 1 B is
supported by 157 f. Goth. and three other cursives in reading
o-vv~VT7JCTav (f, occu1rrerunt) for o-vvf]o-av-" they met" for "they
were with."
All these questions receive a completely satisfactory answer
if we suppose that Luke's copy of Mark included merely the
beginning of the" great omission," as far as the words ah'Or;; µ,ovor;;
in vi. 47, and then went straight on to 11:a£ ev TV oo<{J E7r7Jpwm,
viii. 27. Now, if a piece is torn out of the middle of a roll the
mutilation is not likely to begin and end exactly with a paragraph which opens a new section; an accidental loss is far more
likely to cut across the middle of a sentence at both ends. Let
us for the moment assume just such a mutilation. Luke's MS.
of Mark would have run as follows (words in italics are specially
significant; asterisks indicate where the break in the papyrus
occurred): "And straightway he constrained his disciples to
enter into the boat, and to go before him [unto the other side] z
unto Bethsaida, while he himself sendeth the multitude away.
And after he had taken leave of them, he departed into the
mountain to pray. And when even was come, the boat was in
the midst of the sea, and he alone * * * * and in the way he
asked his disciples, saying unto them, Who do men say that I
am 1 " (Mk. vi. 45-47 . . . viii. 27b).
Granted such a text, what would Luke make of the story 1
What he actually does (in the B text) is to write, immediately
i
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after the account of the Feeding of the Multitude, " And it came
to pass, as he was praying alone, the disciples met him : and he
asked them, saying, Who do the multitudes say that I am 1 "
And he inserts the place-name Bethsaida into the opening
sentence of the Feeding of the Multitude, though in other
respects he closely follows Mark's version of the story. A study
of the passage shows that this procedure is of the most natural
and reasonable kind.
(1) From the mutilated text before him he might infer that
Bethsaida was only a short way off, so that the disciples would
be able to land and come back to meet our Lord by road, after
He had dismissed the multitude. It would follow that both
the Feeding of the Five Thousand and Peter's Confession took
place near Bethsaida. That being so, if the story is to be clear
to the reader, the proper place to insert the name is obviously
before the Feeding of the Five Thousand, not in between the
two incidents. Luke, therefore, inserts the name Bethsaida in
the most appropriate place, ix. 10.
(2) Luke's omission of the name Caesarea Philippi has been
quoted as evidence of his indifference to geographical detail.
But the whole case for this indifference rests on his supposed
omission of the geographical details contained in this section of
Mark. And if the mutilation in his MS. of Mark included the
half of verse viii. 27, then Bethsaida was the only place-name
he had in his source ; and he does the best he can with that.
(3) The incident of Jesus "praying" and being "alone" is
not an " editorial addition " directly contradicting Mark, but a
reproduction of what in Luke's text of Mark was the immediate
introduction to Peter's Confession.
(4) The reading of B (uvv~VT7Juav 1 = occurrerunt =" go to
1 Probably the original reading was 1jvr71cra.v =" met."
crw?jcra.v-" were
with," the reading of most MSS., is a very early scribe's emendation. Someone
then tried to correct an ancestor of B by this text and wrote crvv over the 1Jv,
but the next copyist combined the two. A similar reading of B has been
pointed out by Prof. Burki.,t. In Lk. xix. 37 D has T<ivrwv (neut.), N Ta.crwv
ovvaµ,€wv; B (supported curiously enough by 579) has 'lr<ivrwv livvaµ,€wv, a false
concord explicable if T<ivrwv was original, liwa.µ,fwv an addition from the margin.
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meet") is, as so often, shown to be original. It translates Mark's
ev TV oS<[J in the only meaning that could be given to it, if it
followed just after Mk. vi. 47.
If Luke wrote at some distance from Rome, no difficulty is
presented by the hypothesis that the only copy of Mark which
had reached him was a mutilated one. Speculation, however,
as to how the mutilation occurred is not very profitable. A
papyrus roll was a very fragile thing, and the number of
accidents that could happen to it was very large. All I submit
is that, in view of such a possibility and of the difficulties of
supposing the section was not in the original copy of Mark, its
absence from Luke constitutes quite insufficient ground for
postulating an Ur-Marcus.
But if the theory of an older and shorter edition of Mark
is not needed to explain Luke's Great Omission, it is certainly
not called for to explain his shorter omissions. Several of them
only amount to one or two verses, and there are obvious
reasons why Luke should have left out the others. Three
passages, for instance (ix. 28-29, x. 35-41, xiv. 26-28), reflect
some discredit on the Apostles, and Luke always " spttres the
Twelve "-omitting the rebuke" Retro Satanas" (Mk. viii. 33), and
excusing the slumber in Gethsemane as due to sorrow (Lk. xxii.
45), and only recording one of the three lapses. The dancing of
Salome (Mk. vi. 17-29) has little value for edification. The pith
of the long discussion on Divorce (x. 1-12) is given in the last
two verses, for which Luke has an equivalent in another context (Lk. xvi. 18). The Cursing of the Fig Tree (xi. 12-14,
20-22) might seem a harsh act for the Great Healer ; besides,
Luke has the parable of the Fig Tree (Lk. xiii. 6 :ff.), which
may be the origin of the story, and at any rate contains all the
moral that can be drawn from it. Mark ix. 43-47 may already,
for all we know, have been seized upon by certain over-zealous
believers as an exhortation to self-mutilation of the kind which
others justified from Mt. xix. 12. Finally, some of the omitted
passages must have stood in Luke's copy of Mark, for Luke
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reproduces some verses which in Mark are intimately connected
with others which he omits. Thus Lk. ix. 36 is an abbreviation
of Mk. ix. 9, but in Mark this verse forms the introduction to
the four verses that follow.
These facts must be considered in the light of the evidence
to be submitted in the next chapter that Luke regarded his
non-Marean source as primary, and conceived himself as producing a new and enlarged edition of that work, incorporating
what seemed most important in Mark. In that case passages
of Mark not included in Luke must be regarded, not so much
as " omissions " as " non-insertions," and the absence of any
particular passage from Luke creates no presumption that it
was absent from the copy of Mark which he used.
MINOR AGREEMENTS OF MATTHEW AND LUKE

Accordingly it is clear that the only real difficulty in accepting
out· of hand the conclusion that the document used by Matthew
and Luke was identical with Mark lies in the occurrence of
agreements between Matthew and Luke against Mark consisting
either in minor omissions or in some minute alterations in a
turn of expression. A full discussion of this subject is attempted
in Chap. XI. But for the benefit of the reader who is not
conversant with the Greek language, I will briefly sum up the
conclusions there reached. (1) Such agreements are only
significant in contexts where there is no reason to suppose that
the passage also stood in Q. (2) Most commonly these agreements result from Matthew and Luke changing a historic
present in Mark into an imperfect or aorist tense, in their substituting a participle for a finite verb with "and," or in using
a different conjunction or preposition from Mark. In every
instance the change is_, from the stylistic or grammatical point
of view, an improvement. And as both Matthew and Luke
continually make this kind of improvement independently, it
is not surprising that both sometimes concur in doing so in the
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same place. (3) If the agreement consists in an omission it is
almost invariably of the unnecessary or unimportant words·
which are characteristic of Mark's somewhat verbose style.
Matthew and Luke both compress Mark ; it would be hard
to find three consecutive verses in the whole of his Gospel of
which either Matthew or Luke have not omitted some words,
apparently with this object. Since, then, both Matthew and
Luke independently compress Mark by the omission of unnecessary words or sentences, and since in any sentence only
certain words can be spared, they could not avoid frequently
concurring in the selection of words to be dispensed with.
Under such circumstances, coincidence in omission calls for no
explanation.
There are, however, three instances where the agreement
of Matthew and Luke against Mark amounts to five consecutive
words; and there are perhaps thirty of an agreement in one or
two words. These agreements are all of a kind which, if there
were fewer of them, could easily be attributed to accidental
coincidence. But there are just too many of them to make
this at all a plausible explanation.
But though some explanation is required, a study of the
phenomena reveals the fact that the hypothesis of an Ur-Marcus
is of no service to us whatever for that purpose. The essential
point that emerges is that in the great majority of cases where
Matthew and Luke agree against Mark, the existiriy text of Mark
seems the more primitive and original. If, then, the document
used by Matthew and Luke was not identical with our Mark,
so far from being an earlier form of Mark, it must have been
a later and more polished recension, all copies of which have
since disappeared. This is the explanation of the phenomena
which was adopted by Dr. Sanday in the Oxford Studies (pp. 21 :ff.)
and is, I believe, accepted by the majority of authorities as
the most probable. It involves no a priori difficulties. There
would have been several copies of Mark at Rome at a very early
date i and it is quite likely that one copyist would have felt
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free to emend the style a little. From this copy those used by
Matthew and Luke may have been made, while the unrevised
copies, being in the majority, may yet have determined the text
that has come down to us.
Personally, however, I am inclined to seek a different
explanation of that residue of the agreements between Matthew
and Luke which cannot naturally be ascribed to occasional
coincidence in the type of improvement in Mark which they
constantly make independently. The Synopses of the Gospels
in Greek most widely used by scholars give the text either of
Tischendorf or of Westcott and Hort which are based on the text
of Alexandria as preserved in B N. But in nearly every case
where a minute agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark is
found in B N it is absent in one or more of the other early local
texts ; though, on the other hand, these other texts frequently
show such agreements in passages where they do not occur in B,
while quite a different set of agreements is found in MSS. which
give the Byzantine text. Indeed, even as between N and B
there is a difference in this respect ; there are agreements of
Matthew and Luke against Mark in the text of B which are not
in N, and vice versa. A careful study of the MS. evidence distinctly
favours the view that all those minute agreements of Matthew
and Luke against Mark, which cannot be attributed to coincidence,
were absent from the original text of the Gospels, but have crept
in later as a result of " assimilation " between the texts of the
different Gospels. Detailed evidence for this conclusion is submitted in Chapter XI.; and, if it is correct, the one objection
to the view that the document used by Matthew and Luke was
identically our Mark completely disappears. If, however, that
evidence be deemed inconclusive, then Dr. Sanday's hypothesis
best explains the facts. But in any case, as I have already
urged, they offer no support to the hypothesis of an Ur-Marcus.
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Although Matthew embodies about eleven-twelfths of Mark
he compresses so much that the Marean material only amounts
to about half of the total contents of his Gospel. It is remarkable that the additional matter consists preponderantly of
parable and discourse. 1 Of Luke rather less than one-third
appears to be derived from Mark, though owing to the greater
length of his Gospel-1149 verses as compared with 661-and
to some compression of Mark's style, this one-third of Luke
includes the substance of slightly more than half of Mark.
Luke's additional matter includes both more narrative and
more parables than Matthew's, but not quite as much discourse.
The discourse occurs in shorter sections, and is not to the same
extent as in Matthew collected into large blocks.
We notice that, of this large mass of material which must
have been derived from elsewhere than Mark, a certain amount,
approximately 200 verses, appears in both Matthew and Luke.
This matter, which they have in common, includes most of John
the Baptist's Preaching, the details of the Temptation, the
Sermon on the Mount, the Healing of the Centurion's Servant,
John's Message, "Art thou he that should come," "Be not
anxious for the morrow," and many more of the most notable
sayings in the Gospels. But there are two facts of a puzzling
nature. (1) The common material occurs in quite different contexts and is arranged (cf. p. 273 :ff.) in a di:fferent order in the two
Gospels. (2) The degree of resemblance between the parallel
passages varies considerably. For example, the two versions of
John the Baptist's denunciation, "Generation of vipers . . ."
1 Narratives peculiar to Matthew, apart from generalised statements of
healing like xv. 30 and xxi. 14, are as follows: the Infancy, i.-ii.; Peter
walking on the water, xiv. 28 ff.; the coin in the fish's mouth, xvii. 24 ff.;
various small additions to Mark's story of the Passion (i.e. xxvi. 52-54;
xxvii. 3-10, 19, 24-25, 5lb-53, 62-66); the Resurrection Appearances. The two
miracles, ix. 27 -34, are possibly intended to be the same as two recorded by
Mark, which otherwise Matthew has omitted. Cf. p. 170.
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(Mt. iii. 7~10 =Lk. iii. 7-9), agree in 97 % of the words used;
but the two versions of the Beatitudes present contrasts as
striking as their resemblances.
How are we to account for this common matter 1 The
obvious suggestion that Luke knew Matthew's Gospel (or vice
versa) and derived from it some of his materials breaks down
for two reasons.
(1) Sir John Hawkins once showed me a Greek Testament
in which he had indicated on the left-hand margin of Mark
the exact point in the Marean outline at which Matthew has
inserted each of the sayings in question, with, of course, the
reference to chapter and verse, to identify it ; ·on the right-hand
margin he had similarly indicated the point where Luke inserts
matter also found in Matthew. It then appeared that, subsequent to the Temptation story, there is not a single case in
which Matthew and Luke agree in inserting the same saying
at the same point in the Marean outline. If then Luke derived
this material from Matthew, he must have gone through both
Matthew and Mark so as to discriminate with meticulous
precision between Marean and non-Marean material; he must
then have proceeded with the utmost care to tear every little
piece of non-Marean material he desired to use from the context
of Mark in which it appeared in Matthew-in spite of the fact
that contexts in Matthew are always exceedingly appropriate
-in order to re-insert it into a different context of Mark having
no special appropriateness. A theory which would make an
author capable of such a proceeding would only be tenable if,
on other grounds, we had reason to believe he was a crank.
(2) Sometimes it is Matthew, sometimes it is Luke, who
gives a saying in what is clearly the more original form. This
is explicable if both are drawing from the same source, each
making slight modifications of his own ; it is not so if either
is dependent on the other.
A second explanation of the phenomena that has been
suggested is that Matthew and Luke had access (in addition
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to the written Gospel of Mark) to different cycles of oral tradition,
or to documents embodying such, and that these cycles, though
in the main independent, overlapped to some extent. For
those cases where the degree of verbal resemblance between
the parallel passages is small I myself believe that some such
explanation is a true one. For the more numerous examples
where the verbal resemblances are close and striking it is far
from convincing.
Accordingly a third hypothesis, that Matthew and Luke
made use of a single common document that has since disappeared, has secured, if not quite universal, at any rate an
all but universal, assent from New Testament scholars. This
hypothetical source is now by general consent referred to as
"Q,'' though in older books it is spoken of as "the Logia" or
"the Double Tradition." Seeing that Q, if such a document
ever existed, has disappeared, the hypothesis that it was used
by Matthew and Luke cannot be checked and verified as can
the hypothesis that they used Mark. But it explains facts for
which some explanation is necessary, and it has commended
itself to most of those, who have studied the subject minutely
in all its bearings, as explaining them in a simpler and more
satisfactory way than any alternative suggestion which has so
far been put forward. We are justified, then, in assuming the
existence of Q, so long as we remember that the assumption is
one which, though highly probable, falls just short of certainty.
But it does not follow, because we accept the view that Q
existed, that we can discover exactly which passages in Matthew
and Luke were, and which were not, derived from it. Nearly
all writers on the Synoptic Problem have attempted to do this.
I have done so myself. 1 But, for reasons which will be developed
in Chap. IX., I now feel that most of these attempts to reconstruct
Q have set out from false premises. (1) Critics have under1 Oxford Studies, Essa.y VI.
On the hazards of reconstructing Q there are
&ome va.lua.ble warnings in Burkitt's review of Harnack's attempt, J.T.S.,
Ap. 1907, p. 454 ff. I cannot, however, accept his own suggestion that Q
oont.&ined an account of the Passion.
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estimated the probability that in many cases slightly differing
versions 0£ the same sayings or parables would be in circulation.
They have therefore been unduly anxious to extend the boundaries 0£ Q by including passages, like the Lord's Prayer and
the parable of the Lost Sheep, where the parallelism between
Matthew and Luke is not exact enough to make derivation
from a common written source its most likely explanation.
Even if items like these stood in Q, it is probable that one or
other of the Evangelists also had before him another version
as well. Further study of the facts convinces me that a substantial proportion of the 200 verses in question were probably
derived from some other source than Q. (2) On the other hand,
since Matthew and Luke would presumably have treated Q
much in the same way as they treated Mark, it is fairly certain
that some passages which are preserved by Matthew only or
by Luke only are from Q ; but I feel less confidence than heretofore in the validity of some of the principles by which it has been
sought to identify them. (3) Not enough allowance has been made
for the extent to which sayings of a proverbial form circulate
in any community. One such, " It is more blessed to give
than to receive," which does not appear in any of the Gospels,
is quoted by Paul (Acts xx. 35). At the present day, at the
Bar, in the Medical Profession, in every College in Oxford or
Cambridge, professional maxims, or anecdotes and epigrams
connected with names well known in the particular society, are
handed down by word of mouth. The same thing must have
happened in the early Chutch ; and it does not at all follow that
a saying of this character, even if it occurs in almost identically
the same form in two Gospels, was derived from a written
source. Where, however, a number 0£ consecutive sayings
occur in two Gospels with approximately the same wording, or
where a detached saying is not 0£ a quasi-proverbial character,
a documentary source is more probable. Hence, while the
phenomena make the hypothesis 0£ the existence 0£ a written
source Q practically certain, its exact delimitation is a matter
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of a far more speculative character. A tentative reconstruction
is essayed in Chap. X.
THE OVERLAPPING OF

Q

AND MARK

But although it is impossible to determine exactly what
was and what was not contained in Q, one fact cannot be disputed-there is a certain amount of overlapping between Q and
Mark. This observation holds good in principle even if we
think (with Prof. E. de W. Burton 1) that the "Q material" was
derived, not from a single document, but from two, or (like the
late Dr. A. Wright) that it represents a cycle of tradition and was
not derived from a document at all. In other words, whatever
the theory we accept as to the character of the source or sources
of the non-Marean matter common to Matthew and Luke, it
is clear that certain items were known to Matthew and Luke
both in Mark's version and also in another decidedly different.
In fact, to put it paradoxically, the overlapping of Mark and
Q is more certain than is the existence of Q.
The student will find convincing proof of this, if, in his
Synopsis of the Gospels, he will underline in red words found
in all three Gospels, in blue those found in Mark and Matthew,
in purple those in Mark and Luke, and, say, in yellow words
found only in Matthew and Luke, in the accounts of John the
Baptist's Preaching, the Baptism and Temptation, the Beelzebub
Controversy, the parables of the Mustard Seed and Leaven, and
the Mission Charge (Mk. vi. 7-11, cf. Mt. x. l-16a=Lk. x. 1-12).
The phenomena revealed are only explicable on the theory that
Matthew and Luke had before them a version of these items
considerably longer than that of Mark. And it will be noticed
that, while Matthew carefully combines the two versions, Luke
prefers the non-Marean, introducing at most a few touches
from that of Mark.
1
Principles of Literary Criticism and the Synoptic Problem, p. 41 II. (Chicago,
1904).
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This overlapping of Mark and Q, found in the above sections
and in a few other short sayings, covers about 50 verses of Mark.1
And, wherever it occurs, we find that Luke tends to preserve
the Q version unmixed, while Matthew combines it with that
of Mark. This, indeed, only means that Matthew and Luke
differ in their treatment of Q in precisely the same way as in
their treatment of Mark-in both cases Matthew conflates his
sources, Luke alternates them. This difference, of which we
shall see many examples, affords a valuable principle for
distinguishing the Marean and the Q versions in doubtful
cases.
Many critics explain this overlapping of Q and Mark on
the theory that Mark knew and made extracts from Q. In
favour of this view there is the fact that in many cases where
Mark and Q overlap the Q version is longer and also looks the
more original. In fact, as I put it in an Essay in the Oxford
Studies, the Marean often looks like a "mutilated excerpt"
from the Q version. 2 In that case the first difficulty would be
to explain the very small amount of matter (not more than
50 verses) which Mark derives from Q. The suggestion I then
made was that Mark wrote for a Church in which Q was already
in circulation, and intended to supplement rather than to supersede Q, and he therefore only drew from it some brief allusions
to certain outstanding points which could not be altogether
passed over in a life of Christ. But the net result of the
discussion of the question among scholars during the last thirteen
years has been to add weight to, rather than to detract from,
the difficulty I even then expressed of supposing that Q lay
before Mark in a written form.
In Mark's account of the Temptation there is no mention
of the fast. Indeed, if we did not unwittingly read into Mark's
1
Most of the relevant passages are printed in parallel columns and discussed in my essay in Oxford StudieB, p. 167 ff. There is a valuable discussion
in Source8 of the Synoptic Go8pel8, p. 234 ff. (C. S. Patton, Macmillan Co., New
York, 1915).
9
Oxford Studiea, p. 171.
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account what is so familiar to us from the other two Gospels,
we should naturally interpret the imperfect tense of the verb
in the phrase " the angels ministered to him " as meaning that
Jesus was continuously fed by angels, as once Elijah was by
ravens. Again, while in Matthew and Luke the emphasis is
on the internal content of the various temptations of our Lord
to a misuse of His lately realised Messianic powers, in Mark it is
on the external fact that "he was with the wild beasts," which
is not even mentioned in the other accounts. Mark's representation of this incident is so wholly different from that in Q
that, if we were compelled to assume that he could have derived
it from no other source, we must say that he had read Q long
enough ago to have had time to forget it.
John's Preaching, the Baptism, and the Temptation obviously
form a single section, and a source which contains the first and
third must have contained the second, which not only connects
the other two but is the point round which they hinge. Q, therefore, must have contained an account of the Baptism. But
whereas in Mark's version the voice from heaven is " Thou art
my beloved Son, in thee I am well pleased," in Q it more probably read as, " Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten
thee " ; which is the reading of the Western text of Luke, and
is undoubtedly right. As has been already pointed out (p. 143),
it can be traced back to Justin Martyr ; and since it is a reading
which not only introduces a discrepancy between the Gospels but
also seems to favour what was later regarded as the dangerous
heresy that Jesus only became Son of God at His Baptism, its
" correction " in the Alexandrian MSS. is easy to explain. But
if Luke wrote this, and that with Mark in front of him, it must
have been because it stood in his other source.
Again, the picturesque details which Mark (i. 6) gives as to
John's dress and food look authentic, but there is no reason to
· suppose they stood in Q. Here, and indeed wherever Mark
and Q overlap, Matthew conflates the two versions ; Luke prefers
that of Q. But if we take Luke as on the whole representing Q,
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and consider the section John's Preaching, Baptism and Temptation as a whole, the differences between his version and Mark
are far more striking than the resemblances. It is only the fact
that Matthew combines the two versions, and most people read
Matthew first, that has concealed the extent of the contrast so
long even from students.
The case for regarding Mark's version of the Beelzebub
Controversy as an extract from Q is stronger. But, again, if we
realise that Matthew's version is partly derived from Mark, and
therefore take Luke's version as on the whole nearer to Q, the
verbal resemblances between the two accounts are no more than
would be inevitable if they represent two quite independent
traditions of the same original incident and discourse. In this
case, however, part of the argument that Mark derives from Q
depends on the suggestion that the way in which the section
appears in Mark is such that it looks as if it were an interpolation.
But this contention disappears on closer investigation. The
removal of Mk. iii. 22-30 does not leave the smooth connection
we should expect if it was really an interpolation. On the
other hand, if the words " they said " in Mk. iii. 21 are interpreted as meaning "people were saying," on disait, the section
reads, not like an interpolation, but as a digression intended
to explain their action. " They did so, for report said He was
mad, and the scribes had gone so far as to say He was Beelzebub,
but He made short work of them." Mark's phrase is ambiguous
and not very good Greek, and, as usually happens with imperfectly
educated writers, the digression is clumsily introduced. But it
is more likely that our Lord's relatives should have come to
apprehend Him, because they had heard a report that He was
beside Himself, than that they should have arrived at such a
conclusion for themselves. And it is by no means likely that
Mark would have told the story at all, if he had meant what
he is usually understood to mean.
In all our sources we find the phenomenon of twin-parables l
1

Oxford Studiea, p. 173.
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illustrating different aspects of the same idea-the Hidden
Treasure and the Pearl of Great Price (Mt. xiii. 44-46), the Tower
Builder and King making War (Lk. xiv. 28-32), the New Patch
and the New Wine (Mk. ii. 21-22), the Lost Sheep and the Lost
Coin (Lk. xv. 3-10). In the Oxford Studies I argued that the
Mustard Seed in Mark was the mutilated half of the Mustard
Seed and Leaven, which since they stand together in both
Matthew and Luke must have formed such a twin pair in Q.
But Mr. E. R. Buckley 1 acutely points out that in Mark the
Mustard Seed does not stand alone ; it is paired with the parable
of the Seed growing secretly, which is quite as appropriate a
twin as the Leaven to illustrate the idea of the gradual growth
of the Kingdom. It would seem, then, that the twin-parable
argument· really cuts the other way, and suggests that in Mark
and Q we have two pairs which have descended along quite
independent lines of tradition.
Mt. x. 5-16 is clearly a conflation of the Q discourse, given
by Luke as the Charge to the Seventy (Lk. x. 1-12), with Mark's
discourse on the Mission of the Twelve (Mk. vi. 7-11). Matthew
has additional matter both at the beginning and the end which
may possibly come from a third source (cf. p. 255), but in the
central part of his version of the discourse (Mt. x. 9-16a) there
is hardly a word which is not to be found either in Mk. vi.
7-11 or in Lk. x. 1-12. The five words, on the other hand,
common to M:k. vi. 7-11 and Lk. x. 1-12 (I do not count
. Ka{, &v and µ/1}, the definite article and· personal pronouns,
which for this purpose are not significant), "wallet," "enter,"
"house," "remain," "feet," are such as must occur in any
version of this discourse. Assuming, then, that Luke x. 1-12
(not being conflate with Mark) represents Q, the differences
between Mark and Luke are so great and the resemblances so
few that they favour the view that Mark's version is independent,
not derived from Q. If Mark did use Q, he must have trusted
entirely to memory and never once referred to the written source.
1

Introduction to the Synoptic Problem, p. 147 (Arnold, 1912).
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There remain no other considerable passages where Mark
and Q are parallel; for only portions of Mk. iv. 21-25 and
Mk. ix. 42-50 have their equivalents in Q, and that in scattered
contexts. The rest are all quite short, consisting of one or two
verses. Mostly they belong to the class of proverb-like saying
which, as has been argued above (p. 185), would be likely to be
circulated in different forms by word of mouth. To the critic
perhaps the most interesting examples are Mk. viii. 34, cf.
Mt. x. 38 =Lk. xiv. 27, "take up the cross," and Mk. viii. 38,
cf. Mt. x. 33 =Lk. xii. 9, " denies me on earth." A glance at
the Synopsis will show that Matthew and Luke give these sayings
twice over-once in the context parallel to Mark and in a version
very close to Mark's, and again in the quite different contexts
to which the references are given above, but in a version much
less close to Mark's. This shows beyond doubt that Matthew
and Luke had versions of the sayings in two distinct sources.
The two versions differ to an extent which makes it improbable that Mark's was derived from Q, unless his dependence on
Q is held to be already securely established on other grounds.1
On the whole, then, the evidence is decidedly against the
view that Mark used Q. In that case the general, though not
invariable, superiority of the Q version remains to be accounted
for. This can only be done if we suppose that Q was a do~u
ment of very early date and represents a peculiarly authentic
tradition.

A

MODERN ILLUSTRATION

Small things that fall within our own experience may often
illuminate great things known to us only through books. Says
Gibbon, speaking of the insight into military system which he
1
Prof. C. H. Dodd points out to me that in three cases (Mk. iii 28,
iv. 22, vi 8) the variations between the Marean and the Q versions might
be explained as divergent translations of Aramaic: ill. 28 ~!!'~ ljJ singular or
collective; iv. 22 ':f = rva. or o; vi. 8, where ~;, for ~;,~ would give µ.r, pa.{Jli6P
instead of <l µ.r, pa.{Jli611,
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gained from the peaceful manceuvres of his county militia:
"The captain of the Hampshire grenadiers (the reader may
smile) has not been useless to the historian of the Roman
Empire." In a similar spirit it may be worth while to quote
an experience of my own, which shows the psychological working
out in practice of " conflation," " agglomeration," and other
kinds of" editorial modification." A prolonged study of ancient
documents compels the professional critic to assume such·
processes, but to the plain man the hypothesis often seems
over-ingenious, unverifiable, and unreal.
In 1920 I undertook, in collaboration with a friend, to
prepare for publication a sketch of the personality and teaching
of Sadhu Sundar Singh, 1 commonly known as "the Indian
St. Francis." The Sadhu had left England, and any extensive
correspondence with him seemed impracticable. Hence we had
to rely upon a collection of printed and manuscript material,
and on the recollections of our own personal intercourse with
him and that of some other friends. That is to say, we were
dependent on written documents supplemented by a certain
amount of "oral tradition."
Our materials included two brief " lives " written in India,
which to some extent overlapped. We had also three different
collections of addresses, given by him in India, Ceylon, and
Great Britain respectively, and various newspaper reports.
Seeing that the Sadhu is in the habit of freely repeating the
same story or parable on different occasions, the phenomenon
of parallel versions of the same material frequently occurred.
Thus the problem we had to solve was essentially that of combining into a single whole materials derived from a number of
disconnected, independent, but to a large extent overlapping,
sources. It was not, however, till the book was in proof that
I realised that circumstances had forced us to devise ways of
dealing with our materials having the closest analogy to those
1 The Sadhu: A Study in Mysticism and Practical Religion, by B. H.
Streeter and A. J. Appasamy (Macmillan, 1921).
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which criticism suggests were habitually employed by editors
in antiquity.
(1) Our first step was to single out the central ideas and
leading topics to which the Sadhu most frequently recurred ;
our next, to sort out roughly the materials from various sources
under headings corresponding to these main ideas. . Then we
carefully rearranged and fitted together the sayings and parables
collected under each several head in such a way as to present,
in the Sadhu's own words, a coherent, connected, and as far as
possible complete, account of his teaching on that particular topic.
Thus almost every discourse in the book is an " agglomeration,"
containing material drawn from two or three different sources.
(2) The frequent occurrence in our sources of two and sometimes three versions of the same story or saying presented us
with a problem we could not avoid facing. The solution that
seemed obvious was to select what seemed the freshest and most
original version. But wherever an otherwise inferior version
contained a detail or a phrase which, from our knowledge of
Indian conditions or our interpretation of the character and
philosophy of the man, seemed to us specially interesting or
authentic, we worked this detail or phrase into the substance
of the selected version. In other words, we "conflated" two,
and occasionally even three, parallel accounts.
(3) For a variety of reasons, one of which was the desire
not to swell the size of the book in view of the high cost of
production, we decided not to reproduce the whole of our
materials. Inevitably, in considering what to jettison, we were
guided by our own feeling, or by the opinion of friends, as to
which sections were the less interesting, valuable, or characteristic, and decided to omit these.
(4) Since the Sadhu's knowledge of English was limited, we
considered ourselves free to amend the grammar and style wherever it seemed desirable, so long as we did not alter the sense.
Modern devices like an introduction, footnotes, and inverted
commas enabled us to take our readers into our confidence as
0
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to our method, and to give references to original sources where
anything depended on it. An ancient author was not expected
to do this, and for purely mechanical reasons it would have been
impossibly cumbrous with the ancient form of book. But the
point I wish to bring out is how a personal experience has caused
me to realise that-given a multiplicity of sources-some such
editorial methods are forced upon an author who wishes to
present the reader with a biographical portrait rather than a
chaotic mass of disconnected obiter dicta.
To hint at a comparison, though it be only in regard to the
mere mechanism of editing, between a work of one's own and
a book of the Bible will seem, I fear, to some readers, to border
on indecency. I conceive, however, that it is worth while to
incur the risk of such a criticism in order to be able more firmly
to substantiate a proposition on which I laid some stress in the
Oxford Studies. It is really important for the ordinary man
to realise that the use by the authors of our Gospels of editorial
methods like " conflation " and " agglomeration " of sources does
not necessarily impair, indeed under the circumstances it may
well have been the best way to secure, an effective presentation
of the total impression of our Lord's teaching. On this subject
I venture to repeat some words I wrote thirteen years ago.1
"Insomuch as the loss of a single syllable which might
throw a ray of light on any act or word of our Lord is to be
regretted, we must regret that Q, and possibly some other early
writings used by Matthew and Luke, have not been preserved
unaltered and entire. Yet perhaps the loss is less than we may
think. Who does not feel that St. Mark, the oldest of the
Gospels we still have, is the one we could best spare 1 Without
him we should miss the exacter details of a scene or two, a touch
or two of human limitations in the Master, or of human infirmity
in the Twelve, but it is not from him that we get the portrait
of the Master which has been the inspiration of Christendom.
A mechanical snapshot is for the realist a more reliable and
1

Oxford Studiu, p. 226.
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correct copy of the original than a portrait by Rembrandt, but
it cannot give the same impression of the personality behind.
The presence of a great man, the magic of his voice, the march
of his argument, have a mesmeric influence on those who hear,
which is lost in the bare transcript of fragmentary sayings and
isolated acts such as we find in Mark or Q. Later on, two
great, though perhaps unconscious, artists, trained in the movement begun by the Master and saturated by His Spirit, retell
the tale, idealise-if you will-the picture, but in so doing
make us to realise something of the majesty and tenderness
which men knew in Galilee.
"An instance will make this clear. The realist may object
that the Sermon on the Mount is not the sermon there delivered,
but a mosaic of the more striking fragments of perhaps twenty
discourses, and may approve rather of St. Mark or Q because
there we have the fragments frankly as fragments. But on the
hill or by the lake they were not listened to as scattered fragments but in the illuminating context, and behind the words
was ever the speaker's presence. 'The multitude marvelled as
they heard,' says Mark in passages where his story leaves us
cold. We turn to the arresting cadence of the Sermon on the
Mount and it is no longer the multitude but we that marvel."
ADDITIONAL NOTES

(A) Omissions from Mark

(N.B.-These lists do not include odd verses which add
nothing material to the sense.1 )
(a) The passages of Mark which are absent from both Matthew
and Luke are :-i. 1; ii. 27; iii. 20-21; iv. 26-29; vii. 3-4;
vii. 32-37; viii. 22-26 ; ix. 29 ; ix. 48-49 ; xiii. 33-37 2 ; xiv. 51-52 ;
total, 31 verses.
1

The lists of passages here given differ occasionally from the similar lists

in my article on the Synoptic Problem in Peake's Commentary on the Bible.
2
But Matthew has similar matter, Mt. xxiv. 42, xxv. 13-15; cf. also
xii 38-40, xix. 12.
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(b) The passages of Mark which are absent from Matthew but

present in Luke are :-i. 23-28; i. 35-38 ; iv. 21-24 1 ; vi. 30;
ix. 38-41 ; xii. 40-44 ; total, 24 verses.
(c) The passages of Mark which, though present in Matthew,
have no equivalent in Luke are :-i. 5-6; iv. 33-34; vi. 17-29;
ix. 10-13; ix. 28; ix. 43-47; x. 1-10; x. 35-41 ; xi. 12-14,
20-22; xi. 24; xiii. 10, 18, 27, 32; xiv. 26-28 2 ; xv. 3-5;
total, 61 verses. To which must be added the long continuous
passage of 74 verses, vi. 45-viii. 26, commonly spoken of as
Luke's " great omission." As, however, the two miracles of
gradual healing (vii. 32-37 and viii. 22-26) which Matthew also
omits occur in this sectio~ ofliMark, we must beware of counting
these 11 verses twice over in estimating the total omissions by
Luke from Mark. Thus the total of Luke's complete omissions
will then amount to 155 verses.
(d) The passages of Mark-excluding the Passion story (i.e.
Mk. xiv. 17 ff. =Lk. xxii. 14 ff.)-which do not appear in Luke
in the same context as in Mark, but for which there is substituted
a different version in another context, are :-:--Mk. i. 16-20; cf.
Lk. v. 1-11 ; iii. 22-27, cf. Lk. xi. 14-23 ; iii. 28-30, cf. Lk.
xii. 10; iv. 30-32, cf. Lk. xiii. 18-19; vi. 1-6, cf. Lk. iv. 16-30;
viii. 15, cf. Lk. xii. 1 ; ix. 42, cf. Lk. xvii. 2 ; ix. 50, cf.
Lk. xiv. 34; x. 11-12, cf. Lk. xvi. 18; x. 31, cf. Lk. xiii. 30;
x. 42-45, cf. Lk. xxii. 25-27; xi. 23, cf. Lk. xvii. 6; xi. 25, cf.
Lk. xi. 4; xii. 28-34, cf. Lk. x. 25-28; xiii. 15-16, cf. Lk. xvii.
31; xiii. 21-23, cf. Lk. xvii. 23; xiv. 3-9, cf. Lk. vii. 36-50;
[xv. 16-20, cf. Lk. xxiii. 11]; total, 58 verses. The Passion
story in Mk. xiv. 17-xvi. 8 contains 100 verses; at least 20
(perhaps over 30) of these appear in Luke, cf. p. 222. In the
main Luke follows a non-Marean source, but in many passages
it is not possible to differentiate the two.
1 But Matthew has matter similar to Mk. iv. 21, 22, 24 elsewhere, i.e.
Mt. v. 15, x. 26, vii. 2, and has already (Mt. xiii. 9) given Mk. iv. 23, but in the
form in which it occurs in Mk. iv. 9. Mk. iv. 25 is placed by Matthew a little
earlier, Mt. xiii. 12.
2
But for xiv. 30 Luke in another context has an equivalent, Lk. xxii. 34.
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(B) The non-Marean Parallels in Matthew and Luke

N.B.-Where Mark and Q overlap the reference to Mark is
given within round brackets. Where the version in Matthew is
probably in the main not derived from Q the reference is within
square brackets.
LUKE

iii. 7-9, 16-17

MATTHEW

=iii. 7-10, 11-12 {cf.
Mk. L 7-8).
=iv. 1-11 (cf. Mk. L
iv. 1-13
12-13).
=v. [3-4, 6], 11-12.
vi. 20-23
vi 27-33, 35-36 =[v. 44, 39-40, 42;
vii. 12 ; v. 46- ·
47, 45, 48].
vL 37-38, 39-40, =vii 1-2, [xv. 14;
41.42
x. 24·25]; vii.
3-5.
=vii. 16-18, 20; xii.
vi. 43-45
33-35.
vi. 46
=[vii. 21].
vi. 47-49
=vii. 24-27.
vii. 1-10
=viii. 5-10, 13.
vii. 18-20, 22-28, =xi. 2-11, 16-19.
31-35
=viii. 19-22.
ii. 57-60
=ix. 37-38.
x. 2
=x. 16, 9, lOa, 11-13,
x. 3-12
lOb, 7-8, 14-15
(cf. Mk. vi. 6-11 ).
=xL 21-24.
x. 13:15
=xi. 25-27.
x. 21-22
=xiii.16-17.
x. 23-24
=[vi. 9-13].
xi. 2-4
=vii. 7-11.
xi. 9-13
=xii. 22-27 (cf. Mk.
xi. 14-23
iii. 22-27).
=xii. 43-45.
xi. 24-26
=xii 38-42 (cf. Mk.
xL 29-32
viii 12).
=v. 15 (cf. Mk. iv.
xL 33
21).
=vi. 22-23.
xi. 34-35
xL 39-44, 46-48 =xxiii. [25-26], 23,
6-7a, [27], 4, 2931 (cf. Mk. xii.
38-40).
xL 49-52
=xxiiL 34-36, 13.
=x. 26-33 {cf. Mk.
xii 2-9
iv. 22, hidden,
and Mk. viii. 38,
ashamed).

LUKE

xii 10
xii.
xii.
xii.
xii.
xii

22-32
33-34
39-46
51-53
54-56

xii. 58-59
xiii 18-19
xiii. 20-21
xiii. 23-24
xiii. 26-27
xiii. 28-29
xiii. 34-35
xiv. 11 = Lk.
xviii 14b
xiv. 26-27

MATTHEW

=xii 32 (nearer than
Mk. iii. 28-29).
=vi. 25-33.
=vi. 19-21.
=xxiv. 43-51.
=x. 34-36.
=xvi. 2-3(om.B~13
&c. Orig.).
=[v. 25-26].
=xiii. 31-32 (cf. Mk.
iv. 30-32).
=xiii. 33.
=[vii. 13-14].
=vii. 22-23.
=viii. 11-12.
=xxiii. 37-39.
=xxiii. 12.

=x. 37-38 {cf. Mk.
viii. 34).
xiv. 34-35
=v.13 (cf. Mk.ix.50).
xv. 4-7
=[xviii. 12-14].
xvi. 13
=vi. 24.
xvi. 16
=xi. 12-13.
xvi. 17
=v. 18.
xvi. 18
=v. 32 (cf. Mk. x.
11-12).
xvii. 1-2
=xviii. 6-7 (cf. Mk.
ix. 42).
=[xviii. 15, 21-22].
xvii. 3-4
xvii. 6
=xvii. 20 (cf. Mk. xL
22-23).
=xxiv. 26-27 {cf. Mk.
xvii 23-24
xiii. 21).
xvii 26-27
=xxiv. 37-39.
=xxiv. 40-41.
xvii. 34-35
=xxiv. 28.
xvii. 37
=[xix. 28b].
xxii 30b
To this list may be added the parables:
=[xxv. 14-30](cf.Mk.
xix. 11-27
(Pounds)
xiii. 34) (Talents).
And the still more diverse
=[xxii. 1-10]
xiv. 15-24
(Great Supper)
(Marriage Feast).
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(0) Passages peculiar to Matthew

i.-ii. ; m. 14-15; iv. 13-16, 23-25; v. 1-2, 4-5, 7-10, 13a,
14, 16-17, 19-24, 27-28, 31-39a, 41, 43; vi. 1-8, lOb, 13b, 16-18,
34 ; vii. 6, 12b, 15, 19-20, 28a ; viii. 1, 5a, 17 ; ix. 13a, 26-36;
x. 2a, 5b-8, 16b, 23, 25b, 36, 41 ; xi. 1, 14, 20, 23b, 28-30; xii. 5-7,
ll-12a (cf. Lk. xiv. 5), 17-23, 36-37, 40; xiii. 14-15, 18, 24-30,
35-53; xiv. 28-31, 33; xv. 12-13, 23-25, 30-31 ; xvi. 2b-3, llb-12,
17-19, 22b; xvii. 6-7, 13, 24-27; xviii. 3-4, 10, 14, 16-20, 23-35;
xix. la, 9-12, 28a; Xx. 1-16; xxi. 4-5, 10-11, 14, 15b-16, 28-32
(cf. Lk. vii. 29-30), 43; xxii. 1-14, 33-34, 40; xxiii. 1-3, 5, 7b-10,
15-~2, 24, 28, 32-33 ;) ~iv. -~0-12, 20, 30a; xxv. 1-13, 31-46;
XXVl. 1, 44, 50, 52-54, XXVII. 3-10, 19, 24-25, 36, 43, 5Jb-53,
62-66; xxviii. 2-4, 9-10, 11-20.

(D) Passages peculiar to Luke 1
1.-11.; iii. 1-2, 5-6, 10-14, 23-38 (cf. Mt. i. 1-17); iv. 13, 15;
v. 39; vi. 24-26, 34; vii. 3-6a, 11-17, 21, 29-30, 40-50; viii.
1-3; ix. 31-32, 43, 51-56, 61-62; x. 1, 16 (cf. Mt.
40), 17-20,
29-42; xi. 1, 5-8, 12, 16, 27-28, 36-38, 40-41, 45, 53-54; xii.
13-21, 32-33a, 35-38 (cf. Mt. xxv. 1-13), 41, 47-50, 52, 54-57 (cf.
Mt. xvi. 2-3); xiii. 1-5, 6-9 (cf. Mk. xi. 12-14), 10-17, 22-23,
25-27 (cf. Mt. xxv. 11-12), 31-33; xiv. 1-14, 15-24 (cf. Mt. xxii.
2-10), 28-33; xv. 1-2, 7-32; xvi. 1-12, 14-15, 19-31; xvii. 7-22,
25-29, 32 ./ xviii. 1-13a, 34; xix. 1-10, 11-27 (cf. Mt. xxv. 14-30),
39-44; x.X. 34-35a, 36b, 38b ; xxi. 19-20, 22, 24, 26a, 28, 34-38;
xxii. 15-18, 28-30a, 31-32, 35-38, 43-44, 48-49, 51, 53b, 6la, 68,
70; xxiii. 2, 4-12, 13-19 (cf. Mk. xv. 6-9), 27-32, 34a, 36, 39-43,
46b, 48, 5la, 53b-54, 56b; xxiv. 10-53.

x:

1 This list may be supplemented, for the very small Lucan additions. by
that in Hawkins' Hor. Syn. 2 , p. 194 ff.

VIII
PROTO-LUKE
SYNOPSIS
LUKE'S DISUSE OF MARK

Hawkins showed that in the great Central Section of Luke, ix. 51xviii.14, and also in the section vi. 20-viii. 3, which he called respectively
the " Great " and the " Lesser " Interpolations, Luke deserts Mark.
The material in these blocks is derived either from Q or from a source
peculiar to Luke which may be styled L. The section xix. 1-27 is a
third block of similar character.
Once, however, we grasp the full implication of the fact that Q
as well as Mark contained an account of John's Preaching, the
Baptism and the Temptation, it becomes evident that the section
Lk. iii. 1-iv. 30 constitutes yet another example of Luke's" disuse"
of Mark. Again, Luke's account of the Resurrection Appearances
is wholly, his account of the Passion mainly, derived from a nonMarcan source. But, if the Gospel began and ended with nonMarcan material, is not " interpolation " the wrong word to use of
the other non-Marean passages mentioned above 1 The distribution
of Marean and non-Marean sections suggests rather the hypothesis
that the non-Marean material formed the framework into which
extracts from Mark were " interpolated " by the editor of the Gospel.
THE COMPOSITE DOCUMENT

(Q +L)

Our hypothesis implies that the editor of the Gospel found Q,
not in its original form, but embodied in a much larger document
(Q + L), which was in fact a complete Gospel, somewhat longer than
Mark. Summary statement of facts which tell in favour of this
hypothesis. It would appear that, though Luke valued Mark
highly, he regarded the document Q + L as his primary authority ;
when this and Mark contained alternative versions of the same
incident or saying, he usually preferred that of Q + L. This document
Q+L may be styled" Proto-Luke."
199
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THE RECONSTRUCTION OF PROTO-LUKE

Certain passages in Luke, besides the five considerable sections
discussed above, were probably derived from Proto-Luke. Some
of these can be identified with practical certainty, others are more
doubtful.
AUTHORSHIP AND TENDENCY

The existence of Proto-Luke a scientific hypothesis which, up
to a point, is capable of verification; its authorship a matter of
conjecture.
The "tendency" of Proto-Luke seems to be identical with that
of the author of the third Gospel and of the Acts, and that whether
we consider the first or the second part of the Acts. This suggests
the view that Luke himself may have been the person who originally
combined Q and L, and then, at some subsequent date, produced an
enlarged edition of his earlier work by incorporating large extracts
from Mark and prefixing an account of the Infancy.
Whatever view be held as to authorship, Proto-Luke appears to
be a document independent of Mark and approximately of the same
date-a conclusion of considerable moment to the historian.

CHAPTER VIII
PROTO-LUKE 1
LUKE'S DISUSE OF MARK

IN the study of the Synoptic Problem, next in importance to
the fundamental discovery of the use of Mark by Matthew and
Luke, I would place the conclusion that Q and Mark overlapped.
This conclusion, we have seen, is in no way dependent on the
exact content we give to the symbol Q. The essential fact
stands that the source (or sources) of the non-Marean material
common to Matthew and Luke-whatever its (or their) exact
nature or extent, or in whatever form or forms it lay before
them respectively-contained certain items which also appear
in Mark but in a different version.
Closely related to this is a further conclusion, partly anticipated
by previous writers, but most completely demonstrated by Sir
John Hawkins, in an essay in the Oxford Studies, " Three
Limitations to St. Luke's Use of St. Mark's Gospel." Sir John
there pointed out that, whereas over a large part of his Gospel
Luke is clearly reproducing the story of Mark, not only in
substance and in order but with the closest verbal agreements, there are two large tracts, viz. Lk. vi. 20 - viii. 3
and Lk. ix. 51-xviii. 14, in which he makes no use of Mark
at all, or, at most, derives from him a few odd verses. He
further shows that in yet another great tract of the Gospel,
1 The main argument of this chapter appeared in an article in the Hibbert
Journal for October 1921, certain extracts from which {with the kind permission
of the Editor) a.re reprinted here along with much fresh material.
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the section beginning with the Last Supper (Lk. xxii. 14) and
ending with the discovery of the Empty Tomb (Lk. xxiv. 12),
the relation of the Lucan to the Marean story in regard to
substance, order, and verbal parallelism is entirely different
from that in the other sections where Luke appears to be using
Mark.
I propose in this chapter to take up the investigation at the
point at which Sir John laid it down, and I hope to establish
a conclusion which may not only advance one step further the
solution of the interesting critical problem of the literary relations
of the first three Gospels, but which has also, if I mistake not,
an important bearing on the question of the historical evidence
for the Life of Christ.
In the Passion narrative Luke recounts several important
incidents not mentioned at all by Mark ; but there are, on the
reckoning of Sir J. Hawkins, some 123 verses of Luke which in
substance have a parallel in Mark. But whereas elsewhere in
the Gospel where such parallelism exists 53 % of Luke's words
are found in Mark, in this section the percentage falls to 27.
And since in some 20 out of the 123 verses in question the
resemblance of Luke to Mark, both in the structure of sentences
and in verbal similarities, is very close, the average for the
remainder is much less than this 27 %. Besides this there are
no less than twelve variations in the order in which incidents
are recorded by Mark and Luke. J,astly, whereas the additions
·which Matthew makes to Mark are clearly detachable from the
context, those made by Luke are not ; they are woven into
the structure of the narrative 1 in such a way that they cannot
be removed without reducing the story to confusion. The
conclusion to which these facts point Sir John himself hesitates
to draw. It is that Luke is in the main reproducing an account
oftbe P.assion parallel to, but independent of, Mark, and enrichin_g
it with occasional insertions from Mark. But the conclusion has
been drawn by various other authorities. The most elaborate
1

Cf. Oxford Studies, pp. 78-80.
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attempt to work it out in detail is perhaps that of the American
scholar, Mr. A. M. Perry.I
The section Lk. vi. 20-viii. 3 contains the Sermon on the
Plain, the Centurion's Servant, the Widow of Nain, John's
Message, the Anointing, the parable in the house of the Pharisee,
and a brief mention of a preaching tour with the names of the
ministering women. Clearly Luke is not indebted to Mark for
any of this; on the contrary, it is fairly clear that the reason
why in the account of the last week at Jerusalem he omits the
Anointing at Bethany recorded by Mark is that he has previously
related this somewhat different story of an Anointing in Galilee.
The section Lk. ix. 51-xviii. 14 is the centre and core of the
Third Gospel. It occupies 25 out of the 80 pages of Luke in the
Greek Testament before me, and it contains most of the parables
and narrative peculiar to Luke as well as about half of the
material in Luke which can plausibly be assigned to Q. It is
often spoken of as "The Peraean section." This is a misnomer.
Mark represents our Lord's last journey to Jerusalem as having
been through Peraea on the east of Jordan, but there is absolutely
no hint of this in Luke. On the contrary, the way in which
allusions to Samaria and Samaritans are introduced in this
section suggests that he conceived of the journey as being through
Samaria. 2 But the geographical notices are of the vaguest.
Some scholars have spoken of this section of the Gospel as
"the travel document." This is, from the critical standpoint,
an even more dangerously misleading title, as it implies that
this section once existed as a separate document. The only
safe name by which one can call it is the " Central Section "
-a title which states a fact but begs no questions.
1 A. M. Perry, The Sourcu of Luke's Passion.Narrative (University of
Chicago), 1920. As long ago as 1891 P. Feine, Eine oorkanonische Ueber.
lieferung du Lukas, elaborated a theory which implied something of the sort.
2 Of course the most direct route from Galilee to Jerusalem would be
through Samaria. The roundabout route on the east of Jordan was preferred
by Galilean pilgrims on account of the religious hostility of the Samaritans.
If, as the Fourth Gospel represents, our Lord visited Jerusalem more than
once, He may, at different times, have used both routes.
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Sir John Hawkins shows that in this Central Section Luke
makes no use, or practically no use, of Mark. It includes
versions of the Beelzebub Controversy and the parable of the
Mustard Seed, but these are from Q. It includes the Great
Commandment in a version which has some few points of agreement with Matthew against Mark and may therefore be from Q,
but which is at any rate strikingly different from Mark's-in
particular in placing the Great Commandment itself in the
mouth of the scribe and not of our Lord. It includes also
seven short sayings which form " doublets " with sayings found
elsewhere in Luke in contexts derived from Mark.I
In at least five of these the version of the saying found in
the context of Luke derived from Mark is very much closer to
the Marean form than is the version found in Luke's Central
Section. An author may always think one or two particular
sayings so important as to be worth repeating, but where such
repetition occurs several times the " doublets " are presumptive
evidence of the use of parallel sources. There are also nine sayings of one verse each having a general resemblance to sayings
also found in Mark and in Matthew. In several of these the
versions in Matthew and Luke agree together against Mark in
a way which suggests that Luke's version is really derived from Q ;
in all there are notable divergences between the Lucan and
Marean versions. The conclusion to be drawn from these facts
is that, while there is no reason to believe that Luke would have
religiously a.voided introducing an odd saying or a word or two
from Mark in his Central Section,· yet as a matter of fact he has
done so, if at all, to an extent that is practically negligible.
Sir John named the two sections (Lk. vi. 20-viii. 3 and
ix. 51-xviii 14), in regard to which he proved Luke's "disuse
of Mark," respectively " the lesser interpolation " and " ~
great interpolation." Each of them, as we have seen, contains
material which, as it occurs also in Matthew, we may assign
to Q, mixed up with material peculiar to Luke. This latter
1

For details and full discussion cf. Oxford Studies, pp. 35-41.
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material it will be convenient to speak of as L. But there
is a third section (Lk. xix. 1-27), differing from these only in
the matter of length, to which by parity of nomenclature there
might be given the name " the third interpolation." It contains
the story of Zacchaeus, which is L, and the parable of the
Pounds. Harnack and others, from the close resemblance of
this last to Matthew's parable of the Talents, are inclined to
assign this parable to Q. In that case 1' the third interpolation "
is also a mixture of Q and L material, though that is not a point
to which much significance attaches.
But, and here I come to a point fundamental to my argument,
there is yet another considerable section in Luke (Lk. iii. 1-iv. 30),
compiled like these out of Q and L material. It comprises an
account of John's Preaching, the Baptism, the Genealogy, the
Temptation, and the Rejection at Nazareth. In this section,
just as in the " great interpolation," there are indeed a few
points of contact with Mark; but closer examination makes
it evident that the majority of these passages are not likely
to have been actually derived from Mark. For it is certain
that Q, as well as Mark, had an account of John's Preaching, the Baptism and the Temptation (cf. p. 186 ff.}, and that
Luke is in the main reproducing that of Q ; also it is clear that
Luke's account of the Rejection of Nazareth is quite different
from Mark's. Once these facts are grasped, we must ask
whether the " disuse of the Marean source," which was demonstrated by Hawkins in regard to the" interpolations," may not be
a principle which is equally applicable to the section iii.1-iv. 30.
The number of verses in this section oi Luke which contain
anything at all closely resembling Mark are very few (Lk. iii. 3-4;
iii. 16, 21-22 ; iv. 1-2). The first is the most striking; for Luke
agrees with Mark against Matthew (who therefore possibly
here represents Q) in reading "the baptism of repentance for
the remission of sins " (Lk. iii. 3) instead of " repent ye, for
the kingdom of heaven is at hand " (Mt. iii. 2). Mark's phrase
(it occurs also in Acts ii. 38) may well have seemed to Luke an
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improvement. But Mt. iii. 2 may be, not Q, but an assimilation
of John's words to Jesus' (cf. Mt. iv. 17, x. 7). The application to
John) Lk. iii. 4) of the prophecy in Isaiah," The voice of one crying
in the wilderness," was probably a piece of primitive Christian
apologetic antecedent to all written documents, and therefore probably stood in Q as well as in Mark. The probability is slightly enhanced by the fact that Matthew and Luke concur in giving this
quotation alone, without that from Malachi which Mark prefixes.
If the other passages (Lk. iii. 16, 21-22, iv. 1-2) are examined
two things will be found. (1) The rest of the Q material which
appears in both Matthew and Luke is not self-explanatory
without these words ; and Q must have included either them
or something more or less equivalent. (2) In every case there
are notable verbal agreements between Matthew and Luke
against Mark, which show that they derived the words which
stand in Mark, as well as those which do not, partly, if not wholly,
from Q. The saying "he shall baptize you with the Holy Spirit
and with fire " is the only one in Luke where it is likely that he
is influenced by Mark. In this case it is possible that the
contrast, as the saying stood in Q, was between baptism by
water and by fire. In Mark it is between baptism by water
and by the Spirit. If so, it would appear that neither Matthew
nor Luke liked to dispense with either expression, and conflated
the two versions. The conflation is such an obvious one that
it would be quite likely they should both make it independently.
It is remarkable that, ·whereas Mk. i. 14 says that Jesus
after the Temptation went into Galike, Matthew and Luke
agree in mentioning that He went first of all to Nazareth
(Mt. iv. 13, Lk. iv. 16). Still more remarkable, they both agree
in using the form Nazara-which occurs nowhere else in the
New Testament. It would look as if Q, which clearly had a
word or two of narrative introduction to John's Preaching and
the Temptation, had a brief notice of the change of seen~ in
which the name Nazara occurred. This would also explain
why in the Lucan version the story of the Rejection at Nazareth
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is inserted in this context-or rather it would justify the insertion,
placing as the opening incident of the ministry a story which
the author evidently regards as symbolising in little the whole
course of Israel's rejection of Christ and His religion. We infer,
then, that Lk. iv. 14-15, which has hardly any points of verbal
agreement with Mark, except in the unavoidable proper names
Jesus and Galilee, was derived from Q, not Mark.
Lastly, it is hardly likely that Luke would have ignored
Mk. i. 6 (camel's hair, locusts and wild honey), and i. 13b,
"and the angels ministered unto him," if he had been following
Mark as his principal source. Accordingly, we conclude that the.
indebtedness of Luke to Mark in the section iii. 1-iv. 30 is El()
small that, for practical purposes, the section may faidi .Wi
classed with the three previously mentioned as an exa.w..ll~f
Luke's "disuse " of Mark.
Connect this with another observation. The account of the
Resurrection Appearances which forms the conclusion of Luke's
Gospel must have come from a non-Marean source. It cannot
have been taken from the lost ending of Mark, for jt only records
Appearances in Jerusalem, instead of the Appearance in Galgee
which Mark's original conclusion evidently recorded. Also it
is led up to by an account of the Last Supper and Passion,
which, as we have seen, difiers so considerably from the Marean
in substance and in the relative order of events, and which
resembles Mark so much less than usual in its actual wording,
that it looks as if it were derived in the main from an independent source.
At once there leaps to the mind the suggestion, surely " interpolation " was quite the wrong title to give to any of these nonMarcan blocks. Taken all together they are much larger in
extent than the sections derived from Mark. From them comes
the beginning, and from them also comes the end, of the Gospel.
Suppose, then, they stood all together in a single document-this
would form something very like a complete Gospel, opening with
the Preaching of John and ending with the Resurrection Appear-

208

THE FOUR GOSPELS

PT.

n

ances. But, if so, it is not the non-Marean sections, it is those
derived from Mark, that should be styled the " interpolations."
We are on the verge of a conclusion of the first importance.
At least we are compelled to test the hypothesis that the nonMarcan sections represent a singk document, and to Luke this was
the frarMWork into which he inserted, at convenient p"laces, ext,racts
from Mark. If so, there is an essential difference in the way
in which Mark is used by the authors of the First and of the
Third Gospels. To Matthew, Mark is the primary source an!!
provides the framework into which matter from other source~
is inserted. To Luke the non-Marean source is the more primary
authority. To it he prefixes chaps. i. and ii. as an introduction,
and into the framework which it provides he fits materialf.I
derived from Mark.

THE COMPOSITE DOCUMENT

(Q +L}

The hypothesis I propose in no way conflicts with the generally
accepted view that Matthew and Luke are ultimately dependent
not only on Mark but on Q-meaning by Q a single written
source. Most, if not all, of the agreements of Matthew and Luke,
where Mark is absent, are, I think, to be referred to Q ; but I
desire to interpolate a stage between Q and the editor of the
Third Gospel. I conceive that what this editor had before him
was, not Q in its original form-w_I!i(}hi I hold, included hardly
!lny. narrative and no account of the Passion-but Q + L, that
is, Q embodied in a l~rger document, a kind of " Gospel " in
fact, which I will call Proto-Luke. This Proto-Luke would
have been slightly longer than Mark, and about one-third of
its total contents consisted of materials derived from Q.
The hypothesis of a Proto-Luke was suggested in the first
instance by the observation that in the Third Gospel Marean
and non-Marean materials are distributed, as it were, in alternate
stripes, and that both the beginning and the end of the Gospel
belong, not to the Marean, but to the non-Marean strain. It is
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fortified by a consideration of the comparative extent of the
material derived from the two sources. If we leave out of
account the story of the Passion from the Last Supper onwards,
since from this point it is often difficult to be sure what comes
from Mark and what from elsewhere, we find that the nonMarcan material between iii. 1 and xxii. 14 amounts to at least
671 verses, while the extracts from Mark total only 346, even
if we assign all doubtful cases to the Marean source. In the
Passion and Resurrection story (from xxii. 14) the non-Marean
elements may be roughly estimated as 135 verses, those probably
derived from Mark at perhaps not more than 30.
Luke iii. 1 opens with an elaborate chronological statement :
" In the fifteenth year of the reign of Tiberius, when Pontius
Pilate was . . . the word of the Lord came to John the
son of Zacharias in the wilderness." This surely reads-I owe
the observation to a conversation with Sir J. Hawkins-as if
it was originally written as the opening section of a book. The
impression is strengthened by the curious position of the
genealogy of our Lord (iii. 23). If this had been inserted by
the last editor of the Gospel, we should have expected to find it,
like the genealogy in Matthew, somewhere in chaps. i. or ii. in
connection with the account of the Birth and Infancy. If,
however, it was originally inserted in a book which only began
with Lk. iii. 1, its position is explained ; for it occurs immediately
after the first mention of the name Jesus.
A further reason for supposing that Luke found the Q and
the L elements in the non-Marean sections already combined
into a single written source is to be derived from a consideration
of the way in which he deals with incidents or sayings in Mark,
which he rejects in favour of other versions contained either in
the Q or in the L elements of that source.
Of the most conspicuous of these, two, the Beelzebub Controversy (Mk. iii. 22 :ff., cf. Lk. xi. 14-23) and the Mustard Seed
(Mk. iv. 30 ff., cf. Lk. xiii. 18-19), must be assigned to Q; two,
the Rejection at Nazareth (Mk. vi. 1 :ff., cf. Lk. iv. 16-30) and the
p
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Anointing (Mk. :xiv. 3 :ff., cf. Lk. vii. 36 :ff.), belong to L ; and
one, the Great Commandment (Mk. xii. 28 :ff., c£. Lk. x. 25-28),
may be from either Q or ~ we look up these passages in
Mark in a Synopsis of the Gospels and notice the incidents
which immediately precede and follow them, we shall see that
Luke reproduces everything else in the neighbourhood from
Mark in the original order, but that he simply omits Mark's
account of these incidents. The alternative versions which he
gives are always given in a compktely di.fferent context--presumably, then, their context in the source from which he took them.
Of special significance in this regard is the context in which he
places the story of the Anointing. Mark gives an Anointing
at Bethany the day before the Last Supper ; Luke omits this,
but gives an Anointing by a woman that was a sinner in Galilee.
That Luke, with his special interest in repentant sinners, should
have preferred the version he gives is quite explicable ; but
his desertion of the Marean conte:i.."t is unintelligible i£ the version .
he substitutes was a floating tradition attached to no particular
occasion. His proceeding is quite explicable i£ the version substituted stood along with the other matter with which Luke
connects it in a written document which Luke on the whole
preferred to Mark.
In the instances just quoted the non-Marean version is a
fuller and more interesting version. But there are other cases
where the contrary seems true. I£ we compare the saying in
Luke about Salt (Lk. xiv. 34) with that in Mark (ix. 49-50) ;
or Mark's long discussion of Divorce (Mk. x. 2-12) with the
single verse in Luke (Lk. xvi. 18) ; or the two versions of the
saying contrasting the Rulers of the Gentiles and the Son of
Man (Mk. x. 42-45, Lk. xxii. 25-27), we shall see that every
time Mark's version is the more vigorous and interesting. It
would look, then, as i£ Luke's preference is for the non-Marean
source as a whole, not merely £or particular items in it on account
of their intrinsic merit.
Luke's preference of his non-Marean source to Mark, so far
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at least as the Q element in that source is concerned, may be
further shown by a comparison with Matthew. We have already
seen that when Mark and Q overlap, Matthew carefully conflates
the two; e.g. in the account of John the Baptist, of the Temptation, and of the Beelzebub Controversy, he gives, not only the Q
account, but certain details which occur only in Mark (Mt. iii. 4 =
Mk. i. 6; Mt. iv. llb = Mk. i. 13b; Mt. xii. 31 = Mk. iii. 28).
Luke, on the other hand, appears either to discard the Marean
version altogether, or to take over only a few words. Again,
when Q and Mark overlap, Matthew is in sharp contrast to
Luke in preferring the context in which the saying occurs in
Mark ; the Beelzebub Controversy and the Mustard Seed may
be instanced. But perhaps the best illustration of the difEerence
in their method is the conflation by Matthew (x. 1 ff.) of the
Charge to the Seventy (Lk. x. 1-10) with Mark's Charge to the
Twelve (Mk. vi. 7 ff.), as contrasted with Luke's presentation
of the same material as two distinct episodes.
But a similar preference by Luke of the non-Marean source
may be detected in regard to the Las well as the Q element in
that source. In the Passion story Luke not only rearranges
the Marean order some twelve times, he also three times
substitutes the non-Marean for the Marean representation on
important points of fact. He speaks of a mocking by Herod,
not by the soldiers of Pilate ; he makes the trial take place
in the morning instead of at night ; and, most conspicuous of
all, makes Jerusalem rather than Galilee the scene of the
Resurrection Appearances.
It would look, then, as if Luke tends to prefer the nonMarcan to the Marean version, and this whether it be the longer
or the shorter, and whether it belongs to that element in the
source which we can further analyse as being ultimately derived
from Q or from the element which we call L. But such a preference, especially where it is a preference in regard to the order
of events, is much more explicable if Q and L were already
combined into a single document. For the two in combination
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would make a book distinctly longer than Mark, and would
form a complete Gospel. Such a work might well seem to
Luke a more important and valuable authority than Mark.
But this would not be true of either Q or L in separation. The
_£9nclusion, then, that Q + L lay before the author of the Third
Gospel as a single document and that he regarded this as his
principal source appears to be inevitable.
This last argument has been impugned on the ground that,
while we can observe all cases where Luke has preferred his
other source to Mark, we do not know, since Luke's other source
or sources are lost, that he may not as often have discarded
their version in favour of Mark's. It is, I concede, quite possible
that in some cases Luke thought Mark's version superior, and
therefore omitted the non-Marean version. I am not concerned
to prove that Luke thought meanly of Mark as an authorityhad he done that he would not have incorporated two-thirds
of it-nor yet that he always preferred the non-Marean version.
:t\iy point is, firstly, that the frequency of his preference, and
especially the fact that it extends to matters of order, is explicable
only if the non-Marean material formed a complete Gospel so
considerable as to seem worthy not only of being compared
with, but even of being preferred to, Mark. Secondly, for the
verifiable reason that Luke derives about twice as much from
~roto-Luke as he does from Mark, I beg leave to think that
Luke ~gards this as his principal source ; in which case it is
probable that he would prefer it to Mark more frequently than
vice versa.
Collateral evidence that the Q and L material had been
combined before they were used by the editor of the Third
Gospel can be found in the. use of the style Kupw'i', "the Lord,"
instead of the simple name Jesus in narrative. This usage is
not found at all in Matthew 1 and Mark ; though it is found
twice in the spurious conclusion of Mark (xvi. 19, 20). It occurs
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5 times in John. In Luke it occurs 14 times, or, ii we accept the,
probably here correct, reading of the T.R (om. BLT) in xxii. 31,
15 times. But the striking fact is that while it never appears
in passages clearly derived by Luke from Mark, the 15 instances
are divided between sections derived from Q and from L in
numbers roughly proportionate to the extent of matter derived
from each of these sources. Seven occurrences are in material
clearly from L (vii. 13 ; x. 39, 41"; xiii. 15 ; xviii. 6 ; xix. 8 ; xxii.
31); 4 are connected with matter certainly from Q (vii. 19; x. 1;
xi. 39 ; xii. 42) ; 2 (xvii. 5, 6) are connected with a saying which
may be either L or Q. The remaining 2 occur in one verse
(xxii. 61), "The Lord turned and looked upon Peter. And
Peter remembered the word of the Lord, how he said unto him
. . . " The first half of the verse is peculiar to Luke, the second
half may be from Mark. In that case it is the one exception
to the rule that the phrase does not occur where Luke is copying
Mark, but it is one readily explained by assimilation of the
"Jesus" that stood in Mark to "the Lord" in the previous
sentence-ancient taste rather avoided the practice, dear to the
modern reporter, of alluding to the same person in the same
context by two different names or descriptions.
A similar but no less significant phenomenon is the use of
the title in the Vocative in personal address to Jesus. icvpie,
"Lord," though common in Matthew (19 times), only occurs once
in Mark, and that on the lips of the Syrophenician. €7rictTaTa
is peculiar to Luke. Luke has icvpie 16 times; 14 of these are
in the sections assigned to Proto-Luke, only 2 in those derived
from Mark. And there is something notable about each of
these two exceptional cases. In the first (Lk. v. 12) the addition
of icvpie may be suspected as a textual assimilation to Matthew,
since it makes a minor agreement of Matthew and Luke against
Mark. In the second (Lk. xviii. 41) it is substituted for
paf3{3ovvel, a more impressive form of paf3{3el which is only
used once in Mark 8Jl.d once in John. Luke, it may be noted,
avoids all Hebrew words; he never uses pa/3{3el. 0£ the
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14 cases of 1e6pie in non-Marean passages, 8 are L, 6 are in the
midst of, or in the (possibly editorial) introductions to, Q sayings.
That is to say, this use of 1e6pie, if not conspicuously characteristic
of both elements of the sources of Proto-Luke, must be due to
!:lo. hand that combined them before they were further combined
With matter derived from Mark.1
Finally, the hypothesis that Proto-Luke was Luke's main
source explains why Luke omits so much more of the contents
9f Mark's Gospel than Matthew does ; in particular-if the
view (cf. p. 176 ff.) that Luke used a mutilated copy of Mark be
rejected-it would account for the so-called " great omission,"
Mk. vi. 45-viii. 26, which linguistic statistics 2 show clearly
was an original part of Mark. To Luke Mark was a supplementary source, from which, if pressed for space, he would
refrain from extracting material which seemed to him of subordinate interest.3
THE RECONSTRUCTION OF PROTO-LUKE

Granted the existence of Proto-Luke-a kind of half-way
house between Collections of Sayings, like Q, and the biographical
~:ype of Gospel of which Mark was the originator-it is probable
that Luke derived from it some other sections of his Gospel
besides the four large blocks iii. 1-iv. 30, vi. 20-viii. 3, ix. 51xviii. 14, xix. 1-27, and the greater part of the Passion and
Resurrection story. We must almost certainly assign to it the
clearly non-Marean Call of Peter and the sons of Zebedee (v. 1-11),
1 I have to thank Miss M. J. M•Nab of Edinburgh for kind assistance in
collecting some further statistics of linguistic usage. The results obtained,
though in general confirmatory of the Proto-Luke hypothesis, were not sufficiently striking to be worth quoting as evidence. This, so far as it goes,
favours the view maintained below that Q and L were originally combined by
the same editor as the one who subsequently united Q + L with Mark to form
our present Gospel.
2
Oxford Btudiea, pp. 61 ff.
1 Various reasons why moat of the matter in this section of Mark would
be likely to appeal to Luke as of inferior interest are suggested in Oxford
Btvdiea, pp. 67-74 and p. 223 •.
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and also the list of the Apostles (vi. 14-16), since the names
given are not quite the same as in Mark. In that case the brief
summary, Lk. iv. 14-15, the Rejection of Nazareth, the Call
of the Three, the names of the Twelve, no doubt with a word
or two of connection, would have formed in Proto-Luke the
transition, a very natural and appropriate one, between the
Temptation story and the Sermon on the Plain. Unless Luke
has omitted something to make room for Marean material the
account of the Galilean ministry in Proto-Luke must have
concluded with the residue of the "lesser interpolation," ending
Lk. viii. 3. The Central Section, though vague in its geographical
setting, seems, as already noted, to be conceived of as a slow
progress towards Jerusalem, apparently through Samaria. The
shorter passage (xix. 1-27), dated at Jericho, would follow on
naturally.1 A little later, in a section otherwise derived from
Mark, Luke inserts the Lament over Jerusalem (xix. 41-44). But
the mention of the Mount of Olives, a note of place with other
details not found in Mark, in Lk. xix. 37-40 suggests that ProtoLuke may have contained a version of the Triumphal Entry
of which these verses are a fragment. The last four verses of
the Apocalyptic discourse, xxi. 5-36, an? possibly some others
(e.g. 18) which do not occur in the parallel in Mk. xiii., may be
from this same source.
Some scholars have argued the influence of a source parallel
to Mark in some of the minor variants of Luke in other places
where his narrative is clearly in the main derived from Mark,
as for instance in the additions made in Luke's version of the
Transfiguration, ix. 28-30, and of the reply to the Sadducees
about the Resurrection, xx. 34-38, or in details such as the
mention of Satan (xxii. 3) or of the names Peter and John (xxii. 8).
But additions of this kind, as well as, at any rate, the majority
of Luke's divergences from Mk. xiii. in his Apocalyptic chap. xxi.,
are well within the limits of editorial conjecture or inference
from the context. They are not enough to justify the assertion
l

I think it possible xix. 28 may have stood in Proto-Luke.
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that Proto-Luke contained a parallel version of these sections
of Mark, though it is not impossible that this was the case.
The disentanglement of the elements derived from Mark and
from Proto-Luke respectively in the section Dill. 14 to the end
of the Gospel is in points of detail highly speculative. Luke
writes in a literary style, he is not a mere " scissors and paste "
compiler of sources. Besides, two independent accounts of a
story of which the outstanding episodes are a farewell Supper,
a Trial, and a Crucifixion, could not but each contain certain
sections in which precisely the same incident was described, and
where the words employed, "accuse," "scourge," "crucify,"
would be determined as much by the necessary vocabulary of
the subject matter as by the taste of a writer. But, if the
general position that Luke preferred Proto-Luke to Mark is
correct, we are entitled to approach the question with the
preliminary assumption that everything after Lk. xxii. 14 is
derived from Proto-Luke, except those verses which there are
special reasons for assigning to Mark on account of their close
verbal resemblance to Mark and the possibility of their being
detached from the context without spoiling the general sense.
This assumption is fortified by the observation of the remarkable variations in order between Mark and Luke which
suggest that Luke is in the main following his non-Marean
source.
Hawkins 1 selects the following passages as closest to Mark in
the smaller structure of the sentence as well as in actual wording :
Lk. Dill. 18, 22, 42, 46, 47, 52 f., 54b, 61, 71 ; Lk. xxiii. 22,
26, 34b, 44 f., 46, 52 f. ; Lk. xxiv. 6a. Others which may
possibly be derived from Mark are Lk. xxii. 33-34a, 55 f., 59 f.,
69 ; xxiii. 3, 25, 33, 35, 38, 49, 51 ; also xxiv. 6b, clearly an
adaptation of Mk. xvi. 7. But even of the passages in Hawkins'
list two (Lk. Dill. 61; xxiii. 46) are conflated with material
from some other source. But, taking Hawkins' list as representing the minimum of what Luke derived from Mark, we
1

Oxford Btudiea, p. 77.
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note that it includes nearly all the passages which deal with
Peter's Denial and the incident of Simon of Cyrene carrying
the Cross. I incline to think Luke's non-Marean source did not
contain these incidents. Its account of the actual Crucifixion,
and probably also of the Entombment, seems to have been
quite brief-possibly little more than a bare statement of the
facts-so that from xxiii. 33 to xxiv. lOa Luke reverses his
ordinary procedure and makes Mark his main source.1
In framing our mental picture of Proto-Luke as practically a
Gospel, giving a story parallel with Mark's, from the Preaching
of John to the Passion and Resurrection, we have noted
numerous cases where the two writings give divergent versions
of what is clearly the same event, parable, or saying. To complete the picture we must note parallels which should probably
be viewed, not so much as different versions of the same incident,
but as similar incidents recounted in order to bring out the same
moral. Such are the two examples of our Lord's" breaking the
Sabbath" by works of healing (Lk. xiii. 10-17, xiv. 1-6), to be
compared to the two slightly different stories told for a similar
purpose by Mark (ii. 23-iii. 6)-cf. also John (v.1-18). So, too, the
command " show yourself to the priest " is an illustration, in
the contrary sense, of our Lord's attitude to the Law, but is
connected with two quite different stories of Cleansing Lepers in
Mark and in Luke (Mk. i. 44, Lk. xvii. 14); cf. the two occasions
on which His claim to forgive sins is challenged (Lk. vii. 48-49,
cf. Mk. ii. 7 = Lk. v. 21). Lastly, may not the Mission of the
Seventy (Lk. x. 1 ff.) and the parable of the Barren Fig Tree
(Lk. xiii. 6-9) be parallel versions of Mark's Mission of the
Twelve and Cursing of the Fig Tree 1
AUTHORSHIP AND TENDENCY

We proceed to ask the question, Can we in any way determine
the date and authorship of Proto-Luke 1
1 The most thorough attempt I know to unravel Luke's sources is The
Source& of Luke's Passion-Narrative, A. M. Perry (Chicago, 1920).
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I think we can. But before putting forward a suggestion
on this point I must emphasise that it is put forward only as
a suggestion. The existence of Proto-Luke is, I claim, a scientific
hypothesis which is, to a considerable extent, capable of verification ; and since it was put forward in my article in the Hibbert
Journal, it has received the adhesion of not a few New Testament
scholars. But the suggestion I make as to its authorship is
one which, from the nature of the case, does not admit either of
verification or refutation to anything like the same extent.
I suggest that the author of Proto-Luke - the person,
I mean, who combined together in one document Q and the
bulk of the material peculiar to the Third Gospel-was no other
than Luke the companion of Paul. And I suggest that this
same Luke some years afterwards expanded his own early work
by prefixing the stories of the Infancy and by inserting extracts
from Mark-no doubt at the same time making certain minor
alterations and additions. For reasons summarised in the
last chapter of this volume, I hold that the author of the
Third Gospel and the Acts was Luke the companion of Paul,
who kept the diary which forms the basis of the so-called
"we sections" or "travel document" in the latter part of
Acts. But if Luke wrote the Acts twenty years or so later
than the events with which it ends-and I cannot personally
accept an earlier date-there were at least two periods of
literary activity in his life. There was the period when,
while in attendance on Paul, he wrote the "travel document,"
and a later period when, years after the Apostle's death,
he embodied this early sketch into a larger and maturer
history. The suggestion I make is that what is true of the
Acts is also true of the Gospel. Luke during the two years he
was at Caesarea in the company of Paul made good use of his
opportunities of collecting information and made copious notes.1
1

For evidence that in certain respects Luke's account of the Trial of our
On

Lord is superior to Mark's, see H. Danby, J.T.S., Oct. 1919, p. 61 fi.
the Trial before Herod, of. Oxford Studiu, p. 229 ff.
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Later on, probably not till after the death of Paul, a copy of Q
came his way, and on the basis of this and his own notes he
composed Proto-Luke as a Gospel for the use of the Church in the
place where he was then living. Still later a copy of Mark
came his way, and he then produced the second and enlarged
edition of his Gospel that has come down to us.
The main reason for supposing the author of the Third
Gospel and the Acts to be the same person as the author of
Proto-Luke is that the "tendency," that is, the interest and
point of view evinced in the selection of incidents, the emphasis
laid on them, and the general presentation of Christianity and
its history which we find in the two works, is exactly the same
throughout. The special tastes, sympathies, and characteristics
of the author are equally conspicuous in the parts of the Gospel
derived from Proto-Luke, in those which we must attribute to
the editor of the whole, in the first part of Acts, in the " we
sections," and in the final editor of Acts.
Thus the author of the " we sections " tells us that he stayed
two years in Caesarea, which had once been the capital of the
Herod dynasty; a special knowledge of, and interest in, the
Herods is found both in Proto-Luke and in the first part of Acts.
He stayed in the house of Philip, the evangelist of Samaria; an
interest in Samaria and Samaritans-a notable feature of ProtoLuke-appears in the selection of materials (whoever made it)
in the first part of Acts, and in the final editor by whom, of
course, the Preface to the Acts was written.
The desire to represent Christ as the Saviour of the world,
accepted by Gentiles but rejected by His own people, is the
main theme of the Acts,-witness the Preface, the whole development of the history as related with special emphasis on each
stage in opening the Gospel to a wider field-to a eunuch,
to Samaritans, to Cornelius a proselyte, to pagans-and the fact
that it ends on the last words of Paul, " We go to the Gentiles,
they will hear." Similarly the editor of Luke (or Proto-Luke)
carries on some lines further the quotation from Isaiah which
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he found in Mark or Q in order to reach the words " all flesh
shall see the salvation of God"; he traces the genealogy of
Christ, not (like Matthew) to Abraham the father of Israel,
but to Adam the father of all men ; he records as the Master's
final commission (xxiv. 47) the command to go to the Gentiles;
most significant of all, he narrates, as if it were the first act of
our Lord's ministry, the Rejection of Nazareth (though he knew
it was not the first, since he alludes to previous miracles in
Capernaum), because it seemed to him to sum up the history
of the Christian message-the prophet has honour, but not in
his own country; and just as Elijah and Elisha had been sent,
not to the widows or the lepers of Israel, but to her of Zarepta
and to Naaman the Syrian, so it had been with the Christ Himself.
Again, what to the historian is one of the weak points of
Luke, his preferring the more to the less miraculous of the two
versions of a story laid before him, is characteristic both of the
editor and his sources. Thus Luke or Proto-Luke adds to the
account of the descent at the Baptism of the Spirit as a dove
the words "in bodily form," ruling out the possibility of its
being a vision. Proto-Luke contains, and Luke prefers to Mark's
version of the Call of Peter, another which includes a miraculous
draught of fishes. The last editor of Acts never seems to have
reflected that the story of speaking with other tongues at
Pentecost might have been only a magnified account of that
ecstatic " speaking with tongues " which was quite common
in the early Church. The author of the " we sections " sees a
resurrection in the recovery of Eutychus, even while he records ,
Paul's own remark to the effect that he was not dead, and
apparently never asked whether the serpent which clung to
Paul at Malta was really poisonous, or, if so, had actually
bitten him.
Again, there is throughout the Lucan writing an atmosphere
of extraordinary tenderness, somehow made quite compatible
with the sternest call to righteousness, sacrifice, and e:ffortan atmosphere which can be felt rather than demonstrated-
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and finding expression in a unique sympathy for the poor, for
women, for sinners, and for all whom men despise. But this
attitude can be felt equally in the Infancy stories, in Proto-Luke,
and in the Acts ; it is also what determines many 0£ those
omissions from Mark 1 which can only be due to the final editor
of the Gospel. Now, of course, it can be argued that this
"tendency" may be explained as that of a particular church
or school of thought rather than of an individual. It may.
But for myself, I cannot resist the impression that the " atmosphere " I have vainly tried to recall has a subtle individuality
which reflects, not a Church tradition, but a personality of a
very exceptional kind.
Dr. Headlam, 2 in reference to my article in the HibbertJournal,
demurs to the idea of two editions of the Gospel, but suggests
two stages in its composition before it was put into circulation.
I have no particular objection to this modification of the ProtoLuke hypothesis. It is extremely difficult to define what would
have constituted " publication " in an illicit society like the
early Church. If Proto-Luke was composed in some provincial
town, very few copies would get abroad. But if after it had
been enlarged by the author a copy came to Rome and was
approved by that Church, this edition would very rapidly get
known elsewhere. All I am ~o_p.~e!!l_e~~_!lrgue -~-i!J.at Pro!Q:
_1uke w~~~_gtl_ w~--<:>.~ginall__y_4i,~n,<J~<l_ ~~,_]._ilQ:g_l_~Jfil;~__Go~fil.;
but it is quite likely that it was only meant for what in modern
phrase would be called "private circulation."
But whether the compiler of Proto-Luke was Luke or not,
the historical importance of the identification of a source of
the Third Gospel entirely independent of Mark is obvious. All
recent discussion of the historical evidence for the Life of Christ
has been based on the assumption that we have only two primary
1 E.g. the Cursing of the Fig Tree.
The Syrophenician Woman, with
its reference to Gentiles as dogs and the implication that the Lord hesitated
to heal such, is in Luke's "great omission." On Luke's "tendency" see
Oxford Studies, p. 222 ff.
• The Life and Teaching of Jesus Christ, p. 20 f. (Murray, 1923).
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authorities, Mark and Q ; and, since Q is all but confined to
discourse, Mark alone is left as a primary authority for the Life.
If, however, the conclusions of this chapter are sound we must
recognise in Proto-Luke the existence of another authority
comparable to Mark. It is true that Proto-Luke is of later
date than Q, but in all probability so is Mark. The essential
point is that Proto-Luke is independent of Mark. Where the
two are parallel it would seem that Proto-Luke is sometimes
inferior in historical value (e.g. in the details of the Call of Peter),
sometimes superior (e.g. the addition of an account of the trial
before Herod). Neither Mark nor Proto-Luke is infallible;
but as historical authorities they should probably be regarded
as on the whole of approximately equal value. But, if so, this
means that far more weight will have to be given by the historian
in the future to the Third Gospel, and in particular to those
portions of it which are peculiar to itself.
ADDITIONAL NOTE

Appended is a list of the passages most probably to be
assigned to Proto-Luke: Lk. iii. 1-iv. 30; v. 1-11 ; vi. 14-16 ;
vi. 20-viii. 3; ix. 51-xviii. 14; xix. 1-27; xix. 37-44; xxi.
18, 34-36; xxii. 14 to end of the Gospel, except for the
verses derived from Mark the identification of which is very
problematical.
The following are probably from Mark: xxii. 18, 22, 42, 46 f.,
52-62,1 71; xxiii. 3, 22, 25 f., 33-34b, 38, 44-46, 52 f.; xxiv. 6.
The following may be derived from Mark, or represent
Proto-Luke partially assimilated to the Marean parallel: xxii.
69; xxiii. 35, 49, 51; xxiv. 1-3, 9 f.
1 But xxii. 62 is probably not genuine, being an assimilation to Matthew,
om. Old Lat. Similarly xxiv. 6a, and the words cbro rou µv71µelou xxiv. 9, are
omitted by D Old Lat. It is notable that all three omissions reduce the extent
of Luke's debt to Mark.

IX
A FOUR DOCUMENT HYPOTHESIS
SYNOPSIS
UNCONSCIOUS ASSUMPTIONS

Three unconscious assumptions which have led to a misinterpretation of the available evidence.
(1) The name "Two Document Hypothesis" suggests that no
other sources used by Matthew and Luke are comparable to the
"Big Two." Hence an undue importance has been assigned to Q
as compared with the sources used by Matthew or Luke only.
(2) It is assumed that a hypothesis which reduces the number of
sources to a minimum is more scientific.
(3) It is taken for granted that the same saying is.not likely to
have been reported by more than one independent authority.
But a plurality of sources is historically more probable. In
particular, if Mark is the old Roman Gospel, it is antecedently to be
expected that the other Gospels conserve the specific traditions of
Jerusalem, Caesarea, and Antioch.
JERUSALEM, CAESAREA, AND ANTIOCH

A priori probabilities in regard to the traditions of these Churches.
The non-Marean matter in Luke has been analysed further into
at least two sources, Q and L; similarly we may expect to find
that Matthew used a peculiar source, which we may style M, as well
as Q.
The Judaistic character of much of the material in M suggests a
Jerusalem origin. L has already been assigned to Caesarea. Q may
be connected with Antioch. Most probably Q is an Antiochene
translation of a document originally composed in Aramaic-perhaps
by the Apostle Matthew for Galilean Christians.
On this view our first Gospel is a combination of the traditions of
223
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Jerusalem, Antioch, and Rome, while the third Gospel represents
Caesarea, Antioch, and Rome. The fact that the Antiochene and
Roman sources are reproduced by both Matthew and Luke is due
to the importance of the Churches ; it is no evidence that the other
sources are less authentic.
Although, however, historical considerations favour a Four
Document Hypothesis, the verification of the hypothesis must depend
entirely on the results of a critical study of the documents apart from
any theory as to the geographical affiliation of any particular
source.
THE THEORY OF TWO RECENSIONS OF

Q

It has already been recognised by critics that the Two Document
Hypothesis in its simplest form has broken down. The theory of
two recensions of Q, designated as QMt. and QLk., has been put
forward to meet the difficulty. But on examination this theory is
seen, not to solve, but to disguise, the problem by an ambiguity latent
in the symbols used.
PARALLEL VERSIONS

General considerations as to the extent and ways in which
collections of sayings or parables, though made independently, would
nevertheless inevitably overlap.
Evidence from non-Canonical sources as to the existence of
independent parallel versions of sayings of Christ.
THE OVERLAPPING OF SOURCES

Three clear cases of this in the Gospels. (1) Mark and Q. (2)
Mark and L. (3) The collections of Parables in Matthew and Luke.
Evidence that the versions of the Lost Sheep found in Matthew
and Luke were drawn from two different sources; a fortiori this
holds good of the Marriage Feast and the Talents.
All analogies, then, suggest that Q and M would overlap.
MATTHEw's METHOD OF CONFLATION

The meticulous way in which Matthew conflates his sources
illustrated by a study of two examples where he is combining Mark
and Q.
This compels us to formulate a new principle of Synoptic criticism:
" Wherever parallef passages of Matthew and Luke show substantial
divergence, editorial modification is a less probable explanation than
conflation by Matthew of the language of Q with that of some other
version."
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THE SERMON ON THE MOUNT

In view of the evidence as to overlapping of sources and Matthew's
method of conflation set out in the two preceding sections, we may
now test the hypothesis that Q and M overlapped.
The Sermon on the Mount is a conflation of a discourse in Q
(approximately represented by Luke's Sermon on the Plain) and a
discourse from M which happened to begin with a series of Beatitudes
-very different in detail from those in Q-and to contain a divergent
version of " Love your Enemies " and a few other sayings. Into
this conflated discourse Matthew has introduced some additional
fragments of Q which Luke gives in his Central Section, presumably
in their original context.
The Woes to the Pharisees, Mt. xxiii., is probably another case
of conflation by Matthew of discourses in Q and M which had certain
points of contact-Luke's version again being nearer to Q.

J UDAISTIC

TENDENCY OF

M

The question must be faced, did the Judaistic sayings in Matthew
stand originally in Q, being omitted by Luke owing to his proGentile proclivities, or are they to be assigned to M1 Reasons for
choosing the latter alternative.
OVERLAPPING OF MARK AND

M

Three passages in Matthew, in the main clearly derived from
Mark, contain certain added details of a specially interesting character. Possibility that these were derived from a parallel version
inM.
THE GREAT DISCOURSES OF MATTHEW

Evidence that the five great discourses of Matthew are agglomerations by the editor of the Gospel, and do not correspond to collocations of the material in an older source.
THE INFANCY NARRATIVES

The first two chapters of Matthew are probably derived from oral
sources, but the corresponding section in Luke is more likely to have
been found by him in a written document, possibly Hebrew.
Some points of textual criticism bearing on the evidence for the
Virgin Birth.
Q
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CONCLUSION

The Four Document Hypothesis, besides explaining a number
of facts which are not accounted for by the Two Document
Hypothesis, materially broadens the basis of evidence for the'
authentic teaching of Christ.
N.B.-The Diagram : The Synoptics and their Sources (p. 150
above) should be referred to in connection with this chapter.

CHAPTER IX
A .FOUR DOCUMENT HYPOTHESIS
UNCONSCIOUS ASSUMPTIONS

THE psychologists are all warning us of the peril of the "unconscious motive." It is against "unconscious assumptions" that
critics of the Gospels most need to be on their guard.
(1) It is unfortunate that the name "Two Document
Hypothesis" should have been given to the theory that the
authors of the First and Third Gospels made use of Mark and Q,
for it conceals the unconscious assumption that they used no other
documents, or, at least, none of anything like the same value
as the "Big Two." Hence a quite illusory pre-eminence has
been ascribed to the document Q in comparison with the sources
for our Lord's teaching made use of by Matthew or by Luke
alone. To this illusion I must confess that I have been myself
for many years a victim. The idea has grown up that it is just
a little discreditable to any saying of our Lord if it cannot be
traced to Q. Immense efforts are accordingly made to extend
the boundaries of Q as much as possible-as if a sentence of
exclusion from this document meant branding the excluded
saying with a reputation of doubtful historicity. Much of what
is clearly authentic teaching of Christ-quite half of the Sermon
-0n the Mount, for instance-is found in only one Gospel. An
,effort, then, must be made to get all this material somehow or
-0ther assigned to Q ; and ingenious motives must be discovered
to explain why the other evangelists omitted it. Once, however,
227
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the " unconscious assumption " of some special superiority of Q
is brought up into the daylight of clear consciousness, a moment's
consideration will show that it is wholly baseless. One has
only to mention the fact that hardly any of the parables are
found in Q to realise that a large part of the most obviously
genuine, original, and characteristic teaching of our Lord .is
derived, not from Q, but from sources peculiar to Matthew or
Luke. The Good Samaritan, the Prodigal Son, the Pharisee
and the Publican, are peculiar to Luke ; the Labourers in the
Vineyard, the Pearl of Great Price, are given by Matthew alone.
There cannot be the slightest presumption that a source which
lacked such material as this is a more reliable authority than
those which contained it.
Some scholars, indeed, have been so far hypnotised by the
prestige of Q that, from the possible absenee from Q of the longer
narrative parables, they have drawn the conclusion that such
parables formed no part of the original teaching of our Lord
but are developments in later tradition, though probably in
some cases being expansions of shorter authentic sayings.
Nothing could be more absurd. Our Lord was above all a
popular teacher ; it was the common people who heard Him
gladly. But everybody knows that a story told vividly and in
detail is the one thing most likely to attract the attention and
to remain in the memory of a popular audience. A friend once
said to me, " You can preach the same sermon as often as you
like, provided you don't repeat your illustrations ; but tell the
same story twice, and, even if the rest of your sermon is on a
totally different topic, people will say that you repeat yourself."
l£ one considers the teaching of Christ from the standpoint of
the psychology of everyday life and not of academic theory,
it is obvious that the parables, and that in their most graphic
and least curtailed form, such as we find in Luke, are just
.the elem.ellt__ IllQS:Llik;ely_ tQ _:b~long_to th~_!lll!!"li~fili__i:itr~tum_ol
tradition. Why the author of Q included so few (or, possibly,
none at all) of them, we cannot say, any more than we can say
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for certain why he did not include an account of the Passion.
Probably the reason for both omissions was the same. He
wrote to supplement, not to supersede, a living oral tradition.
Both the longer parables and the Passion story were easy to
remember, and every one knew them ; and what he was most
concerned to write down was something which was either leBB
well known or easier to forget.
(2) Another equally misleading assumption, again more or less
unconscious, has been the idea that antecedent probability is in
favour of a hypothesis which so far as possible reduces the
number of sources used by Matthew and Luke, and minimises
the extent and importance of the sources of material peculiar to
one Gospel. This is due to a confusion of thought. Since
Matthew and Luke appear to have written in churches in every
way far removed from one another, that hypothesis is the
most plausible which postulates ~he smallest number of sources
used by them in comnwn. But that same removedness only
increases the likelihood that each had access to sources not
known to the other, outside the two (Mark and Q) which they
conoor in using.
(3) There is yet a third false assumption current-that it is
improbable that the same or similar incidents or sayings should
have been recorded in more than one source, and that, therefore, if the versions given by Matthew and Luke respectively
of any item differ considerably, this is to be attributed to
editorial modification. On the contrary, given the existence of
independent reports of the sayings of a great teacher, these
would inevitably overlap and would sometimes give almost
identical, at other times widely different, versions of the same
saying. The overlooking of this consideration has had fatal
effects on Synoptic criticism.
One reason why these erroneous assumptions have held sway
so long is that the Synoptic Problem has been studied merely
as a problem of literary criticism apart from a consideration
of the historical conditions under which the Gospels were
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produced. A factor of cardinal importance has been ignoredthe preponderating influence of the great Churches in the determination of the thought and literature of primitive Christianity.
Mark, says an ancient and probably authentic tradition, was
written in Rome-a long way from Palestine. But Jerusalem
and Caesarea, the two great Palestinian Churches, and Antioch,
the original headquarters of the Gentile Mission, must each have
had a cycle of tradition of its own. It is in the last de~ee
improbable that the characteristic traditions of any of these
three Churches have completely disappeared. It is far more
likely that, in one form or another, they are incorporated in
the Gospels which were ultimately accepted as exclusively
canonical by the Church at large. Thus traces of at least
three different cycles of tradition, besides the material derived
from Mark, are what antecedently we should expect a critical
examination of Matthew and Luke to reveal.

JERUSALEM, CAESAREA, AND ANTIOCH

Accordingly, before entering upon a critical examination
of actual documents, it will be worth while to consider the
historical probabilities in regard to the collection and transmission of sayings of our Lord by Christians of the first
generation.
In Jerusalem it is on the whole likely that the sayings would
for some considerable time be handed down in oral tradition
after the manner of the sayings of the Rabbis, and that in
the original Aramaic. But in the Greek-speaking Churches a
beginning would be made at writing them down almost at once.
Collections of sayings regarded as specially valuable for the
instruction of converts would very soon be formed in various
Churches. But the Churches of Antioch and Caesarea are those
where we should expect to find not only the earliest, but also
the most considerable and the most valuable, collections written
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in the Greek language. For these were the first Gentile Churches
to be founded, and also, from their geographical position, were
peculiarly well situated for procuring authentic material. Indeed
both these Churches had been visited by Peter himself at a
very early date. But sooner or later-possibly not till the
flight of Christians to Pella just before the final siege-the
Jerusalem collection also would be committed to writing. Once
that was done, it would sooner or later reach Antioch or Caesarea,
and a Greek translation of it would be made and so become
available to the Gentile Churches. The antecedent probabilities,
then, are that there would be at least three considerable collections of the teaching of Christ, associated with the Churches of
Jerusalem, Antioch, and Caesarea. The Church of Jerusalem
was for a time "knocked out" by the Jewish War. But
Antioch and Caesarea were sufficiently influential to secure
that the traditions which they specially valued did not completely disappear. They were also Churches to which those
who wished for authentic information about our Lord could
readily resort.
Supporters of the Two Document Hypothesis usually assign
to Q the bulk of the discourse material in Matthew, apart from
the longer parables. This involves as a corollary either that
Luke has made very drastic omissions from Q or else that
Matthew used an expanded edition QMt._a hypothesis to which
I adduce objections below, p. 235 ff. But in view of the a 'JYT'Wri
probability of there being three cycles of tradition available,
besides that of Mark, I would suggest the simple hypothesis
that, just as Luke ultimately goes back to at least two sources
besides Mark, viz. Q and L, so it is with Matthew. Provisionally
I will assign to Matthew's third source all discourse peculiar to
Matthew, and also that part of the material usually assigned to Q
which differs so much from its Lucan parallels as to have
suggested the need for the QMt. hypothesis ; retaining Q as the
name of the source of the close parallels only. This third source
of Matthew it will be convenient to call M.
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The material peculiar to Matthew, in sharp contrast to Luke's,
is characterised by a conspicuously Jewish atmosphere; and,
though rich in anti-Pharisaic polemic, it asserts the obligation
of obeying not only the Law but "the tradition of the scribes,"
and it has a distinctly anti-Gentile bias. It reflects the spirit
and outlook with which in the New Testament the name of
James is associated; though James himself, like most leaders,
was doubtless far less extreme than his professed followers. The
source M will naturally be connected with Jerusalem, the headquarters of the James party.
The Caesarean tradition, we naturally surmise, has survived
by its incorporation in the Third Gospel. The reasons for connecting Luke's special source L with Caesarea have been given
above (p. 218 f.) and need not be repeated.
Antioch, then, remains as a possible place for the origin of Q.
In the Oxford Studies I suggested a Palestinian origin, with
the probability that the Apostle Matthew was its author. 1 The
two suggestions are not in the slightest degree incompatible.
The source Q, with which the student of the Synoptic Problem
is concerned, is a Greek document which the authors of the
First and Third Gospels had in common, and the fact that this
Greek document was known to the authors of both these Gospels
means that it probably came to them with the backing of the
Church of some important Greek city. But that is no reason
why it may not have been a translation of an Aramaic work
by Matthew-possibly with some amplification from local
tradition. What became of the Twelve Apostles is one of the
mysteries of history. The resident head of the Jerusalem
Church was, not one of the Twelve, but James the brother of
the Lord. From Galatians and Acts we should gather that to
1 I also suggested that Mark was written for a Church that already
possessed a collection of Christ's sayings and desired a biography to supplement it. The suggestion, I still think, is worth consideration, although the
conclusion there drawn that this collection must have been Q was too hasty.
Why should it not have been the local Roman collection of sayings from
which Clement seems to quote ? Cf, p. 240 n.
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Peter and the sons of 7.ebedee Jerusalem was for a time a kind
of headquarters. But in regard to the rest there is no tradition
which, either from its early date or its intrinsic probability,
deserves credence. But we know from the Rabbis that for
many centuries Capernaum was a great centre for "Minim"
or Christians, so that it is probable that others of the Twelve
made that city their headquarters. Geographically Capernaum
is between Antioch and Jerusalem, and some Christian trader
from Antioch having business at Capernaum, or in some city of
Decapolis, may well have come across a collection of sayings
made by Matthew and brought it home.
The hypothesis that Q emanated from the (perhaps, freer)
atmosphere of Galilee and became the primitive " gospel " of a
Gentile Churoh, like Antioch, accounts for its inclusion of the
saying (Lk. xvi. 16, Mt. xi. 13), " The law and the prophets
were until John." It also explains at once the puzzling fact
that in a document, otherwise apparently entirely confined to
discourse, there should have stood the one single narrative of
the Centurion's Servant. That story leads up to, and gives
the facts that called forth from Christ, the saying," I have not
found so great faith, no, not in Israel." At a time when the
Judaising section of the Church wished to give the uncircumcised
an inferior status, that story was in itself a charter of Gentile
liberty.
The Greek translation of Q, at any rate, must have been
made for the use of a Greek Church, and since, if we regard
the material peculiar to Luke as representing the tradition of
Caesarea, that city is ruled out, Antioch, the first capital of
Gentile Christianity, is the most likely place of origin. In
Ch. XVI!. I shall give reasons for supposing that our Gospel
of Matthew was written in Antioch. There is also, for what
it is worth, a tradition, found in Eusebius and in the Latin
Prologues to the Gospels, which has some support in the
occurrence in D, etc., of a "we section," Acts xi. 27, that
Luke was by descent a Syrian of Antioch. I should not care
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to lay much weight on either of these considerations as evidence
for connecting Q with Antioch, but so far as they go they are
in favour of the connection.
If the suggestions put forward above be accepted, it would
follow that Matthew's Gospel represents a combination of the
primitive "gospels" of Jerusalem, Antioch, and Rome; while
Luke's is ultimately based on those of Caesarea, Antioch, and
Rome. Either of these combinations would be eminently
reasonable from the point of view of the authors of the Gospels,
who would naturally set the highest value on sources so weightily
authenticated. The hypothesis would also explain both why
these Gospels seem never to have any serious competitors in
the Church, and why so little of authentic tradition survives
outside the canonical Four. Since the specifically Ephesian
tradition may be supposed to be reproduced in John, there
did not exist anywhere any considerable body of tradition
authenticated by any important Church which was not represented in one of the Four Gospels.
But if this view is correct it means that the Roman and the
Antiochene sources are made use of twice over. In view of the
prestige and wide influence of these two Churches this is not
surprising. But the historian must realise that the fact that
Mark and Q were used by the editors of two later Gospels does
not create any presumption that, because a thing occurs in Mark
or in Q, the historical evidence for it is twice as strong as if it
occurred once only either in the Jerusalem or in the Caesarean
tradition. And this last consideration, I would observe, is not
substantially afiected, supposing that the scheme of connection
between the several sources and particular churches which I
have suggested is not exactly correct. All that I wish to press
is the broad principle that a plurality of sources is antecedently
probable, and the fact that the relative historical value of a
source is not increased by the number of times it is copied.
I suggest, then, that we should, provisionally at any rate,
abandon, not the theory that Matthew and Luke made use
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of Mark and Q, but the conception of a " Two Document
Hypothesis" ; and explore the possibilities of substituting for
it that "Four Document Hypothesis" which from the standpoint of historical probability seems to have far more to
recommend it.
A Four Document Hypothesis has claims to investigation
quite apart from the theory as to the geographical affiliations
of particular sources suggested above. To avoid, therefore,
complicating critical with geographical questions, I shall for the
rest of this chapter use the symbol M for the source of the
discourse and parables peculiar to Matthew; but, for reasons
which will be obvious to any student of the Synoptic Problem,
I shall not use it to include any narrative peculiar to Matthew.
M and Q will be of much the same length. There are eight
parables ( = 59 verses) peculiar to Matthew-not including the
Lost Sheep, the Marriage Feast, and the Talents ( = 34 verses)
-to which must be added approximately 140 verses of discourse
of the same character as the bulk of Q. The passages which
Hawkins reckons as probably belonging to Q (he includes the
parables of the Lost Sheep and Talents but not the Marriage
Feast) total a. little less than 200 verses. Thus, if we assign
the bulk of the discourse and parables peculiar to Matthew to
M, we have a document quite as considerable in extent as Q.
This, however, is merely a matter of arithmetic ; the points on
which our argument will turn are: (1) the evidence that M
and Q to some extent overlapped ; (2) the Judaistic character
of the source M.
THE THEORY OF TWO RECENSIONS OF

Q

The "Two Document Hypothesis," so far as it concerns the
non-Marean element in Matthew and Luke, has broken down.
But the breakdown has been concealed by the hypothesis that
Matthew and Luke made use of two different recensions of Q
which have been styled respectively QMt. and QLk.. The most
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thoroughgoing and scientific attempt to work out this distinction
in detail which has come into my hands is by an American
scholar, Mr. C. S. Patton. 1 The idea of two recensions of Q is
at first sight attractive ; but the moment one attempts to
visualise to one's mind's eye the exact kind of documents implied
by the symbols QMt. and QLk-, its attractiveness begins to wane.
The symbol Q, by itself, stands for a perfectly definite concept
-a written document from which both Matthew and Luke
made copious extracts with some slight amount of editorial
change. Also-since Matthew and Luke each omit some passages
from Mark which the other retains, and may be presumed to
have treated Q in the same way-it is legitimate to suppose
that Q contained certain passages that occur only in one Gospel,
so long as we recollect that the identification of these can never
be more than a "skilful guess." But to what definite concept
do the symbols QMt. or QLk. correspond 1
These symbols are intended to imply two things : (1) That
the document Q did not reach the authors of the First and Third
Gospels in its original form, but with extensive interpolations
-the interpolations in Matthew's copy being quite different
from those in Luke's. We note, however, that each of these
sets of interpolations is as considerable in extent as the original
Q to which they are supposed to have been added. And since
the additions in Matthew's copy are quite different from those
in Luke's, their respective additions must have been derived
from two totally different cycles of tradition. It follows that
at least one, and probably both, of these cycles must have
emanated from a locality or informant different from that of the
cycle embodied in the original Q. We are forced, then, to assume
the existence of at least one, and probably two, cycles of tradition
besides Q. But, if so, what presumption is there that the
material preserved in these other cycles reached Matthew &nd
Luke attached to Q and not in independent sources 1 (2) The
symbols QMt. and QLk. are mainly intended to meet the difficulty
1

Source.a of the Synoptic GoBpels, The Macmillan Company, New York, 1915.
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ihat some of the parallels between Matthew and Luke-the two
versions of the Beatitudes, for instance-are so inexact that it
is not possible tcr suppose that Matthew and Luke derived them
from the same written source. Now if the symbols QMt. and QLk.
were meant to stand for two related but divergent versions of
an oral tradition still in a fluid state, they would be illuminating.
But they do not mean this; they stand for documents. The
fallacy is obvrous. Q itself is held to be a written document,
because the verbal resemblances between the majority of the
parallels between Matthew and Luke are so close as to demand
for their explanation the fixity of writing in the common source.
But if there are certain passages found in both Matthew and
Luke (the Beatitudes or the Lord's Prayer, for example) where
the verbal differences between the two versions are so great that
they cannot reasonably be supposed to be copied from the
same written source, then the only legitimate inference is that
one, or possibly both, of these items were not derived from the
same written source to which we have referred the closer
parallels. But, if they were not derived from the same document,
they must either have come from oral tradition or from a dijfereJnt
document. A saying which occurs only in Matthew may possibly
have stood in Q and have been omitted by Luke; but where
a saying occurs in both Matthew and Luke, but Matthew's
version is so different from Luke's that the difference cannot
be explained as merely editorial, we have clear proof that at
least one of the two versions did not stand in the common
source.
The fact we have to explain is the occurrence in Matthew
and Luke of two sets of parallelism, one set in which the verbal
resemblances are so close as to favour, if not actually compel,
the conclusion that they were derived from a common writteJn
source, and another set in which the divergences are so great
that they cannot be explained in that way. And this distinction
is not affected by the existence of border-line cases which would
be susceptible of either explanation. This two-sided fact is
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precisely what constitutes the problem we have to solve ; and
the symbols QMt. and QLk. are discovered on analysis to be merely
a means of covering up the phenomena to be explained. Scholars
like Mr. Patton have done very valuable service in proving that
a number of the parallels cannot be referred to Q. But Q is Q,
a document which can be clearly conceived. QMt. is " Q with a
difference " ; and it may turn out on examination that the
difference is just the thing that matters. It may be hard to
decide in certain cases whether editorial modification of a
saying in Q will or will not account for the differences between
the form in which it occurs in Matthew and Luke ; but in the
last resort we must choose between Q and not-Q. We cannot
fall back on QMt. and QLk. as a kind of Limbo for innocent sayings
unfortunately disqualified from entering Q.
p ARALLEL

VERSIONS

Wherever the sayings and doings of a remarkable person
are preserved in the memory of his followers, different versions
of what is substantially the same matter soon become current.
If at a later date different individuals in different places conceive the idea of setting down in writing the most interesting
or important of the incidents and sayings which they either
remember or can collect from others, four things will inevitably
follow. (1) With each writer the total range of incidents and
sayings available will be different; but so also will be the principle
in accordance with which each selects from the available material
what seems to him of special interest. (2) Each selection will,
therefore, be to a large extent a different one ; on the other
hand, it would be nothing short of a miracle if the difference
were so great that in no case did the same incident or discourse
occur in more than one selection. (3) Where the same item
occurs in more than one selection, sometimes it will occur in
both in substantially the same form ; sometimes two versions
will develop which, in the vagaries of oral tradition, will
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become considerably differentiated. (4) The sayings having the
most universal appeal will be likely to appear in more than
one source, and also in the most divergent versions. This
last phenomenon is a notable feature of the Gospels. A
comparatively unimportant discourse, like John the Baptist's
denunciation of the Pharisees, occurs word for word the same
in both Matthew and in Luke, and presumably, therefore,
stood in Q, but probably in no other source. But things of
outstanding interest like the Beatitudes, the Lord's Prayer, the
Lost Sheep, the teaching about Loving Enemies, Forgiveness,
or the Strait Gate, are given in strikingly different forms. These
then, we infer, stood in at least two sources, and circulated
widely in more than one version.
From this it follows that we start out on our investigation
with the a priori assumption that we are likely to find numerous
cases where the same or similar material stood in more than
one source. The assumption is one which justifies itself at
once. We cannot move a step without running up against
evidence for a considerable amount of over"lapping of sources.
Indeed, blindness to the evidence for the phenomenon of
overlapping sources-a blindness artificially induced by the
" unconscious assumptions " implied in the " Two Document "
nomenclature-has, more than anything else, retarded a satisfactory solution to the Synoptic Problem.•
The existence of parallel traditions is conspicuous the
moment we study the evidence of the non-canonical sources of
parables or sayings of our Lord.
(a) I print in a footnote the passage from the Epistle of
Clement (xiii. 1 f.), to which I have already referred, with the
nearest parallels in Matthew's Sermon on the Mount and Luke's
Sermon on the Plain. In view of the express formula of quotation with which Clement introduces the words, it is difficult to
believe that it is merely a free rendering of the general substance of mingled reminiscences of Matthew and Luke combined.
But, if they are a quotation, they are evidence of the existence
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in the Church of Rome of a discourse document to some extent
parallel to the Great Sermon in Matthew and Luke. 1
(b} The relation of the Gospel according to the Hebrews to
that of Matthew is a question that has been much disputed.
But we know that it contained a version of the parable of the
Talents (with details not unlike parts of the Prodigal Son) and
of the injunction "Forgive seven times" (cf. p. 282). It also
gave variant versions of the Healing of the Withered Hand and
of the story of the Rich Young Man. The resemblances and
differences between these and the Synoptic versions can only
be explained by the theory of overlapping between the sources
of this Gospel and those of the Synoptics. Even if we accept
the theory that the document quoted by Jerome was a translation into Aramaic of the Greek Matthew, we must still assume
that the text has been influenced by interpolation of parallel
versions of these particular sayings current in oral tradition.2
l

Clem xiii. 1 f.

µ0.XL<TTa µeµn1µl•o• TWll
M')'w• TOV Kvplov 'l17rroO
oOs £XdX17rrE> liLOd<TKW• E'lrLElKELa• Kai µaKpofJvµla•.
otlrws ')'ap el'lrE>.
'EXea.TE tva iXe171Jij-rc,
a<f>iETE tva a<f>e/Jfj uµLP •
Ws ?T'OteLTe, oiJrw ?rot71IJ1,rreTaL uµiv• WS /i£/ioTE,
otlTOIS liolJ-1,rreraL vµ'Lv. WS
KplPETE, ollTOIS KpLIJ-1,rrerrlJe
Ws XPf'f<TTeUeuBe,
oih-ws
Xfl1]<TTEVIJ-l,<TETaL uµur <ii
µfrplf' µETpELTE1 Ell aUT<jl
µeTp1]IJ-l,<TETaL vµw.

Matt. v. 7, etc.

Luke vi. 31, 36-38.

v. 7.

µaKdpLOL ol ihe-1,µo•W 8TL auToi EAE1]1J-I,crovrat,
vi. 14. EaP ')'ap a<f>fiTE
rois a•IJpcfnroLs Ta 7rapa-

7r-rWµara, alrrCJP, d</rl}cret
Kai vµLv 0 7raT1,p vµWP 0
oup&.>ios· eav M µ+, &.<f>ij-re
'To'is &.v1Jpw7rots Ta 7rapa7rrWµara. a&rWv, oOOE 0
7raT1,p vµWP a<f>-1,<T<L Ta
7rapa.7rrWµara. UµWv.
vii. 1. µ1, KplPETE, tva
µ1, Kp<IJfiTE • iv ,; ')'Up KpluaTL KpiPETE, ICpLIJ-1,rr•<TIJE.
Aal iv t[l µhplf' µETpEtT€
µETp1]1J-l,rreraL vµW.
vii. 12. 7rdPTa ovv 8rra
&v IJlX17T< tva 'lrO<W<Ti> vµ"i•
ol 6.v1Jpw7ro<, otlTw Kai vµ•ls
'lrOLELTE aUTOLs. oliTOs ')'0.p
foTLP b v6µos Kai o! 7rpo</>i/Ta<.

vi. 36-38. ')'iPE<TIJE olKTlpµoPEs, rn!Jws
7raT1,p
VµWP OlKTipµWP E<TTl. Kai
µ+, Kplvere Kai ou µ+, Kp<!Jij-re; Kaiµ,+, KaTaOLKd!•TE,
Kai ou µ+, KaTaO<KarrlJi/T<.
0.'lt'OhVETE, Kai &.7roXvlJ-l,lilliOTE, Kai liofJ-1,<TETaL vµ'Lv • µfrpov KaMv,
'lrE'lrLE<Tµl•ov, rrE<rnXevµ,lvov
V1rEfltKXVP6µe.ov, liwrrov<TLP Eis TOV K6h7rOP vµwv.
,; ')'ap µfrplf' µETpe'LTe,
avnµerp17fJ-l,<TETa< vµlv.
vi. 31. Kai rnfJws fJlX•T•
lva 'lrO<W<TLP vµ'iv ol {frfJpw'11"0L, Kal Uµe"is ?rote'ire aOTols op,o[ws.

o

,,.,,,.9,.

• The relevan~ passages from the Gospel according to the Hebrews, from
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(o) The same kind of evidence is afforded by two .very
ancient interpolations in the text of Matthew. In the Western
text, after Mt. xx. 28, is inserted a parallel version of the saying
about taking the best seats at banquets which is recorded in
Lk. xiv. 8 f. An exactly similar " Western " insertion is the
saying " Signs of the times," Mt. xvi. 2-3. This, though
found in most later MSS. and included in the Textus Receptus,
stands, so far as the early authorities for the text are concerned,
on practically the same footing. Both passages are found in
D Old Lat. ; while the support for " Signs of the times " by C L
and the Eusebian canons is of no more weight than that of
<I> Syr. (C and HcJ1llS·) for the addition to Mt. xx. 28. Both seem
to have been lacking in the oldest Alexandrian, Caesarean, and
Antiochene text, being absent fromfam. 0, Syr. S., and Origen's
Commentary on Matthew, as well as from B N. But the point
I wish to make is that these passages are not harmonistic
insertions derived from the text of Luke. For if a later scribe,
who had Luke before him, had desired to insert equivalent sayings
in Matthew, he would have adhered far more closely to Luke's
vers10n. The passages are printed below in a footnote.1 One
2 Clement, and, with one exception, from the Oxyrhynchus Logia, are printed
at length in the article" Agrapha" in the supplementary volume of Hastings'
Dictionary of the Bibk:
1 Matt. xvi. 2-3.
Om. B N Syr. S. and C. Arm. Orig.Mt.

Luke xii. 54-57.

'Oifda.s 'Y•voµ.e1171s 'AryeTe Evola., 7rvppag"ei 'Yap 0 ovpa.vbs" Ka.I 7rpwl ~~µ.epov
xeiµ.wv, 7rvppa!ei 'Yap G'Tv'YPatwv o ovpa.v6s. TO µ.ev 7rp6G'W7rOP TOU ovpa.vou
'Y•PWG'KETE oia.Kplveiv, Ta OE G'7Jµ.ela. TWP
Ka.ipwv ou liuva.qOe.

Ora.v lli71Te ve<fJe">i.7111 ava.TE°A°AovG'a.11 hi
OUG'µ.wv, euOlws 'AryeTe 8rL "OµfJpos
tpxeTa.i, Ka.I 'YlPeTCU ol!rws• Ka.I 8ra.P
v6Tov 7rvlovTa., 'Aryere llTL Ka.uo-wv lo-Ta.i,
Ka.I 'YlveTa.i.
V'lroKpiTa.l, ro 7rpWW'lrOll
rijs 'Yfis Ka.I rou ovpa.vou o(lJa.re IJOKLµ.ag"eiv 1
rov Kcupov oe rourov 'lrWS ovK al/Ja.re
/5onµ.ag"ei11; TI oe Ka.I d<P' ia.vrwv ou
Kpl11ETE TO OlKa.iOP ;

Matt. xx. 28.
Add. D <I> Old Lat. Syr. C. Hclmg

Luke xiv. 8-10.

vµels lie I°7JTElre EK µ.iKpofi a.vfi)o-a.i Ka.I
EK µ.elg"ovos l'Aa.TTov elvcu. elo-epx6µ.evoi
lie Ka.I 7ra.pa.KA710evres lieL'lrvfjo-a.L µ.'I] ava.-

"Ora.11 K°A718jjs r,.,.6 rLvos els 'Ya.µ.ovs, µ1]
Ka.ra.K°AiOfis els r'l]v rpwroKAiG'l11.11, µ.~ rore
EvrLµ6rep6s qov KE1<°X71µ.e11os r,.,.• a.vrov,
B

v
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has only to read them through side by side to see that the verbal
agreements between the two versions are almost nil, and can
only be accounted for on the hypothesis that the interpolations
are drawn from a tradition independent of Luke. Probably they
are excerpts from the primitive discourse document of the local
Church in which the interpolator worked. The MS. evidence
would favour the view that both readings originated in Rome.
In that case they may well be fragments of the same document
or catechetical tradition from which Clement quotes.
(d) The Oxyrhynchus Logia contain some sayings of our
Lord which have a close resemblance to sayings found in the
Gospels, and others which exhibit a remarkable combination of
resemblance and divergence. The definite citations of words
of Christ in the second century homily known as II. Clement
exhibit the same phenomena of versions of sayings more or less
parallel to those contained in the Canonical Gospels. Some
scholars think the sayings preserved in the Oxyrhynchus Logia
and by 2 Clement are all from the same lost Gospel-" according
to the Egyptians" or" according to the Hebrews." If so, they
prove that the sources of that Gospel to a considerable extent
overlapped with those of the Synoptics. If, on the other hand,
the sayings in question come from more than one lost document,
the evidence for parallel traditions is further multiplied.
THE OVERLAPPING OF SOURCES

Let us now, from the standpoint of this evidence, re-examine
certain phenomena in the Canonical Gospels.
(1) It has long been recognised that Q and Mark to some
K°/\lvE<rlJE Els Tovs iEexovnu T67rovs, µ:fi7roTE
ivoof6Tep6s uov i11"EMTJ Ka.I 7rpo<r<Mwv
0Et11"VOK°/\fiTWp EfrTJ G"Ot, "En K<frw XWpet,
Ka.I KO.TO.t<TXVVOfi<rTJ. €0.v oe ava.11"fr17s Els
Tciv ijTTova. T611"011 Ka.I hl"/\IJu <rov ijTTwv,
ipE'L <rot oet1l"llOK°/\fiTwp, ~O•O./'E frt ll.vw,
Ka.I l<TTO.• <TO< TOUTO XPfi<r•µ.011.

o

o

Ka.I iMwv 0 <re Ka.! O.VTOll Ka.Xfra.s ipel <TO<
aos TOOT't' T61l"OV' Ka.I T6TE ll.pETJ µ.ETO.
a.luxv1111s Tov tuxa.Tov To11"011 Ka.TtXE•v.
d>..>..' /Yra.v K°/\17/Jvs 7ropev1Je!s dvd7re<rE els
Tov t<rxa.Tov T67rov, tva. 6Ta.v t>..eu o Ke·
K°/\7JKWS <TE ipii <TO< .Pl>..e, 7rpo<ra.v6.{J11IJ•
dvwrepov. TOTE l<rTa.t <rot o6Ea. ivW11°<0fl
11"6.vTwv TWP <rvva.va.Ketµ.lvwv <ro<.
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extent overlap. The question whether in these passages Mark
is directly or indirectly dependent on Q has been discussed
above (p. 187 ff.), and the conclusion was reached that it is
more probable that Mark and Q represent two independent
traditions.
(2) We have also seen that there is similar overlapping
between Mark and the narrative material in the source L, since
Luke evidently had before him versions of the Rejection at
Nazareth, the Call of Peter, the Anointing, and of the whole
story of the Passion, which on the whole he preferred to the
accounts which he found in Mark.
(3) A third clear case of overlapping is seen in the parables
of Matthew and Luke. It is sometimes doubtful whether we
ought to call a particular saying a short parable or an extended
illustration, but taking the list on p. 332 plus those named here
we count fifteen· parables in Matthew and twenty-three in
Luke. Two of these, the Sower and the Wicked Husbandmen,
are derived from Mark ; 1 two more, the Mustard Seed and
Leaven, certainly stood in Q. There remain to be accounted
for two collections of parables-though, of course, in speaking
of them as " collections " I do not wieh to imply that they were
derived from different sources from the rest of the peculiar
matter in the Gospels where they occur. These collections
number respectively eleven and nineteen. But they overlap
to the ex~ent of three parables, since each collection includes a
version of the Lost Sheep, the Marriage Feast ( =the Great
Supper), 2 and the Talents (=Pounds). But though these three
parables occur in both Matthew and Luke, they do so in such
very different forms that the supposition that they were derived
1

The Mustard Seed, of course, stands in Mark as well as Q.
Matthew's Marriage Feast (the King's Son) (xxii. I ff.) is really two
parables. Verse 2, or words to that effect, has evidently been omitted before
verse 11. Repeat verse 2 here, and verses 11-14 are seen to form the second
b.ali of one of those pairs of "twin parables" enforcing a different aspect of the
same general moral, so characteristic of our Lord's teaching. Without such
emendation the second half is pointless. How could the man, just swept in
from the highways, be expected to have on a wedding garment 7
1
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from Q postulates too large an amount of editorial manipulation of that source.
But the ingenuity that attempts to derive them from a
single written source is wholly misdirected. Given that two
different persons set about collecting parables of our Lord, and
that one of them succeeded in finding eleven and the other as
many as nineteen. Would it not be an astounding circumstance
if the two collectors never happened to light upon the same
parable~ The remarkable thing is, not that the two collections
have three parables in common, but that they have only
three.
Thirteen years ago I myself, under the malign influence of the
"unconscious assumptions " of the Two Document Hypothesis,
argued that these three parables occurred in Q. 1 But one day,
while I was meditating on the curious fact that the moral which
Matthew draws from the parable of the Lost Sheep is quite
different from that drawn by Luke, it occurred to me that this
is precisely what one would expect if the two versions had been
handed down in two different traditions. People so often
remember a story or an illustration, but forget the point it
was told to illustrate. Then I turned to Harnack's famous
reconstruction of Q. 2 I found that, in order to derive both
versions from Q, he had to maintain that the saying "There
shall be joy in heaven over one sinner that repenteth more than
over ninety and nine just persons which need no repentance"
was an editorial addition. The scales fell from my eyes. No
saying attributed to Jesus can have struck those who first heard
it as so utterly daring as this. I reflected that, if a man of
Harnack's insight can be driven by the logic of his premises to
the conclusion that such a saying is an editorial addition, there
must be something wrong about the premises. Then it dawned
on me that the assumption on which he-and I too-had been
working was fundamentally false. Even if the differences
1

1 Oxford Studies, p. 197 ff.
A. Harnack, The Sayings of Jesus, p. 93 {Williams and Norgate, 1908).
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between the versions did not demonstrate, antecedent probability would lead us to expect, that two different collections of
parables would certainly overlap.
I proceeded at once to re-examine the parable in a Synopsis,
and I saw at once that if, instead of mechanically counting
the number of Greek words common to the two versions, one
asked which of the really significant words were found in both
versions and which in only one, the conclusion that the versions
were independent was confirmed. The words which are found
in both versions are the words without which the story could
not be told at all-" man," " sheep," " go," " find," " rejoice,"
the "I say unto you " (which is the regular formula for pointing
the moral in our Lord's teaching), and the three numerals, 100,
99, and 1, which since 100 -1=99 would be inevitable in any
version. But where the versions can differ, they do so. For
Matthew's "if it happen to a man," Luke has "what man of
you 1 " ; for "be gone astray" (passive), "having lost"
(active); for "into the mountains," "in the wilderness"; for
"seek," " go after" ; for "layeth it on his shoulder rejoicing,"
"rejoiceth over it." Luke adds the calling together of friends
and neighbours, about which Matthew is silent, and the saying
about the joy in heaven over the sinner repentant ; while
Matthew, instead of this, points the moral, " Even so it is
not the will of your Father that one of these little ones should
perish."
The differences between the two versions of the parable
of the Lost Sheep are as nothing compared to the differences
between the other two pairs, the Marriage Feast= the Great
Supper, and the Talents= Pounds. But since Matthew has
eleven and Luke nineteen parables, and twenty-seven of these
thirty must have been derived from two quite different cycles
of tradition, the probability that the two cycles overlapped
to the extent of including divergent versions of at least three
parables is a high one.
It appears, then, that the occurrence in overlapping sources
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of parallel versions of the same saying is characteristic alike of
canonical and extra-canonical reports of the teaching of Christ.
All analogies, therefore, are in favour of the hypothesis that
Q and M also would at some points overlap.
MATTHEW'S METHOD OF CONFLATION

When an editor combines sources which cover the same
ground along some part of their extent, he has a choice of two
methods. He can either accept the version given by one source
and ignore the other, or he can make a careful mosaic by
"conflating" the two. We noticed in a previous chapter
(p. 187 ff.) that, when the same saying occurs in both Mark and
Q, Luke commonly accepts the Q version and ignores Mark's ;
Matthew, on the other hand, usually conflates Mark and Q,
though with a tendency to abbreviate. Now, if it was Luke
himself who first combined Q and L, and if on this occasion he
followed his later practice of choosing one of two versions rather
than combining them, all traces of any overlapping there may
have been between Q and L will have been eliminated. On the
other hand, if Matthew pursued as between M and Q the same
method of conflation which he used where Q and Mark overlap,
some traces of the double version will still remain. The detection
of these is the immediate goal of our inquiry.
In order, however, to do this we must first study the way
in which Matthew conflates. It will appear that he not only
pieces together the substance of sayings that occur in two
different sources, but he combines minute points of difference
in their expression of the same thought.
The way in which the wording of Matthew's parable of the
Mustard Seed conflates the versions of Mark and Luke is
particularly instructive. In the parallels printed below, words
found in both Matthew and Mark, but not in Luke, are printed
in heavy type; words found in Matthew and Luke, but not in
Mark, are underlined. Words found in all three are in extra
small type.
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Mark iv. 30-32.

Luke xiii. 18-19.

Matthew xiii. 31-32.
".A:l.:1.'l)v 7ra.pa.(30;\~11 'lra.p-

IIws 0µ01w<Twµev
T1]11 fJ<Mn"A.ela.11 roil 8eoD, i)
iv Tlv1 a.irrfw 1ra.pa.(3o>..f
Owµev ,·

e8'1K<v a.irrois /l.i-yo>V
'Oµola. E<T'T'!v
'Ii fla.cn/l.•ta. .,.r;,,, oilpa.vwv

'Ii

ic01C1Cftt O"w47re(t.)r,

1C6JCJC'f» uc.vci1Tewr,

811 :\a.{Jwv 11.vOpwros
l<1'11"upev ev .,.~ d'Yp~ a.iJ.,.ov·
32. 8 p.LKpclTEpo11 µiv
i<1'7'1v

8v >..a.{Jwv 11.vOpw.,,.os
l{Ja.:\ev els Kij'lrov tla.u.,.ov,

Tlv1 oµola. i<l'Tlv
flu.cr•/l.•ta. Toil Oeou, Ka.!
Tlv1 0µ01w<Tw o:urfiv;

19. oµola. E<J'T!v
31. Ws

1eOK1C'f' O"Wci7re(t.)r,

as
/Yra.v <T1ra.pii 11.,,.1 rijs 'Y?Js,
p.LKpOTEp011 8v
1rcl.11Tlll11 Tliill cnrEpp.0.Tllll/
'T'WI' E'lr! T?)S 'YiiS32. Ka.I ISTa.11 <T'lra.pV dva.·
{Ja.lve1 Ka.I yC11ETa.L
p.eCtlll11 'lr<iV'T'Wv Tlii11 Aa.x0.11lll1/ Ka.I .,,.oiei Kha·
oous µryd>..ous, cllcrr1

ovva.<T8a.1
{,.,,.() 'T'i)v <TKdtv

p.etto11
Tlii11 >..a.xci11lll11
E<J'T!JI Ka.! yCveTa.L
opov cllcrre lAeeiv -

Ka.! i'Yeve'T'o els Olvopov

,0. 1Tttew4 1"0V oVpavoii Ka.l

Ka.l ,.a

oev-

a.lrrou

,.a •ttewci TOV oVpa.voV Ka.Ta·
<TIO)VOtl/.

1Tcl.11Tlll1I Tlii11 crrrEpp.cl.T111111

l<O.Ta.<TIO)VOtl/

K:l.dooir a.il'T'OU.

EV

'T'OtS

trf1'4!'Wcl.

1ea.Te0"'°1~uev

TOii

€11

oltpa.voii
Toi's

K:l.d001s a.irrou.-

In the above parallels we must ignore as irrelevant for such
comparisons all occurrences of the word" and," the verb "to be,"
the definite article, and all pronouns ; there remain 31 words
in Matthew's version. Of these only 7 are his own; 7 occur
also in Mark and Luke ; 10 in Mark ; 7 occur in Luke but not
in Mark, and so presumably stood in Q. Now if Mark had been
lost, every one would have explained the verbal differences
between Matthew and Luke as due either to editorial amplification by Matthew or to abbreviation by Luke. As it is, we see
that practically every word in Matthew is drawn from one or
other of his two sources. But the differences between the
Marean and the Lucan (i.e. the Q) version of the parable are
entirely unimportant. They in no way affect the general sense,
and no one antecedently would have expected that Matthew
would take the trouble to combine the two versions. The fact
that he has done so where so little was to be gained is thus a
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very important revelation of the care he would be likely to take
when combining sources containing differences of real interest.
. Another example, hardly less illuminating, of the almost
meticulous care with which Matthew conflates Mark and Q is
the discourse Mt. x. 9-15. This example is somewhat complicated by the existence of a fourth version, Lk. ix. 3-5. This
is mainly from Mark, but its di:fferences from Mark seem to
arise from conflation with the same Q discourse as that best
preserved in Lk. x. 4 ff. ; Lk. ix. 3-5, however, seems to
retain a word or two from Q which has been modified in
Lk. x. 4 ff. This complication, and the fact that Matthew
repeats the words "entering," "house," "peace," and "worthy"
more than once, would make a merely statistical statement
misleading. The notable thing is that the only real additions
he has to make are the words "gold" (verse 9) and "Gomorrha"
(verse 15), both of which are due to verbal association" Gomorrha " is suggested by Sodom, and " gold " by silver.
Gold is hardly original ; it was not a commodity which those
for whom the words were first intended needed exhortation not
to carry, though copper or silver might be. Apart from these
two, obviously editorial, additions, there is not a word in any
way significant which is not to be found either in the Marean
or one of the Lucan parallels.
There is another point to notice. The necessity of conflating
the Marean and the Q versions has led Matthew entirely to
rearrange the order of the sentences in Q, which we may presume
to be preserved in Lk. x. 4 ff. There are only two other possible
Q passages where such a redistribution of sentences witMn a
singl.e section occurs (I do not speak of diversity in the order of
complete sections dealing with separate topics, which is quite
another matter). These are Mt. v. 38-48 =Lk. vi. 27-36, "Love
your enemies" and the Denunciation of the Pharisees, Mt. xxiii.
1-36 =Lk. xi. 39-52. We shall see later (p. 252 f.) that here also
Matthew may have rearranged the order of Q, preserved by Luke,
in order to conflate with a parallel version from another source.
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A study of these and other cases, similar though not quite
so striking, shows that, wherever we have reason to suspect
that Q and M overlap, we must insist on the probability that
the divergence between the two versions was originally greater
than that between the parallels as they now stand in Matthew
and Luke. Indeed, Matthew's habit of conflating the actual
language of parallel Aources compels us to formulate a new
principle of Synoptic criticism. Wherever parallel passages of
Matthew and Luke exhibit marked divergence, edit<:Yrial modification of Q is a less probable explanation than conflation of Q
by Matthew with the language of a parallel version. I need
not pause to point out the havoc wrought by the formulation
of this principle in various critical reconstructions of Q-my
own included-which are based on exactly the opposite
assumption. 1
THE SERMON ON THE MOUNT

In view of the evidence that the overlapping of sources is
a vera causa, and of the principle deduced above from a study
of Matthew's method of conflation, let us explore the hypothesis that there is overlapping between Q and M. This, unless
I am altogether mistaken, will lead to results of a highly
illuminating character. In particular it will explain those wellknown difficulties concerning the composition of the Sermon on
the Mount to which the Two Document Hypothesis has never
been able to give a really satisfactory answer.
The Sermon on the Mount (Mt. v.-vii.) is four times as long
as Luke's Sermon on the Plain (Lk. vi. 20-49) ; but there are two
considerable sections of it which, though absent from the Sermon
on the Plain, occur in Luke scattered in different contexts. These
show such close verbal parallelism to Matthew that they must
certainly be referred to Q (Mt. vi. 22-33 = Lk. xi. 34-36,
xvi. 13, xii. 22-31 and Mt. vii. 7-11 =Lk. xi. 9-13). These
create no difficulty; they have obviously been inserted in
1

For similar " conflation" in Mediaeval documents see C. Plummer,
July 1889.

JD~poaitor,
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their present context by Matthew in accordance with his practice
of " agglomerating," i.e. of collecting into large discourses all
the available material dealing with the same or related topics. 1
Both sermons begin with Beatitudes, both end with the
parable of the/House built upon the Sand, and to all but six
of the intervening verses in Luke's Sermon there are parallels,
more or less exact, in the Sermon on the Mount ; and both are
followed by the story of the Centurion's Servant. The natural
inference is that Q contained a Great Sermon followed by the
story of the Centurion's Servant. But on closer study it appears
that the Sermons in Matthew and Luke can be derived from
a single written source only if we postulate an almost incredible
amount of editorial freedom in rewriting portions of the original.
Thus Matthew has nine (originally, perhaps, eight) 2 Beatitudes,
all but one in the third person ; Luke has four Beatitudes
balanced by four corresponding Woes, all in the second person.
Only the final Beatitude in Mt. v. 11-12 ( =Lk. vi. 22-23), unlike
the rest, which are in the third person, is in the second person
like all the Beatitudes of Luke, and is almost verbally identical
with the Lucan parallel. This divergence would not be unnatural if they followed two independent oral traditions of the
same discourse ; it is not plausibly explained as the result of
editorial modification of a written source, for we can check
the editorial methods of the authors by studying their handling
of the sayings of our Lord which they derive from Mark. Besides
the Beatitudes there are in the two Sermons other parallels
1 Curiously enough, a.part from the final Beatitude, and the House on
the Sand, all the material in the Sermon on the Mount, which is certainly
from Q, comes in the block vi. 22-vii. 12; and all but two verses in this
block a.re Q.
2 Verses 4 ("they that mourn") and 5 ("the meek") are transposed by
33 D a c k /am. e Syr. C. Orig.Mt.. Transposition results when a. sentence
written in the margin is inserted in the wrong place by the next copyist. But,
though a. passage thus inserted may replace an accidental omission, it may be
an interpolation. I incline to agree with Harnack that Mt. v. 5 is an interpolation from Ps. xxxvii. 11, against Dr. Charles, who, in his The Decalogue
(T. & T. Clark, 1923), argues that verse 4 is the interpolated verse, through
assimilation from Luke.
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where the degree of verbal resemblance is really not much
greater, for example the two very different versions of the
saying " Lord, Lord,'' Mt. vii. 21 = Lk. vi. 46. Again, in the
striking section " Resist not evil. . . . Love your enemies "
(Mt. v. 38-48 = Lk. vi. 27-36), not only are there considerable
diversities of language, but the order in which the component
sayings are arranged is entirely different, which, as the example
of Mt. x. 9 ff. showed, suggest conflation of two sources. Indeed,
there are only two considerah"le passages which occur in both
sermons, i.e. "Judge not" (Mt. vii. 1-5=Lk. vi. 37-38, 41-42)
and the House on the Sand (Mt. vii. 24-27=Lk. vi. 47-49),
which can, without postulating a good deal of editorial modification, be explained as being entirely derived from a single
common written source.
Let us now try the simple experiment of deducting from
the Sermon on the Mount just these passages which, on account
of their close resemblance to parallels in Luke, can with the
maximum of probability be assigned to Q. What remainsmore than two-thirds of the whole-reads like a continuous and
coherent discourse. Most of it is peculiar to Matthew; but
some passages, for example " Love your enemies " and the
Lord's Prayer, have parallels in Luke-sometimes within, sometimes outside, the Sermon on the Plain. But these parallels
have no more than that general resemblance which one would
expect in divergent traditions of the same original saying.
All the phenomena, however, can be satisfactorily explained
by the hypothesis that Matthew is conflating two separate discourses, one from Q practically identical with Luke's Sermon on
the Plain, the other from M containing a much longer Sermon.
Both Sermons opened with four Beatitudes. The Sermon
in Q contained the four Blessings in the second person, as in
Luke ; that in M gave four in the third person, corresponding to
Mt. v. 7-10. The Q Beatitude, "Blessed are ye when men shall
. . . reproach you . . . and evil for (my) sake" (Mt. v. 11-12),
is a doublet of that in Mt. v. 10, " Blessed are they which are
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persecuted for righteousness' sake," which stood in M ; otherwise the two sets of four do not overlap. Matthew has simply
added the two sets together, changing the person and slightly
modifying the wording in three of those he takes from Q. 1
Mt. v. 5, "the meek," is, as the transposition in the MSS.
suggests, an early interpolation from Ps. xxxvii. ll. The four
Woes in Luke vi. 24 :ff. may have stood in Q and been omitted
by Matthew. His explanatory additions to the Blessings,
on the Poor ( + in spirit), and on those that hunger ( + after
righteousness), show that he might well have thought the
denunciations of the " rich," and the " full " (Lk. vi. 24-25),
open to misunderstanding ; poverty and hunger as such have
no ethical value.
The Sermons in Q and M occasionally overlapped, e.g. in the
section on Loving Enemies, 2 Mt. v. 38-48; the variation in
order between the parallels in Matthew and Luke is here very
marked, and wherever this happens (cf. p. 248), judging from
the way in which the editor of Matthew deals with overlapping
of Mark and Q, we suspect that there has been a certain
amount of conflation. Hence the Q and M versions of any saying
which occurred in both Sermons would in the original sources
have 'shown greater divergence than do the present texts of
Matthew and Luke. Having thus conflated the two Sermons
from Q and M, Matthew proceeded to add to them certain
other passages of Q, which Luke gives later in his Gospel in
what is more likely to be their original context in that source.
The hypothesis of a summary of Christian teaching intended
for catechetical instruction, current in oral tradition in more
than one form, has often been invoked to account for the combined phenomena of resemblance and difference between the
versions of the Great Sermon in Matthew and in Luke. But
as usually presented it goes shipwreck on the fact that, in the
I owe several points in this analysis to suggestions by Prof. Dodd.
Rom. xii. 14, "Bless them that persecute you," etc., suggests that various
summaries of this part of our Lord's teaching were current.
1

2
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source used by both Matthew and Luke, the, story of the
Centurion's Servant follows immediately after the Great Sermon.
That difficulty disappears if, instead of supposing that Matthew
and Luke had each a different version of the same Sermon, we
suppose that Matthew had before him two documents, Q which
contained both the Sermon on the Plain and the Centurion's
Servant, and M which gave a substantially different version
of the Sermon, but did not include the Centurion's Servant.
The idea of conflating the two would be inevitably suggested
to Matthew by the fact that both Sermons began with Beatitudes
and also that they overlapped at certain other points.
We proceed to consider the long discourse Mt. xxiii., the
Woes to the Pharisees. This is, next to the Sermon on the Mount,
the longest connected discourse of which both the Matthean and
the Lucan versions (Mt. xxiii. l-36=Lk. xi. 37-52) cannot be referred to a single written source without raising great difficulties.
Matthew's is much the longer version, and it reads like an early
Jewish Christian polemical pamphlet against their oppressors
the Pharisees. No doubt it is largely based upon a tradition
of genuine sayings of Christ, but we cannot but suspect that it
considerably accentuates the manner, if not also the matter,
of His criticism of them. Indeed it is the one discourse of our
Lord which, from its complete ignoring of the better elements
in a movement like Pharisaism, it is not easy to defend from the
accusation made by students of Jewish religion of being unsympathetic and unfair. Now it is quite commonly assumed
as almost self-evident that Matthew's version stood in Q and
that Luke's is an abbreviated reproduction of the same source.
But there are three considerations which give us pause. (1) The
divergence between the parallels is well above the average in
wording and it is accompanied by a great variety in the order-a
signpost for conflation (p. 248). (2) There is a fundamental difference in structure between the two discourses. The core of the
discourse in Matthew is the seven times repeated " Woe unto
you, Scribes and Pharisees." But in Luke what we have is
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three Woes against Pharisees followed by three against Lawyers.
(3) It is to be noted that quite the most striking of the very
few cases in the Gospels where the diversity between Matthew
and Luke can be plausibly accounted for by independent translation from Aramaic occur in this discourse. 1
The fact that Luke's version of ·the discourse, xi. 37-52,
comes in the middle of a section of which the rest is certainly
derived from Q, makes it probable that his version stood in that
document and that Matthew has again conflated a discourse
of Q with one on the same topic which came to him in M. But
here, again, the very fact that Matthew's version is a conflation
of Q and M means that Mt. xxiii. as it now stands bears a much
closer resemblance to Lk. xi. 37-52 than did the original discourse that stood in M. Yet again, Matthew, besides placing
the discourse in a Marean context, adds to it a few words
from Mark, e.g. 7rproro"A.urla~, KTA.., Mt. xxiii. 6 = Mk. xii. 39.
Finally, we must notice that Matthew has completed his
structure by appending xxiii. 37-39, the Q saying, "Jerusalem,
Jerusalem," which occurs in what to me looks a far more
original context in Lk. xiii. 34-35.

J UDAISTIC

TENDENCY OF

M

Mt. x. 9-16 is, as we have already seen, a most careful combination of the Charge to the Twelve (Mk. vi. 7-11) and the
Charge to the Seventy (Lk. x. 3-12) which we assign to Q.
Besides this, the chapter contains other sections derived from ,
either Mark or Q. Mt. x. 17-22 seems to have been transferred
by the editor from Mk. xiii. 9-13. Mt. x. 26-38 (? 39) seems to be
from Q, while x. 40, 42 are from Mark. Only about half a dozen
verses remain which are without close parallels in either Mark
or Luke. We ask whence were these derived. Much the most
striking are the words which precede the conflated discourse:
1 Wellhausen suggests that ·~1 (cleanse) misread as ·~1 (give alms) would
account for Luke's ra lvovra li6re i"A<riµorrvvriv as compared with Matthew's
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"Go not into any way of the Gentiles, and enter not into any
city of the Samaritans : but go rather to the lost sheep of the
house of Israel " (Mt. x. 5-6). There is, I think, a close connection of thought between this opening and the words which
conclude the first half of the discourse, "Ye shall not have
gone through the cities of Israel, till the Son of man be come "
(x. 23). This verse appears to be intended to give a reason
for the previous prohibition to preach to Gentiles or Samaritans.
It is not that Gentiles cannot or ought not to be saved, but
the time will not be long enough to preach to all, and Israel
has the first right to hear. But if I am correct in this interpretation, the two passages must originally have stood much
closer together. They look like the beginning and end of a
Judaistic version of the Charge to the Twelve, the wording of
which has taken the precise form it now bears under the influence
of the controversy about the Gentile Mission which almost split
the early Church. 1 The question then arises, Did these words
stand in Q and form the original beginning and end of the
discourse which Luke gives as that to the Seventy 1 Or does
Mt. x. 5-8, 23, with the possible additions of x. 24, 25, 41,
represent a short Judaistic charge, which Matthew has conflated with the versions given by Mark and Q 1 If we elect
for the former alternative, we must say that Luke, convinced
that a command of the Lord not to go to Gentile or Samaritan
could not be genuine, has intentionally left out the words. We
should also have to say that Q in its original form was a
document emanating from the Judaistic section of the Church.
Against the view that Q was a Judaistic document two
considerations may be urged:
1 Schweitzer argued, from Mt. x. 23, that Christ expected the Parousia
before the return of the Twelve from their preaching tour ; but the words
clearly reflect a situation which did not come into existence till the Missionary
Journeys of Paul. Incidentally, I may remark that Schweitzer's whole
argument depends on the assumption that Mt. x. is word for word an exact
report of what was said at the time. The demonstration I have given above,
that Mt. x. 5-23 is a late conflation of e.t least two sources, Mark and Q, would
alone be e. sufficient refutation of his argument.
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(I) The occurrence in it of the pro-Gentile incident of the
Centurion's Servant, and the saying about the Law and the
Prophets being until John, which, whatever its original meaning,
certainly lends itself to the view that the Old Law was in a
sense superseded by the Gospel. To ·this it may be objected
that since in Matthew these and similar sayings occur side by
side with ones of a Judaistic tenor, the same thing may have
happened in Q. But to this I would reply that it is not very
likely that the author of a primitive document would put side
by side sayings implying contrary rulings on what at the time
he wrote was a highly controversial issue ; it is quite another
matter for a later writer, very conservative as Matthew is in
his use of his sources, to include contrary sayings found in two
different ancient documents, especially as the controversy in
question had by that time largely died down.
(2) Judaistic sayings in Matthew only occur in contexts
which on other grounds we should refer to M, or where there
is evidence of conflation between Q and another source. In
all these Judaistic passages it is difficult not to suspect the
influence of the desire of the followers of James to find a
justification for their disapprobation of the attitude of Paul,
by inventing sayings of Christ, or misquoting sayings which,
even if authentic, must originally have been spoken in view of
entirely different circumstances. The sayings of every great
leader have always been quoted by his followers in the next
generation to justify their own attitude in circumstances quite
different from his ; and where there exists no written or printed
record to check their original form it is easy for the actual
wording, as well as the application, of the sayings to become
changed.
The first of these passages is Mt. v. 17-20, which defines
the relation of Christianity to the Law. The saying, "Whosoever
therefore shall break one of these least commandments, and
shall teach men so, shall be called least in the Kingdom of
Heaven," is sharply contrasted with "Whosoever shall do and
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teach men so, he shall be called great in the Kingdom." This
reflects the attitude of the Jewish Christians who, while barely
tolerating the proceedings of Paul, regarded as the pattern
Christian, James, surnamed the Just, because his righteousness,
even according to the Law, dW, exceed that of the Scribes and
Pharisees.1 It is to be remarked that this passage does not come
in that part of the Sermon on the Mount which we have
referred to Q.
The same idea is still more clearly enforced in Mt. xxiii. 2-3,
"The Scribes and Pharisees sit in Moses' seat: all things therefore whatsoever they bid you, these do and observe." Here
we have attributed to our Lord an emphatic commandment to
obey, not only the Law, but the scribal interpretation of it.
That is to say, He is represented as inculcating scrupulous
obedience to that very "tradition of the elders" which He
specifically denounces in Mk. vii. 13. But here again we have
already, on other grounds, seen reason to suppose that Matthew's
version of this discourse was derived largely from M.
The section (Mt. xviii. 15-22) "If thy brother sin against
thee . . . till seventy times seven " differs in wording from
Lk. xvii. 3-4 so much that it is not likely that both passages
were taken from Q; especially as we know of another version
of this particular saying-in some ways intermediate between
those of Matthew and Luke-preserved in the Gospel accord·
ing to the Hebrews (cf. p. 282). It must therefore be assigned
to M. Now an important little point, affording confirmatory
evidence that the sayings of a Judaistic type are connected
with M rather than with Q, is the fact that on examination
it appears that this saying, as it occurred in M, was set in a
Judaistic context. Only here, and in the passage "Thou art
Peter," does the word "Church" occur in the Gospels; and
the word " Church " in this context clearly means the little
1
It is possible that the passionate protest, "I am the least of the apostles
· • but I laboured more abundantly than they all," I Cor. xv. 9 ff., has a
reference to a description of him and his work by the Judaisers in words
not dissimilar to those in the text.
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community of Jewish Christians. In a Gentile community
tradition would surely have modified the form of the injunction
" If he refuse to hear the Church, let him be unto thee as the
Gentik and the publican." 1
It might be argued that a similar "tendency" appears in
the famous "Thou art Peter" (Mt. xvi. 18 ff.). In the Jewish
idiom, " I will give unto thee the keys of the Kingdom of
Heaven " means " I appoint thee my Grand Vizier " ; and
" to loose " and " to bind " are technical terms for declaring
permissible or the reverse particular lines of conduct in the
light of the obligations of the Law. The passage, in the form
in which we have it, is an emphatic declaration that Peter is
the Apostle who on these points could speak with the authority
of Christ. What our Lord really said to Peter, and what at
the time of speaking He meant by it, is an entirely different
question ; and it is not one to which we are likely to find an
answer with which everybody will be convinced. But whatever
the words meant as originally spoken, it is hard not to suspect
that they have since been modified by some controversy between
the followers of different leaders in the early Church. But to
my mind it is less likely to have been the controversy between
the party who said "I am of Peter" and the admirers of Paul,
than that between the extreme Judaisers who exalted James to
the supreme position and the intermediate party who followed
Peter. 2 In that case "Thou art Peter" will have been derived,
1 As early as Hennas, ecclesiastical writers use the term " Gentiles " as
equivalent to pagans ; but this usage implies a time when the controversy
whether Gentiles could be admitted to the Church on equal terms with Jews
had long ago been settled. Ttt tevri occurred in Q (Mt. vi. 32 = Lk. xii. 30), but
not in such an invidious sense as the UJv11c6s of Mt. xviii. 17 and Mt. v. 47.
Luke, however, tones it down in xii. 30 by adding TOU K6<1'µov.
a The Clementine Homilies open with a letter from Peter to James beginning, "Peter to James, the lord and bishop of the holy Church, under the
Father of all, through Jesus Christ." This is followed by one from Clement,
"Clement to James, the lord (or lord's brother) and the bishop of bishops, who
rules Jerusalem .•. and the churches everywhere." The Homilies probably
date ± 225, but in this particular regard must represent a party feeling of an
earlier period.
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not from M, but from the local traditions of Antioch-the
headquarters of this intermediate party.1 But we shall refer
to M the doublet of this saying, Mt. xviii. 18, which confers
the power " to bind and loose " upon the Ecclesia, that is, on
the righteous remnant of the People of God, of which the
Jerusalem Church was the natural headquarters and shepherd.
OVERLAPPING OF MARK AND

M

Seeing there is evidence of the existence of a source evidently
emanating from a Judaistic circle, we must not overlook the
possibility that there would be overlapping between it and
Mark as well as between it and Q. And it is the fact that the
occurrence of parallel versions of the same incident in Mark
and M would explain three cases where Matthew's account
appears to be in some ways more original than Mark's.
(1) Matthew's section on Divorce (Mt. xix. 3-12) is both
more naturally told and more closely related to Jewish usage
than the parallel in Mark (Mk. x. 2-12). 2 The words "for
every cause " in the question put by the Pharisees look more
original, since thus expressed the point submitted to the reputed
Prophet in regard to the grounds of divorce was one actually
debated at the time between the schools of Hillel and Shammai.
So does our Lord's reply, referring them for an answer to the
fundamental principle stated in Genesis, " They two shall be one
flesh." The reference to the law of divorce in Deuteronomy
comes more appropriately, as in Matthew, in their reply to Him
than, as in Mark, as our Lord's original answer. And, finally,
Matthew's arrangement makes His final rejoinder, that this was
merely permissive, more effective.
(2) In the story Mt. xii. 9-13-told, not for the sake of the
healing miracle, but to illustrate our Lord's attitude to the
Sabbath-Matthew adds to Mark the detail " a sheep in a pit."
1 Cf. p. 504 and p. 511 ff.; Foakes-Jackson and Lake, op. cit. i. p. 328 ff.
s Cf. R. H. Charles, The Teaching of the New TeBtament on Divorce, p. 85 ff.
(Williams and Norgate, 1921).
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If we compare with this the addition "ox in a pit " in the similar
story in Luke (xiv. 1-6), we shall be inclined to attribute it to
conflation with another version rather than to editorial expansion.
(3) The account of the Syrophenician woman, as given by
Matthew, is made, by an addition of the two and a half verses
(Mt. xv. 22b-24) (which suggest very great reluctance on the
part of our Lord to heal a Gentile), very much more Judaistic
than the version given by Mark (vii. 24-30).1
But Divorce, the Sabbath, and the position of Gentiles were
all burning questions, especially among Jewish Christians.
Hence we should expect that sayings or stories which could be
quoted as defining Christ's attitude towards them would be
current at a very early time in nearly every Church-and most
certainly in the Church of Jerusalem. It seems likely, then, that
in these three instances Matthew had before him a parallel
version in M. But in each case he tells the story in the context
in which it occurs in Mark. Probably, then, he takes Mark's
version as his basis, adding only a few notable details from
that of ·M. Thus only fragments of the M version are likely
to have been preserved, and its original form may have differed
considerably from Mark. Hence here, as so often, we cannot
reconstruct the M version.
In view of the evidence submitted in this and the two preceding sections, it is, I think, clear that Matthew made use of
a cycle of tradition of a distinctly Judaistic bias which to some
extent ran parallel to the cycles preserved in Mark, in Q, and in L.
If we suppose that the whole of the Parable and Discourse
material peculiar to Matthew, plus the sections commented on
above, came from a single source, it would be of much the
same length as Q; and the proportion of this source paralleled in
other sources would not be greater than the proportion of Q
that is paralleled by Mark. For the view that the whole of this
material came from a single source the amount of evidence
1
The reading of Syr. S. is even more Judaistic: "I have not been sent
sa.ve after the flock, which hath strayed from the House of Israel."
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that can be produced is small. All that we can say is that,
while only a few passages are Judaistic in the party sense, the
whole of it is redolent of the soil of Judaea; that it is the kind
of collection we should expect to emanate from Jerusalem;
and, lastly, that it is hard to account for the fact that so. very
little tradition of any value has survived outside the Four
Gospels, unless we suppose that the tradition of the Church of
Jerusalem, which we should expect to be quite exceptionally rich,
is incorporated in one or other of those Gospels. That Matthew
made use of a source or sources which were in some respects
parallel to Q and L, I regard as proved ; that this material,
along with, at any rate, the bulk of his peculiar matter, was the
cycle of tradition of the Church of Jerusalem, is in no sense
proved ; but it seems more probable than any alternative
suggestion.
THE GREAT DISCOURSES OF MATTHEW

In past times more than one critic has put forward the
hypothesis that five great discourses of Mt. v.-vii., x., xiii., xviii.,
xxiv.-xxv. 1 were taken over by him practically unaltered from an
earlier source. One great objection to this theory is that the
four lesser ones seem largely built up of material derived from
Mark. But, of course, if there is reason to believe that M
contained material closely parallel to parts of Mark, that objection is shaken. Accordingly I have felt it incumbent on me to
reinvestigate this hypothesis. The result of such reinvestigation
is distinctly unfavourable to its acceptance. But as the conclusion come to on this point has an important bearing on any
reconstruction of Q we may attempt, I will briefly lay the facts
before the reader.
The chief attraction of this hypothesis is that it would explain
1 Some think that chap. xxiii. should be regarded as part of the same
discourse as xxiv.•xxv., the saying, "Thy house is left unto thee desolate"
(xxiii. 38), being interpreted of the Temple, whose destruction is the theme of
chap. xxiv.
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the occurrence five times, after each of these great discourses, of
the formula, " It came to pass when Jesus had finished these
sayings that. . .." It has been pointed out that the number
five is a standard number in literary usage, both Jewish and early
Christian. There are five books of the Law and of the Psalms.
five Me,gillotk, and five original divisions in the Rabbinic work
the Pirqe Abotk ; so also Papias wrote " Interpretations of the
Sayings of the Lord," divided into five books. It has been
suggested 1 that the above formula is the remains of a colophon,
comparable to "The prayers of David the Son of Jesse are
ended " which appears to have once marked the conclusion of an
earlier collection included in the Psalms (cf. Ps. mm. 20). To
this I would reply that a colophon, though appropriate at the
end of a volume, would seem a trifle ridiculous at the end of
collections of sayings not longer than Mt. x., xiii., or xviii. Again,
the formula has really no resemblance to a colophon ; its
emphasis is not on the " Here endeth " but on " Here beginneth " ; it is a formula of transition from discourse to narrative.
Nor does its occurrence five times in Matthew constitute evidence
that it occurred just that number of times in his source; for
" repetition of formulae " is one of the notable characteristics
of his Gospel. 2 It is just possible that Matthew may have
found the formula in Q, for a phrase rather like it occurs after
Luke's Sermon on the Plain in a context parallel to the occurrence of the formula in Matthew after the Sermon on the
Mount (Lk. vii. 1 =Mt. vii. 28). But, if it stood in Luke's copy
of Q, there also it would have done so as a formula of transition
from discourse to narrative ; for in Luke it occurs between thA
Great Sermon and the story of the Centurion's Servant. It
would seem likely, then, that Matthew found the formula in Q,
and thought it a convenient one to repeat whenever he had
occasion to mark a similar transition from a long discourse to
narrative.
But, whatever may be the origin of this formula, there are
1

Hawkins' Hor. Syn. 2 p. 163 tl.

I

Cf. ibid. p. 168.
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insuperable difficulties in the way of supposing that these five
great discourses stood in M in anything like their present form.
I. The Sermon on the Mount we have already discussed.
We have seen that perhaps two-thirds of it did stand in M as a
continuous discourse, but that it was by no means the equivalent
of Mt. v.-vii., for Matthew has inserted into it large sections of Q.1
An examination of the other discourses yields even clearer results.
II. The discourse part of Mt. x. opens, as WE' have seen
above (p. 254;£.), by conflating a Mission Charge from the three
sources, Mark, Q, and M (Mt. x. 5-16, 23). Verses 24-25 and 41,
being peculiar to Matthew, are probably M. Everything in
26-39 has parallels in Luke in different contexts, but as these
are not all equally close, we may leave it an open question how
much of this section is from Q and how much from M. But
there are three other passages which have close parallels in
Mark (Mt. x. 17-20, 40, 42). In the first and third we may be
pretty certain that Matthew is dependent on Mark. Thus the
saying " Stand before governors . . . as a testimony unto them.
And the gospel must first be preached to the Gentiles," in its
Marean form and context (Mk. xiii. 10), gives a reason for that
delay of the Parousia which it is one of the main themes of the
"Little Apocalypse" to account for, cf. "The End is not
yet " (xiii. 7). In Mark's view the End is postponed in order
to allow time for the conversion of the Gentiles, which this persecution and its resultant " testimony " will help forward. But
Matthew's abbreviation of Mark" As a witness to them and to
the Gentiles" (Mt. x. 18) misses this point. Again Matthew's
" Whosoever shall give to drink one of these little ones a cup of
cold water " (Mt. x. 42) is clearly secondary to Mk. ix. 41, "Whosoever shall give you a cup of cold water" ; for Matthew's
addition " one of these little ones " is derived from another
saying of Mark which occurs in the immediate context (Mk. ix.
1 There are a few short sayings in it which have parallels in Mark, but
whether these have been inserted by Matthew from Mark, or whether in these
instances there were sayings in Q or M similar to Mark it is not possible to
determine.
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42), so that Matthew is (unconsciously) conflating two passages
in Mark. On the other hand, the saying "He that receiveth
you receiveth me, and he that receiveth me receiveth him that
sent me " (Mt. x. 40, cf. Mk. ix. 37) is quite possibly a case where
Mark and M overlap. At any rate it is worth while noticing
that this saying occurs in four slightly different forms in the
Gospels, and is one of those cases (cf. p. 185) where the
incorporation by different authors of different versions of a
widely circulated quasi-proverbial saying is quite as probable
as dependence on a written source.
0 oex6µ,evor; vµfir; eµe OfXETat' tcal 0 eµe Oex6µevor;
oexeTat TOV a7rO<TTet'AavTa µe, Mt. x. 40.
~

~

~

>\
I
N
!:'If:
> \
> I
I
eav
ev T6JV TotovTrov
7ratoiwv
oe
57JTa£ E7rt T<f' ovoµan
'
'
t-1
,,
,
'
1:-'t:
,
, \ 1:-1
µov, eµe
oexeTat
' /Cat\ ..O<; €aV
eµe
0€57JTat,
OV/C
eµe
oexeTat,
aA.A.a 'T6V a7rO<TTeLA.avTa µe, Mk. ix. 37.
atcovrov vµwv eµov atcovet • tcal afJeTwv vµar; eµe dfJeTe£ •
0 oe €µ,E afJeTWV afJeTe'i T6v a7rO<TTei'AavTa µe, Lk. x. 16.
> \
>
\
"\. I
t
""'
_
/3 avrov
I
>I
I
"'"
> \
aµ7JV
aµ7JV
"'eryro vµiv,
o( "\./W,£µ
eav
nva 7rEµ-r
ro, eµe
"\
Q ,
!:' \
'
\ "\
I
"\
I
\
I
••~
"'aµf'Javei·
o< oe
eµe
"'aµ /3 avwv,
"'aµ /3 ave£
TOV
7rEµ-r
avTaI µe,
Jn. xiii. 20.
..

or;

o

o

III. Chap. xiii., the Parable chapter, is obviously an
agglomeration compi"led by the editor of the Gospel,. The parable
of the Sower, with the narrative introduction and the explanation appended, must be from Mk. iv. 1-20. The Mustard and
Leaven stood together as a pair in Q. The other four parables
are from M or some other source. Thus the evidence of compilation from at least three different sources is conclusive.
IV. The Apocalyptic chapter, Mt. xxiv., is simply Mk. xiii.
ingeniously expanded with material from Q. 1 It is worth while
for the student, if only on account of the light it throws on
Matthew's editorial method of agglomeration, to look up the
passages, and see how neatly this is done. Mt. xxiv. 26-28
and 37-39 are from the Q Apocalypse (Lk. xvii. 22-37). Two
This conclusion is not affected if we suppose, with some critics, that
Matthew had before him, in addition to Mark's version, a copy of the Little
Apocalypse with some slight textual variations. xxiv. 11-12, 30a are editorial.
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fragments of this, in an order the reverse of the original, are
inserted in such a way that the warning against false Christs
amplifies Mark's similar warning, while the Noah illustration
reinforces Mark's words on the suddenness of the Parousia.
This again is further emphasised (43-51) by a Q passage,
which Luke (xii. 42-46) gives elsewhere.
V. Matthew xviii. consists very largely of material peculiar
to the First Gospel. It contains two items, the Lost Sheep and
the saying on Forgiveness (Mt. xviii. 12-14, 15, 21-22), which in
Luke's version differ so much that it is improbable that both
can be derived from Q. Both of these may be provisionally
assigned to M. But the context in which Matthew places the
discourse, as well as the structure of the first half of it, are determined for him by the context and structure of the discourse in
Mark (Mk. ix. 33-50). Matthew habitually abbreviates Mark,
and xviii. 8-9 is clearly a contracted version of Mk. ix. 43-48.
The offending hand and foot have a verse each in Mark, but
Matthew combines it into one sentence, "if thy hand or thy foot
offend." Again, in Matthew the two words "eternal fire" (v. 8)
and the addition " of fire " (v. 9) are a brief substitute for
Mark's quotation from Is. lxvi. 24, " where the worm dieth not
and the fire is not quenched." A comparison of Mk. ix. 42 with
both Mt. xviii. 6-7 and Lk. xvii. 1-2 makes it fairly certain that
both Mark and Q must have contained the saying about " offending little ones," but that Q contained it with the addition
which appears in Lk. xvii. 1 =Mt. xviii. 7. But Luke, and therefore probably Q, connected the saying on Offences with that on
Forgiveness. It does not, however, follow that the saying on
Forgiveness, Mt. xviii., is derived from Q. Matthew knew Q as
well as M ; he may well have put the similar saying on Forgiveness from M in the same discourse as that which contains the
Q saying on Offences.
We conclude that an analysis of every one of the Great
Discourses yields evidence that it is an agglomeration put
together by the editor of the Gospel.
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THE INFANCY NARRATIVES

The phrase "Four Document Hypothesis," I need hardly
say, is no more intended than was the older term, "Two
Document Hypothesis," to rule out the view that the first two
chapters in either Matthew or Luke may have been derived from
written sources. That is a subject not strictly relevant to the
present chapter; nor is it one on which I feel I have anything
of much value to contribute. Lest, however, I should seem to
ignore altogether so interesting a section of the Gospels, I will
take this opportunity briefly, and without going elaborately into
reasons, to state my own conclusions.
For the first two chapters of Matthew I see no reason to
postulate a written source. For them, as for the narrative additions of the First Gospel, the local tradition of the Churchprobably Antioch-where that Gospel was written seems an
adequate source. With Luke the case is otherwise. Professor
C. C. Torrey 1 argues on linguistic grounds that Lk. i.-ii. must
have been translated, not merely from a Semitic language, but
from Hebrew as distinct from Aramaic. 2 The point is one on
which I have not the linguistic qualifications needed to pronounce a judgement. But on one point I feel fairly clear. The
Magnificat and the Benedictus were not originally written in
Greek. No one who thought in Greek could have produced,
either E7r0{1]<FE tcpaTO<; EV fJpaxlovi aVTOV i. 51., or wetp.e
tcepar; <FroT1Jp£ar; ~µ.'iv €v Ttf oftcrp tJ.afJto i. 69.
The question whether the narrative as a whole, as distinct
from the hymns it embodies, was written in Hebrew is more
difficult. Linguistically it has been pointed out that Lk. i. and
ii. are replete both with words and expressions characteristic of
Luke's style and also with reminiscences of the LXX. These two
1 The Translations made from the Original Aramaic Gospels, The Macmillan
Company, New York, 1912, pp. 290 ff.
2
The point is worked out still further in the article, "The Ten Lucan
Hymns of the Nativity in their Original Language," by R. A. Aytoun, J.T.S.,
July 1917.
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observations, however, to some extent cover the same ground;
one of the things by which Luke's style is distinguished from that
of the other Gospels is his fondness for Septuagintal language.
Luke knew his Greek Bible very well, and may have thought
a kind of" biblical Greek" appropriate for a Gospel.
A similar consideration would apply, if we supposed that
Luke derived these chapters from a Hebrew source. Whoever
wrote them was familiar with, and had modelled his style on, the
accounts of the birth and infancy of Samson and Samuel in the
Old Testament. But, just as modem archaeologists translate
Babylonian documents into a style modelled on that of the
Authorised Version of the English Bible, so it would be natural
to the translator of a Hebrew Protevangelium to adopt the
familiar wording of the LXX. Again, Luke himself, if he had a
Greek translation of the document in question, would deal with
it in the same way as he does with his other sources; he would
slightly abbreviate and polish up the Greek, but in this case his
very considerable literary instinct would lead him to do the rewriting in Septuagintal Greek.
Taken all in all, the probabilities point to a written source.
A question, then, of special interest arises: Did the document as it came to Luke include any indication of a Virgin
Birth 1 In Matthew the virginity of Mary pervades the
whole story ; for, as we have seen above (p. 87) the reading,
"Joseph . • . begat Jesus," Mt. i. 16, in Syr. S. has small
claim to be regarded as the true text. But in Luke extraordinarily little emphasis is laid on it. Indeed, if, with Syr. S.
a b c .ff 2 , we read ryuvaiKt instead of /J.fIJl-V'IJ<FTeuµhv in ii. 5,
the idea of virginity is only clearly brought out in i. 34, " And
Mary said unto the angel, How shall this be, seeing that I
know not a man 1 " It is notable that the Old Latin MS. b
omits this verse, substituting for it " And Mary said, Behold,
the handmaid of the Lord ; be it unto me according to thy
word." In the ordinary text these words occur later on, as
the first half of verse 38 ; but b omits them in 38, and in this
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omission it has the support of e. This partial support of b by e
may be accidental, but it makes it harder to brush aside the

reading of bas an idiosyncrasy of the scribe of that MS.1 And
as the reading of b makes excelle,nt sense, the possibility must
be considered that it represents the text as Luke wrote it, the
ordinary text being a piece of harmonistic editing intended to
make it clear that Luke as well as Matthew attached importance
to the Virginity. But the question whether the reading of b
should be regarded as original is not one which anyone is likely
to decide purely on grounds of textual criticism. Those who
believe that Christ was born of a Virgin will think it improbable
that Luke should have neglected to make this clear, and will
scoff at the idea of rejecting the evidence of all the Greek MSS.
and all the versions in favour of that of a single Latin MS. of
the fifth century. On the other hand, those who regard the
Virgin Birth as improbable, but are aware of the immense
importance attached to the belief by the Fathers at least as
early as Ignatius of Antioch, A.D. 115, will think it remarkable
that a reading which ignores it should have survived till so late
a date even in a single MS.
CONCLUSION

By making it possible to connect the sources of our Gospels
with the great Churches, a Four Document Hypothesis explains a wider range of phenomena than the Two Document
Hypothesis at present current.
(1) It gives a fuller meaning to the reference in the Preface
of Luke to the " many " who had written previously and to the
plan and purpose of his own work. Luke knew that several
little Churches had their own collection, larger or smaller, of
sayings of Christ and stories about Him ; but nobody could be
sure where they came from or how far they could be trusted.
1 By a curious coincidence this same MS. i8 the only one which preserves
the reading in Jn. i. 13, quoted by various Western fathers (of. p. 70 above),
which makes John assert the Virgin Birth.
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Luke therefore brushes them all aside. He will use only the
materials collected by himself in Caesarea or those of which the
authenticity is attested by their reception in the great Churches
of Antioch and Rome. The " accuracy " of these materials he
can guarantee to Theophilus by reason of his own connection,
and the connection of the tradition of these Churches, with the
names of those who had been from the beginning" eye-witnesses "
like Peter or " ministers of the word " like Philip or like Mark.
(2) It also explains the curious mixture in Matthew of
Judaistic with Universalistic sayings, and the concurrence of
conspicuously ancient along with some highly doubtful matter.
Luke's Gospel bears the impress of an individuality, Matthew
has more of an official quality ; there is less literary freedom,
more careful conflation of written sources. This, too, is explained
if we think of Matthew as a studiedly conservative combination
of the " gospels " of the three Churches whose traditions would
seem to carry the greatest weight, Jerusalem, Antioch, and
Rome, expanded with an account of the Infancy and some
details of the Passion derived from oral tradition current in the
author's own Church-most probably the Church of Antioch.
(3) The connection of these Gospels with the traditions of
the great Churches explains the authoritative position which,
as against all rivals, they so soon achieved, and thus their
ultimate selection as the nucleus of the Canon. It was because
the Synoptic Gospels included what each of the great Churches.
most valued in its own local traditions, and much more also,
that the records of these local traditions were allowed to perish.
Thus a Four Document ~ypothesis not only offers an
. extremely simple explanation of all the difficulties which the
Two Document Hypothesis cannot satisfactorily meet, but also
~~fleets far better the historical situation in the primitive Church.
But there is one thing it does not do. It does not enable us to
make a "tidy" scheme showing us exactly which sayings or
incidents belong to M, which to L, and which to Q. If Matthew
and Luke used four sources, every one of which to a certain
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extent overlapped with every other, the problem of disentangling
them, beyond a certain point, is one which no amount of ingenuity
can solve.
But so far as the historian is concerned, this is a matter of
very little importance. Only if Q is regarded as the earliest
and most authentic of all sources, is it of any special interest
to know whether or not it included a particular saying. There
was a time when a special authority was attributed to anything
which occurred " in all Four Gospels " ; again, " the triple
tradition " sounded impressive till it was pointed out that a
statement of Mark did not become more certain because it
happened to be copied by both Matthew and Luke ; it is now
seen that even the " double tradition " has no special sanctity.
So far as historical detail is concerned, Mark and Luke are more
to be relied on than Matthew ; and where Mark and Luke
conflict, Mark is more often to be followed. But as regards the
teaching of Christ, much that occurs in a single Gospel is as
likely to be genuine as what occurs in two or in all three.
But there is still a value in a " double attestation." If a
saying occurs in Q we know for certain that it was written
down at a date considerably earlier than that at which the
existing Gospels of Matthew and Luke were composed-probably
also earlier than Mark. Of a saying that is not in Q, all we can
say is that this may have been the case. Whenever, however,
we find a saying or parable occurring in two different versions
-whether it be in Q and Mark, Q and M, Q and L, M and L,
or M and Mark-we have evidence that the saying in question '
has come down by two different lines of tradition, which
probably bifurcated at a date earlier even than that at which
Q was written down.
Thus the final result of the critical analysis which has led
to our formulating the Four Document Hypothesis is very
materially to broaden the basis of evidence for the authentic
teaching of Christ.

x
THE RECONSTRUCTION OF Q
. SYNOPSIS
THE ORIGINAL ORDER OF

Q

If attention is concentrated on the larger groups of sayings,
to the exclusion of scattered fragments, there is considerable agreement between Matthew and Luke in the relative order in which they
arrange material from Q.
The diversity in order results chiefly from the incorporation
by Matthew into the three great discourses, v-vii., x., xxiii-xxv.,
of material disposed of by Luke in different parts of his " Central
Section."
Generally speaking, Luke seems to preserve the original order
of Q.
TEXTUAL ASSIMILATION AND THE LORD'S PRAYER

The Synoptic critic must be on the look-out for the possibility that
even the best MSS. have been corrupted by assimilation from parallel
passages in another gospel.
Evidence that the true text of Luke xi. 2 read, " Thy HolJSpirit
come upon us and cleanse us," which has been replaced by the words
" Thy Kingdom come " from Matthew. If so, the Lord's Prayer
was not found in Q ; but two different versions of it were found
by Matthew and Luke in M and L respectively.
FIVE BLOCKS OF

Q

In Luke's "Central Section" Q and L material is arranged,
roughly speaking, in alternate blocks. A study of some shorter
passages, within the blocks derived from Q, which are not found in
Matthew, suggests that these passages may have stood in Matthew's
copy of Q, but that he preferred and substituted for them the parallel
versions of the same item which he found in Mark or M.
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Q AND M

Five passages considered, in which Luke appears to have preserved the version of Q with but little modification, while Matthew
has conflated Q with similar sayings from M.
SCATTERED FRAGMENTS

Though Luke normally gives Q material in its original context, he
occasionally allows himself to depart from this usage in order to
secure appropriateness of connection of subject matter.
The saying "Ye shall sit on thrones . . . " and some editorial
formulae.
OMISSIONS FROM

Q

The probability that neither Matthew nor Luke made any considerable omissions from Q.
THE RECONSTRUCTED

Q

List of passages from Luke probably derived from Q.
The document so reconstructed is one whose purpose and character is intelligible, in spite of its not having contained an account
of the Passion.

CHAPTER X
THE RECONSTRUCTION OF Q

THE ORIGINAL ORDER

OF

Q

THE critic who wishes to reconstruct Q can, start off at a run.
It having already been decided (p. 188) that Q contained an
account of the Baptism and Temptation, we find at once five
items which occur in the same order in both Matthew and Luke
-John's Preaching, the Baptism, the Temptation, the Great
Sermon, and the Centurion's Servant. Those portions of the
Sermon on the Mount which, though not contained in the
Sermon on the Plain, are yet from closeness of parallelism
obviously derived from Q, must, we have already seen, have
occurred in that document in some later context. In Luke
the next Q item after the Centurion's Servant is John's Message,
" Art thou he that should come 1 " This occurs somewhat
later in Matthew ; but the motive for postponement is obvious.
Jesus refers John's disciples to the evidence afforded by certain
miracles (Mt. xi. 5) ; Matthew postpones the incident until he
has had time to give an example, taken from Mark, of each
of the miracles mentioned. Luke solves the same problem in
another way, by inserting (vii. 21) a statement, "In that hour
healed he many, etc.," which he doubtless supposed was implied
in the context. We infer that Luke's order is original. Both
Matthew and Luke then concur again in the relative order in
which they introduce "Foxes have holes," "The harvest is
plenteous," and the Mission Charge (which Luke gives as the
Address to the Seventy, but which Matthew conflates with
273
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Mark's Charge to the Twelve); but it is noticeable that Matthew
places the Charge much earlier than does Mark, a rearrangement
of Mark which is probably due to the influence of the order
in Q. Matthew also expands the discourse with Q material
found elsewhere in Luke, as well as with material from other
sources.
If we ignore the Q matter added to the Mission Charge,
and also the section Lk. xi. 9-13, which Matthew has given
already in the Sermon on the Mount, the coincidence in order is
interrupted by the occurrence in Luke of two verses (Lk. x. 23-24)
which Matthew postpones to a later context. But of the next
five items, Woes to the Cities, " I thank thee, Father," Beelzebub
Controversy, Parable of Unclean Spirit, and Sign of Jonah,
the relative order (except that the last two are transposed) is
the same in both Gospels. The next item in both is the pair
of parables, the Mustard Seed and Leaven. This brings us into
Mt. xiii. Now we have observed (p. 161) that up to this point
Matthew seems to have rearranged the materials he took from
Mark with the greatest freedom ; but that from chap. xiv.
onward he never departs from Mark's order. We seem to have
lighted on the explanation. Matthew's rearrangement of Mark
has been, at any rate partly,1 determined by the necessity of
combining Mark with Q. Thus the order of Q has evidently
suggested to him to anticipate the place of the Mission Charge
in Mark ; and the late occurrence of the Mustard Seed and
Leaven in Q has led him to postpone Mark's collection of
parables of the Kingdom, among which he desired to include •
this pair from Q and others from M.
Most of the remaining Q material Matthew disposes of by
working it into one of his great blocks of discourse, the Sermon
on the Mount, v.-vii., the Mission Charge, x., or the Denunciation
of Judgement, xxiii.-xxv. The problem, then, of the original
1 The endeavour to group together representative miracles seems to have
been a:O.other motive for rearrangement. Cf. W. C. Allen, Commentary on
Matthew, p. xiv ff.
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order of Q resolves itself into the question, Are the additions
in Matthew's versions of the Great Sermon and Mission Charge,
the half-dozen or so scattered sayings and the Q matter in
Mt. xxiii.-xxv., in a more original context in Luke or in
Matthew~ If, however, we consider (1) Matthew's proved habit
of piling up discourses compacted from Mark, Q and M ; (2) the
fact that sayings like "Blessed are your eyes," Mt. xiii. 16-17,
concerning Offences, Mt. xviii. 7-being embedded in extracts
from Mark-cannot possibly be in their original context as they
occur in Matthew, the presumption is plainly in favour of the
view that Luke's order is the more original.
This conclusion is important for the light it throws on the
problem of the original extent of Q, for this, it will appear, is
more closely bound up than one would suppose with the
question of the original order. Luke in his use of Mark and
Proto-Luke differs from Matthew in three ways. (1) He as a
ru"le avoids conflating his sources. (2) He usually gives them
in approximately their original order. (3) He has a tendency
to follow one source at a time. It looks as if the person who
combined Q and L so as to form Proto-Luke, whether that
person was (as I believe) Luke himself or some one else, adhered
to the same methods.
TEXTUAL ASSIMILATION AND THE LORD'S PRAYER

At this point Textual Criticism must be summoned to the
rescue of the puzzled Synoptic critic. The evidence accumulated
in Chap. XI. shows that assimilation between the texts of the
Gospels in parallel passages has operated along every line of
textual transmission, and that, though B has suffered less in
this way than any other MS., it has not entirely escaped. That
chapter being a study of minor agreements of Matthew and Luke
against Mark, the passages examined are necessarily ones in
which three Gospels were involved ; but obviously assimilation
would not be less likely to operate in passages contained only in
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Matthew and Luke. If an example is required of the avoidance
by B of an assimilation found elsewhere, I would instance the
omission by B Syr. S. of the words "bread, will he give him a
stone, or," Lk. xi. 11-an interpolation from the parallel Mt. vii. 9.
As an example of an assimilation which has infected B N but not
the mass of MSS. we may quote Ta<ruo1-u:vor;, Mt. viii. 9-an
intrusion from Lk. vii. 8.1
But there are two cases where assimilation has affected
B N etc. which are of real importance in the attempt to reconstruct Q. The first is the version of the Voice from Heaven at
the Baptism, "this day have I begotten thee," Lk. iii. 22, which
has already been fully discussed, pp. 143, 188. All I need do
is to recall the fact that the acceptance of the Western reading
(in preference to the reading of B N, which has been assimilated
to the other Gospels) proved that Luke derived his account
of the Baptism, not from Mark, but from Q. The second occurs
in the Lord's Prayer. The liturgical use of the Lord's Prayer in
the form in which it is given by Matthew would make assimilation of the shorter form in Luke to that of Matthew more
inevitable than in any other passage in the Gospels. And
the great MSS. and early versions show it at work in a very
varied way.
In AD and the T.R. the assimilation of Lk. xi. 2 ff. to
Mt. vi. 9 ff. is almost complete. Syr. C. has effected it, but for
the clause" Thy will be done, etc." which it omits. N curiously
enough inserts this clause, but leaves out "Deliver us from
evil" which Syr. C. contains; N also joins B L Syr. S. etc. in
omitting " our, which art in heaven " after " Father" in the
opening address. B L Syr. S., and apparently the ancestor of
Jam. 0, agree in all the omissions.
Here we find that B, as usual, has been less affected by assimilation than most other MSS. ; but here also there is evidence
1 "After these things," Mt. viii. 5, Syr. S. k, instead of" He having entered
into Capernaum" ( = Lk. vii. 1), and the omission by the same authorities of
Ka.I 7rrwxol <iia.')"Y•'Xl!ovra.i, Mt. xi. 5 ( = Lk. vii. 22), are probably original read.
ings which have been altered through assimilation in all other MSS.
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that B has not entirely escaped. For 700, 162, instead of "Thy
kingdom come," read" Thy holy spirit come upon us and cleanse
us " (e'A.Ofrw TO 7rvevµ,a •.• ecf>' 7]µ,ar;). And D has €cp' i]µ,ar;
eXOfrw O"OV 1J f3aui"Aela, where, as Rendel Harris pointed out, ecf>'
i]µ,ac;; is only explicable as a remainder of the other reading which
a corrector of some ancestor of D omitted to strike out. And this
reading was in the text of Luke used by Gregory of Nyssa in
Cappadocia in 395 ; he says so plainly twice, and moreover gives
no hint that he had even heard of any other reading. It is also
quoted by Maximus of Turin, c. 450. So the reading was current
both in the East and in the West to quite a late period. But it
also stood in the text of Marcion (A.D. 140), and from Tertullian's
comment on this it is not at all clear that his own text was
in this respect different from Marcion's. Now in view of the
immense pressure of the tendency to assimilate the two versions
of this specially familiar prayer, and of the improbability that
various orthodox Fathers should have adopted (without knowing it) the text of Marcion, the probability is high that the
reading of 700, 162, which makes the Gospels differ most, is
what Luke wrote. Matthew's version is here more original.
Now, even if we accept thereading of B, the difference between
the two versions of the Lord's Prayer, Lk. xi. 1-4 and Mt. vi. 9-13,
is so great as to put a considerable strain on the theory that they
were both derived from the same written source. But, if we
accept the reading of 700 and its supporters, that theory becomes
quite impossible. 1 We next notice that in neither Matthew nor
Luke are the sayings in the immediate context derived from Q;
the Lord's Prayer in Matthew is in the middle of a block of M,
in Luke in the middle of a section of L, material. The natural
inference is that the respective versions belong to these two
sources. I am aware that to some who have fallen into the habit
of regarding Q as the sole citadel of authenticity it will be some1 The rare word brwuo-1os remains as a remarkable point of contact between
the two versions. I think it not impossible that its presence in Luke is due
to an assimilation to Matthew which has infected all our authorities.
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thing of a shock to realise that the document did not include the
Lord's Prayer. I would suggest, however, that the real effect
of the discovery is to enhance our conception of the value of the
special sources of Matthew and Luke.
FIVE BLOCKS OF Q

We now turn to the text of Luke and discover that the
assignment of the Lord's Prayer to L,. instead of to Q, makes
x. 25-xi. 8 a single block of L. Then we perceive that in Luke's
" Central Section " the Q and the L material tends to sort itself
out into alternate blocks-the five blocks ix. 57-x. 24, xi. 9-xii.
12, xii. 22-xii. 59, xiii. 18-xiii. 35, and xvii. 22-37, being in the
main derived from Q, while the intervening blocks are mainly
L. There are never more than four, and rarely more than
two, consecutive verses in any of the Q sections which do not
also occur in Matthew. We may conjecture, then, that they
are really solid blocks of Q, from which Matthew, in the course
of rearranging to fit into his great discourses, has omitted a few
odd verses. This gives us a working hypothesis with which to
start our quest.
The provisional hypothesis that the five passages just indicated are solid blocks of Q receives a good deal of confirmation
from a closer scrutiny of a number of the short passages within
these blocks, which Matthew omits, but for which he substitutes
something derived either from Mark or M which might well be
regarded as an equivalent. These are as follows :
(a) Lk. x. 16
atcovwv uµwv • • • For this Mt. x. 40
substitutes 0 oex6µevo<; uµa<; ••• from Mk. ix. 37.
(b) Lk. xi. 27-28. An unknown woman cries, "Blessed is the
womb that bare thee . . . " Our Lord replies," Nay, blessed are
they that hear the word of God . . . " In Luke this follows
immediately after the parable of the Unclean Spirit. Matthew
immediately after this same parable (Mt. xii. 46-50) inserts our
Lord's reply to the announcement, " Thy mother and brethren
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without seek thee," from Mk. iii. 31, a different incident but one of
which the moral is the same, ." whoso will do the will of my Father
... the same is my brother and sister and mother." As there is
no connection of thought between this and the preceding parable,
the position of Matt. xii. 46-50 can only be .due to a deliberate
sUbstitution of the Marean for the Q version of the saying as to
what constitutes true relationship to Christ.
(c) Lk. xi. 37-38, on not washing before meat. Matthew
omits this, but in xv. 2 ff. has a much longer discussion of this
point derived from Mk. vii. 1 ff. which Luke omits.
(d) The same thing probably applies to the "Leaven of the
Pharisees" (Lk. xii. lb). The phrase stood both in Q and Mark.
Matthew omits it where it occurs in Q, because he has it in a more
meaningful context, xvi. 6, from Mk. viii. 15. 1
(e) Lk. xii. 35-38, "loins girded, lights burning." Matthew
leaves this out ; but immediately after the (Q) paragraph which
follows in Luke (Lk. xii. 39-46=Mt. xxiv. 43-51) he inserts
the parable of the Wise and Foolish Virgins, which contains the
same point as Lk. xii. 35-38, but considerably amplified. Accordingly " substitution " rather than " omission " again seems the
proper description of his procedure.
(f) Lk. xiii. 25-27. The main ideas, and even the more striking
phrases "open," "I know you not," "depart from me," occur
in the Apocalyptic parables of Matthew; cf. Mt. xxv. 11-12, 41.
(g) Lk. xiii. 30, "the last shall be first." There are two
reasons-in addition to the fact that it occurs in Luke in
connection with Q sayings-for referring this saying to Q. Mark
x. 31, followed by Matthew in the same context, Mt. xix. 30, has
the saying, but in the reverse order, "the first shall be last."
But Matthew repeats the saying in another context, xx. 16, but
this time he gives the words in the same order as Luke. This then
will be the Q order. Luke has it in a Q context (xiii. 30) ; but
1 The Marean equivalent of both (e) and (d) occur in Luke's "great omis·
sion" of Mark which I have argued (p. 175 fi.) did not stand in the copy of
Mark which Luke used.
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note that, when he is copying the context in which it occurs in
Mark (Lk. xviii. 30), he leaves out just this one sentenceevidently because he has already recorded the saying in its
Qform.
(h) Lk. xii. 11-12.

Mk. xiii. 11.

Mt. x. 19-20.

And when they bring
you before the synagogues, and the rulers,
and the authorities, be
not anxious how or
what ye shall answer,
or what ye shall say :
for the Holy Spirit
shall teach you in that
very hour what ye
ought to say.

And when they lead
you to judgement, and
deliver you up, be
not anxious beforehand what ye shall
speak : but whatsoever shall be given you
in that hour, that
speak ye : for it is not
ye that speak, but the
Holy Ghost.

But when they deliver you up, be not
anxious how or what
ye shall speak : for it
shall be given you in
that hour what ye shall
speak. For it is not
ye that speak, but the
Spirit of your Father
that speaketh in you.

We note Mark and Luke are furthest apart. Matthew is
almost verbally identical with Mark. 1 The only verbal agreement
of Matthew and Luke against Mark is "how or what "-probably
a textual assimilation, since 'll"w<; i] is omitted in Matthew
by a bk Syr. S. Cypr. and I} rt in Luke by D 1157 Old Lat. Syr. S.
and C. It is, however, noticeable that in both Matthew and Luke
the saying occurs in the same discourse as, though separated by
a few verses from, " there is nothing hidden which shall not be
revealed," etc. (Mt. x. 26 :ff.= Lk. xii. 2 :ff.). As there is no obvious
connection of thought to suggest bringing the two together, the
view that Lk. xii. 11-12 stood in Q and formed part of the block
of Q material, xii. 2-10, would explain the collocation in both
Gospels. The saying will then be one of those which in a slightly
different form occurred in both Mark and Q.
The reader who has followed the above with a Synopsis and a
1 In Lk. xxi. 14-15, which is the actual parallel to Mk. xiii. 11, there is a
kind of paraphrase, "Settle it therefore in your own hearts, not to meditate
beforehand how to answer: for I will give you a mouth and wisdom, which all
your adversaries shall not be able to withstand or to gainsay." I suggest that
Luke, recollecting that he had already copied from Proto-Luke a sentence
practically identical with that in Mk. xiii. 11, paraphrased Mark's wording here
to avoid tautologous repetition. In the parallel context Mt. omits Mk. xiii. 11.
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marked copy of the Gospels will see that the facts noted all tend
to justify our provisional assignment to Q of the five specified
blocks. I proceed to show that, if we invoke the principle of
parallel versions worked out in the previous chapters, we discover
phenomena which not only add further confirmation to the above
hypothesis, but also help to identify as Q certain passages of
Luke which are outside these blocks.

OVERLAPPING OF

Q

AND

M

There are certain cases where the parallels between Matthew
and Luke are not close enough to make derivation from the same
written source probable, but where the hypothesis which most
easily explains the phenomena is that the saying stood in both
Q and M-Luke reproducing the version of Q, Matthew conflating Q and M.
(a) The saying about Forgiveness is perhaps the clearest
example. In Lk. xvii. 1-4 this saying follows immediately after
one about Offences, a version of which seems to have stood in both
Q and Mark. 1 In Mt. xviii. 15 ff. also the saying about Forgiveness follows that about Offences in the same discourse-only with
half-a-dozen verses (from Mark and M) intervening. Seeing there
is_ no very obvious connection of thought between the two topics,
the connection (Offences-Forgiveness) must have been made
in the common source Q. How, then, are we to explain the fact
that, while the Offences saying is virtually identical in Matthew
and Luke, that on Forgiveness appears in versions exceptionally
diverse ~ I suggest that M also contained a version of the latter
saying, which Matthew on the whole prefers ; and this is not pure
conjecture, for in the fragments of the Gospel according to the
Hebrews we have evidence that this saying was in circulation in
more than one version. It will be instructive to set the three
versions side by side.
1
Mk. ix. 42 has only one member of the double antithetical saying which
occurs Lk. xvii. 1-2, Mt. xviii. 6-7.
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Lk. xvii. 3-4.

Take heed to yourAnd if thy brother
sin against thee, go, selves : if thy brother
shew him his fault be- sin, rebuke him ; and
tween thee and him if he repent, forgive
alone : if he hear thee, him. And if he sin
thou hast gained thy against thee seven
brother. But if he times in the day, and
hear thee not,takewith seven times turn again
thee one or two more, to thee, saying, I rethat at the mouth of pent ; thou shalt fortwo witnesses . . .
give him.
Then came Peter, •
and said to him, Lord,
how oft shall my
brother sin against me,
and I forgive him? until seven times? Jesus
saith unto him, I say
not unto thee, Until
seven times ; but,
Until seventy times
seven.

PT.

n

Ev. Heh. (quoted
by Jerome).
If thy brother shall
have sinned in word
and given thee satisfaction, seven times in
a day receive him.
His disciple Simon said
unto him, Seven times
in a day ? The Lord
answered and said unto him, Yea, I say
unto thee until seventy
times seven ; for even
in the prophets after
they had been anointed
by the Holy Spirit,
there was found sermo
peccati (probably an
Aramaism = " matter
of sin," not merely=
"sinful speech ").

(b) The Parable of the Pounds= Talents. A glance at a
Synopsis shows that in the latter part of this parable the verbal
agreements between the two versions are such as to favour,
though not .actually to compel, the assumption of a common
written source. But the divergences between the versions in the
first half are so great as to make this assumption highly improbable.
Here again the Gospel according to the Hebrews may help us.
Eusebius tells us that the Parable of the Talents stood in this
Gospel but " told of three servants, one who devoured his Lord's
substance with harlots and flute girls, one who gained profit
manifold, and one who hid his talent ; and then how one was
accepted, one merely blamed, and one shut up in prison." Is it
not possible that M had a version something like this and that
Matthew has conflated Q and M, following M more closely at the
beginning and Q at the end 1 Luke, then, preserves approximately the Q form. Only the very daring, nowadays, venture on
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speculations in regard to the Gospel according to the Hebrews. 1
Nevertheless, I would in parenthesi throw out the suggestion that
the same Jerusalem tradition which we have postulated as the
source M used by Matthew was incorporated in, or in some
other way affected the text of, that lost Gospel. At any rate
we have here evidence, outside the Synoptic Gospels, for the
contention of the previous chapter that there were in circulation
divergent versions of exactly those of our Lord's sayings in which
the versions in Matthew and Luke differ too widely to be referred
to a common written source.
(c) The two versions of the saying about "the strait gate,"
Lk. xiii. 23-24, cf. Mt. vii. 13-14, cannot reasonably be referred
to a common source.
Lk. xiii. 23-24.
And one said unto him, Lord, are
they few that be saved ? And he
said unto them, Strive to enter in
by· the narrow door : for many, I
say unto you, shall seek to enter in,
and shall not be able.

Mt. vii. 13-14.
Enter ye in by the narrow gate :
for wide [is the gate], and broad is
the way, that leadeth to destruction, and many there be that enter
in thereby. For narrow [is the
gate], and straitened the way, that
leadeth unto life, and few .there
be that find it.

But Luke's version comes in the middle of a section of which the
beginning (Mustard Seed and Leaven), xiii. 18-21, the middle,
xiii. 28-29, and the end, xiii. 34-35 ("Jerusalem, Jerusalem"),
are certainly Q, and of which, as we shall see later, much of
the rest is probably Q; the probability, then, is that Luke here
also follows Q. But the words -iJ 7rti'A'1/ ("is the gate")
are omitted in Matthew on their second (N Old Lat.) and
third (544 Old Lat.) occurrence. If this reading is original,
Q had the Lucan saying about "the narrow gate," M had one
quite different-the antithesis between the " broad and the
1
The theory that the Gospel written in Chaldee characters here quoted
by Eusebius was not the same as that quoted by Jerome seems to me unproved ; but in any case the evidence for the existence of divergent traditions
of our Lord's sayings is in no way impaired.
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narrow ways." (The contrast of the Two Ways occurs in the
Didache and elsewhere.) Matthew has conflated Q and M. 1
(d) A fourth example of the same kind may be Lk. xii.
32-34, "Fear not, little flock . . . " cf. Mt. vi. 19-21, "Lay not
up for yourselves treasures on earth. . . ." In the first two
verses the differences between Matthew and Luke are considerable, but the third verse in each is practically identical,
"Where your treasure is there will your heart be also." Matthew
has disconnected this verse from the discourse, " Be not anxious "
(Mt. vi. 25-34), of which it forms the concluding sentence in Luke.
Here the combination of variation in order with diversity of
wording suggests that Matthew is conflating Q and M-in which
case Luke may be presumed to follow Q.
(e) Mk. xi. 22-23.
.And Jesus answering saith unto them,
Have faith in God.
Verily I say unto you,
Whosoever shall say
unto this mountain, Be
thou taken up and cast
into the sea ; and shall
not doubt in his heart,
but shall believe that
what he saith cometh
to pass; he shall have
it.

Mt. xvii. 19-20.
Then came the disciples to Jesus apart,
and said, Why could
not we cast it out ?
.And he saith unto
them, Because of your
little faith : for verily
I say unto you, H ye
have faith as a grain of
mustard seed, ye shall
say unto. this mountain, Remove hence to
yonder place ; and it
shall remove ; and
nothing shall be impossible unto you.

Lk. xvii. 5-6.
.And the apostles said
unto the Lord, Increase
our faith. .And the
Lord said, H ye have
faith as a grain of
mustard seed, ye would
say unto this sycamine
tree, Be thou rooted
up, and be thou planted
in the sea ; and it
would have obeyed
you.

Here Matthew agrees with Mark in speaking of the " mountain,"
with Luke in "the grain of mustard seed." The most natural
conclusion would be that Luke gives the saying as it stood in Q,
while Matthew, as usual where Mark and Q overlap, conflates
the two. In further confirmation of this we note that in Luke
the saying occurs immediately after xvii. 1-4, which we decided
1

The relevance of the textual variants was pointed out to me by

Prof. Dodd.
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above was from Q; also that Matthew inserts it in a context,
derived indeed from Mark, but occurring much earlier (Mk. ix.
28), which is the first occasion appropriate for the insertion,
from another source, of a saying on faith.
SCATTERED FRAGMENTS

The observation that Luke in general seems to follow one
source at a time and to reproduce it in its original order has
proved a valuable clue. But a generalisation of this kind must
not be made a fetish. There is always an incalculable element in
the working of the human mind ; and there is no reason to suppose
that in following one source at a time Luke was adhering to a
consciously formulated principle. It was merely that he refrained
from rearranging or conflating sources where there was no special
reason for doing so. But to any rule of average human behaviour
there are always some exceptions; and there are several sayings in
Luke which there is good reason to assign to Q, although they are
not found embedded in a mass of other material from that source.
(a) "No man can serve two masters," Lk. xvi. 13. This is
very close in wording to Mt. vi. 24, and is therefore to be referred
to Q ; but its context in Luke, immediately following the parable
of the Unjust Steward, is obviously suggested by the accidental
occurrence of the rare word Mammon both in this saying of Q
and in the parable.
(b) The saying" Whoso exalteth himself shall be humbled ..."
occurs twice in Luke, xiv. 11, xviii. 14. .AB it occurs in Mt.
xxiii. 12, it probably stood in Q; although, for a short
proverbial saying of this kind, there is really no need to
postulate a written source at all.
(c) The pair of sayings, Lk. xiv. 26-27, "If any one cometh
unto me and hateth not his father, etc." and" Whoso beareth not
his cross," occur together and in the same order in Mt. x. 37-38.
Hence, though the wording differs to a certain extent, they are
probably to be referred to Q. Here again their present position
in Luke seems to be due to their eminent fitness as an introduction
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to two parables-the Tower Builder and the King making War- which emphasise the same idea of counting the cost. I would
remark that, if they ate Q, Luke's harsh-sounding "hateth his
father " obviously preserves the wording of the original more
closelythan Matthew, "He that loveth father, etc., more than me."
The saying about carrying the cross occurs also in Mark (viii. 34)
in a slightly different version-which is copied by both Matthew
and Luke in the same context (Mt. xvi. 24, Lk. ix. 23)-in spite of
the fact that they give another (1 from Q) version elsewhere,
Mt. x. 38=Lk. xiv. 27.1
(d} The saying about Salt, Lk. xiv. 34-35, shows several agreements between Luke's version and that in Mt. v. 13 against the
version of Mk. ix. 50, and also Matthew and Luke agree in
omitting it in the context parallel to Mark's, which looks as if
both had already extracted it from Q. It is separated in Luke
from the saying about carrying the cross by the Tower Builder and
its twin parable. But if, as it stood in Q, it followed immediately
after Lk. xiv. 27, its meaning would be quite clear. In that connection, " Salt is good, but if the salt have lost its savour . . ."
would naturally mean, "Disciples are good, but if they have lost
the power to carry the cross they cease to be a leaven to the lump
of humanity." It would seem to follow that the words "Salt
is good," "a)..'Ov r'O CiXa, stood in Q as well as in Mark ; but that
Matthew in the Sermon on the Mount has altered them to" Ye are
the salt of the earth " in order to make the interpretation quite
clear, the wording of the alteration being suggested to him by that
of theMsaying "Ye are the light ..."to which he has prefixed it.
(e} The three sayings, Lk. xvi. 16-18, are perhaps from Q.
Q, so far as one can make out, was a collection of the " Wise
Sayings " of Christ, comparable to a book like Proverbs or the
Pirqe A.both, with very little attempt at arrangement. And
what we have in the passage of Luke is three separate aphorisms
(the Law and the Prophets until John, the passing of the Law,
Divorce}, the only connection between which is that they are
1

The passages are printed in parallel columns in Hawkins, Hor. Syn.• p. 86.
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epigrammatic rulings on disputed points connected with the Law.
In Matthew they appear in a somewhat modified form and in
three quite different contexts, worked into connected discourses.
The Lucan version looks on the whole 1 more primitive ; but the
modifications of it in Matthew do not go beyond what an editor,
who, like Matthew, evidently felt that he was also to some extent
an interpreter, might consider legitimate.
(j) Where Matthew has fitted an isolated saying into a new
context-whether in Mark or in a larger block of Q-some modification of its wording might be required to make it harmonise
with its new context. In such cases, therefore, we must recognise
that a greater divergence than elsewhere between the parallels
in Matthew and Luke is compatible with derivation from Q. In
the light of this reflection we may consider certain sayings found
in Mt. xxiv. 25-28, 37-41, ingeniously fitted into the "Little
Apocalypse " of Mk. xiii. in such a way as to amplify certain ideas
taken over from Mark. All these sayings occur in the discourse
Lk. xvii. 22-37, but somewhat differently worded. Can we, in
spite of the considerable verbal differences, hold that the whole
section, Lk. xvii. 22-37, which has been described as "the
Apocalypse of Q" has been legitimately so named 1 I think so.
For if Q had contained an Apocalypse, Matthew would certainly
have conflated it with the Apocalypse of Mark. If it stood in Q
at all, Lk. xvii. 22-37 must have stood at, or very near, the end.
That is an additional reason for supposing the passage stood in Q;
for, in view of the absorbing interest of the early Church in the
subject of the Parousia, we should naturally expect to discover
a quantity of Apocalyptic matter at the end of any primitive
"Gospel." For that same reason I am inclined to think that Q
not only contained, but actually ended with, the Parable of the
Pounds, the moral of which-" Occupy till I come "-would be so
extraordinarily appropriate to the hopes and circumstances of
the time. This presumption is distinctly strengthened by the
1
Not always, e.g. Lk. xvi. 16 .;, {Ja.rri/\•la. roil IJ<oil d1a.yyi/\ls•ra.1 is a Lucan
phrase-an att.empt to explain an extremely obscure saying.
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fact that the Didache, a first-century manual of Christian instruc·
tion, ends with an Apocalyptic passage.
There remains to be considered one other saying which occurs
in both Matthew and Luke.
Mt. xix. 28.
And Jesus said unto them, Verily
I say unto you, that ye which have
followed me, in the regeneration
when the Son of man shall sit on
the throne of his glory, ye also shall
sit upon twelve thrones, judging the
twelve tribes of I arael.

Lk. xxii. 29-30.
And I appoint unto you a. kingdom, even as my Father appointed
unto me, that ye may eat and
drink at my table in my kingdom ;
and ye shall sit on thrones judging
the twelve tribes of Israel.

Observe that, apart from the words in italics, there are no
points of contact between these parallels. No doubt the words
found in both are the most striking, but to assume that these
alone stood in Q and that all the rest in both Matthew and Luke
is " editorial " is a re<luctio ad absurdum of the theory of a written
source, only possible under the distorting influence of an a priori
Two Document Hypothesis. Rather, this is a good example
of the currency of widely different versions of the same saying ;
and since neither in Matthew nor Luke is it found in a Q
context, we naturally assign the two versions to M and to L.
In the above survey no notice has been taken of short
passages, evidently inserted in order to break the monotony of
discourses following one another with no obvious connection.
Phrases like " He said to the disciples," " He said to the multitude," are evidently merely inferences from the context of the
sayings, made explicit in words to improve the literary form.
Probably the same thing applies to some longer phrases like
Lk. xiv. 25, "There were journeying with him great crowds; and
he turned and said unto them," or the triple "He said to the
guests," "He said to the host," "One sitting at meat said to him,"
Lk.xiv. 7, 12, 15. The occurrence of stylistic improvements of this
kind has prejudiced many critics against Luke's version of Q as
compared with that of Matthew. But these are obvious and
superficial adornments easily separable from the actual saying.
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And when one studies the actual Logia of Christ, the advantage
in respect of accuracy of preservation of the original form is, I
believe, more often with Luke. " Blessed are ye poor, ye that
hunger " is surely more original than " poor in spirit " or " hunger
after righteousness " ; " hateth father and mother " is more
original than "loveth father and mother more than me."

OMISSIONS FROM

Q

The question must now be raised, Have any sections of Q
which have been completely ignored by Matthew been preserved
in Luke and vice versa 1 To this I am inclined to answer, Very
few. Before I had disentangled myself from the Two Document
Hypothesis I used to suppose that the more Judaistic sayings in
Matthew were probably in Q, but omitted by Luke. But reasons
have been given above for assigning these to M. Of his other
source, Mark, Matthew omits very little, so the probability is that
he would omit very little of Q, unless to substitute for what was
omitted something which he regarded as a superior version of the
same thing. Nevertheless, as he seems completely to omit a few
items in Mark which Luke retains, the same thing has probably
happened in regard to Q. To identify these, we return to the
examination of those passages in Luke's great blocks of Q which
have no sort of equivalent in Matthew. But we cannot assume
that all of them stood in Q. We have seen above that Lk. xiv.
26-27 probably stood in Q followed immediately by xiv. 34-35.
If so, then we have evidence that Luke (or the compiler of ProtoLuke) sometimes all~wed himself to interpolate into a Q section
highly appropriate matter (e.g. xiv. 28-33) from L. That shows
that, on occasion, he would break away from his general rule of
following one source at a time. Accordingly we cannot be sure
that Lk. ix. 61-62, "No man putting his hand to the plough,"
and x. 18-20, "I saw Satan fall," xii. 47-50, xii. 54-57, have not
similarly been interpolated from L into what looked like highly
appropriate contexts of Q. In the Oxford Studies I endeavoured
u

290

THE FOUR GOSPELS

PT. D

to find reasons why, even if they should be in Q, Matthew should
have omitted them. I now feel less confidence in their validity.
To feel confidently that any at all notable saying in Q was
omitted by Matthew one must see clearly that the saying would
lend itself to an interpretation by the faithful which he definitely
disliked. Two such passages there are-Lk. ix. 51-56, the
Samaritan village, and xvii. 20-21, "The Kingdom of God cometh
not with observation . . . the Kingdom of God is within you."
Both of these stand at the head of a block of Q material, and
both are passages which Matthew would have had good reason to
omit. The one involves a rebuke to the Apostles, and Matthew
elsewhere tends to tone down or omit such. 1 The other suggested
a view of the Kingdom which Matthew, who more than any other
evangelist emphasises the objective catastrophic side of the
Apocalyptic hope, believed to be incorrect.
My view on the question of whether Luke omitted any substantial amount of Q has been modified by three new considerations. (a) The evidence submitted previously (cf. p. 175 ff.) that
the long section Mk. vi. 48-viii. 26 did not stand in the copy of
Mark used by Luke. If one supposed that Luke was capable of
leaving out over 70 continuous verses in one source, he would be
capable of making drastic excision in another. Apart, however,
from this one passage, Luke's omissions-as distinct from substitution of parallel versions-of material found in Mark are on
a very small scale. (b) If I am right in supposing that Q and L
were combined into one document by Luke himself before he
came across Mark, he would not at that earlier date be em- ·
barrassed by the problem of getting all his material into a
roll of manageable size, as probably was the case at the later
stage. Hence he had a motive for omission at this later stage,
when he expanded Proto-Luke with extracts from Mark (which,
moreover, he seems to have regarded as a source of subordinate
authority) which would have been inoperative at the time when
he combined Q and L. (c) If there is a shadow of ground for the
1

Hawkins, Hor. Syn. 2 p. 121.
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guess that Q was the old Gospel of the pro-Gentile church of
Antioch, it would not have contained Judaistic passages which
Luke would have wanted to excise. 1 Accordingly the probability is high that the passages of Luke that we can identify
as Q represent that document, not o:D.ly approximately in its
original order, but very nearly in its original extent. And seeing
that Matthew's method of rearranging sources led necessarily
to considerable verbal modification, it is probable that, allowance
being made for a slight polishing of the Greek, the form in which
the sayings appear in Luke is also on the whole more original.
THE RECONSTRUCTED

Q

For the convenience of the reader I append a list of the passages I should assign to Q. Brackets signify considerable doubt:
Lk. iii. 2a-9, (10-14), 16-17, 21-22; iv. l-16a; vi. 20-vii. 10;
vii. 18-35; ix. (51-56), 57-60, (61-62); x. 2-16, (17-20), 21-24;
xi. 9-52; xii. lb-12, 22-59; xiii. 18-35; xiv. 11, 26-27, 34-35;
xvi. 13, 16-18; xvii. 1-6, 20-37 ; xix. 11-27. Unbracketed
verses = 272.
As thus reconstructed, Q is a document the purpose and
character of which are perfectly intelligible. It is comparable
to an Old Testament prophetic book like Jeremiah, consisting
principally of discourse, but with an occasional narrative to explain some piece of teaching. The Baptism and Temptation are
described because the author regarded these as virtually the" call"
to the Messianic office. The author would regard them, like the
"call" of the Prophet so often given in the Old Testament, as of
great apologetic value as evidence of the Divine authorisation of
our Lord's mission. The relatively large amount of space given to
John the Baptist, and the emphasis on his relations with our Lord,
suggest that Q was composed at a time and place where the
1 This argument might appear to prove too much, for the passages do
occur in the probably Antiochene Gospel of Matthew. But their presence in
Matthew may well be due to their occurrence in a document alrea.dy too
ancient to be ignored. Matthew prefers to counteract, e.g. the prohibition to
preach to Gentiles and Samaritans, x. 5, is revoked by the command to preach
to all nations, xxviii. 19.
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prestige of John was very considerable. There is here a contrast
between Mark and Q. 1 In Q John's testimony to Christ is
appealed to, because among those for whom it was written " all
held John to be a prophet." In Mark the apologetic motive for
mentioning John is that he fulfilled the prophecy of the forerunner; that is to say, it is not John's personal prestige which
is appealed to, but the fact that his coming at all was part of that
"programme," so to speak, of events, anciently foretold and in
the career of our Lord recently fulfilled, which was the main plank
of early Christian apologetic. It is the difference between the
point of view of Rome c. A.D. 65 and Syria (where John's name
and following were great) fifteen or twenty years earlier.
The absence in the Passion story of any substantial agree-.
ments of Matthew and Luke against Mark, in the view of most
Bcholars, compels us to conclude that Q contained no account of
the Passion. We must ask, Why 1 I think the answer must be '
sought in two directions.
(1) The Passion and its redemptive significance could
readily be taught in oral tradition. But ethical teaching
implies detailed instruction which sooner or later necessitates
a written document. Such a document is found in the
Didache, which obviously presupposes a general knowledge of
the central facts of the Christian story. Similarly Q was
probably written to suppkment an oral tradition.
(2) Of less weight is the consideration that, while to Paul
the centre of the Gospel was the Cross of Christ, to the other
Apostles it was His Second Coming. Peter's speeches in the
Acts show that to them, as to other Jews, the Crucifixion was a
difficulty. It had been cancelled, so to speak, by the Resurrection. It had been foretold by the Prophets, and this showed
that it was somehow part of the Divine Plan; but it was still
one of those calamities which darken men's understanding of His
Purpose, rather than the one act that has unveiled the mystery.
1
The point is elaborated in my Essay on " The Literary Evolution of the
Gospels " in Oxford StudieB, p. 210 ff.

XI
THE MINOR AGREEMENTS OF MATTHEW AND LUKE.
AGAINST MARK
SYNOPSIS
IRRELEVANT AGREEMENTS
Since both Matthew and Luke consistently compress Mark,
the occurrence not infrequently of coincident omissions is only to be
expected. Mark's Greek is colloquial, Matthew and Luke revise
throughout in the direction of the literary idiom. The results of
independent correction of style and grammar must, in a long document, occasionally coincide if the revision is sufficiently thorough.

DECEPTIVE AGREEMENTS
Certain agreements, which, at first sight, are too striking to be
attributed to coincidence, are shown, on closer inspection, to be
alterations which would naturally occur to independent editors.
But, on any view, none of the agreements so far studied, being of the
nature of editorial improvements, can be explained by the hypothesis
of an Ur-Marcus, though they might be explained by Sanday's
hypothesis that the text of Mark used by Matthew and Luke had
undergone a slight stylistic revision.

INFLUENCE OF

Q

In passages where, on otlter grounds, we have reason to believe
that Mark and Q overlapped, agreements of Matthew. and Luke
against Mark may be explained by the influence of Q ; but it is
unscientific to invoke this explanation in other contexts.

TEXTUAL CORRUPTION
The most probable explanation of the remaining agreements is to
be sought in the domain of Textual Criticism.
293
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(1) Any corruption of the original text of Mark would leave
Matthew and Luke in agreement against Mark in any passage where
they had happened both to copy the text of Mark in its original form.
(2) Assimilation of parallel passages, wherever it occurred between
Matthew and Luke, would be likely to create an Agreement against
Mark.
(3) Since assimilation is the one form of corruption which is
likely to occur independently in more than one line of manuscript
tradition, the grouping of MSS. evidence in accordance with local
texts is specially important. It is not the number of MSS. which
support a given reading, but of the local texts they represent, that
matters.
THE MS. EVIDENCE
A survey of all the significant Minor Agreements not previously
discussed, reveals the fact that there is usually MS. evidence in
favour of the view that the agreement of Matthew and Luke against
Mark did not occur in the original text of the Gospels, but is the
result of scribal alteration, from which a few MSS. here and there
have escaped.
SOME RESIDUAL CASES

Special discussion of the reading" Who is he that struck thee ? "
Mt. xxvi. 68 = Lk. xxii. 64.
The significance of agreements more minute than those examined
above cannot be considered apart from the general fact of the
abundance of such minutire of variation in all MSS., even between
Band~CONCLUSION

The bearing of the above examples on the theory and practice
of textual criticism. The dependence of Matthew and Luke on
Mark may be taken as an assured result, which in doubtful cases may
enable us to decide between rival variants in different MSS. ; and
is thus of material assistance in the determination of the true text
of the Gospels.

CHAPTER XI
THE MINOR AGREEMENTS OF MATTHEW AND LUKE
AGAINST MARK

MANY years ago Dr. Sanday expressed the opinion that the
solution of this problem would be found in the sphere of Textual
Criticism; and from time to time Professors Burkitt and Turner
have called attention to facts pointing in this direction. But, so
far as I am aware, no consistent attempt has been made to explore
the question thoroughly in the light of the latest researches into
the grouping of MSS. and the history of the text.
IRRELEVANT AGREEMENTS

Before, however, attempting to do this, I must elaborate the
point made in Chap. VIL that the majority of these agreements
do not require any explanation at all. Matthew and Luke, it
must be realised, were not mere scribes commissioned to produce
an accurate copy of a particular MS.; they were historians combining and freely rewriting their authorities, and, what for our
immediate quest is even more important, consistently condensing
them. From this certain consequences follow.
(1) Compression can only be effected by the omission of
details regarded as unimportant or of words and phrases deemed
to be superfluous. Hence it would have been quite impossible
for two persons to abbreviate practically every paragraph in the
whole of Mark without concurring in a very large number of their
omissions. In a diffuse style like that of Mark certain passages
are so obviously redundant that they would be dispensed with
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THE FOUR GOSPELS

296

PT.

n

by any one desiring to be concise. Coincidence m omission
proves nothing as to the source used.
(2) Mark's native tongue was Aramaic and his Greek is quite the
most colloquial 1 in the New Testament. The style and vocabulary
of Matthew and Luke, by reason of the subject treated and the
sources used, is naturally coloured to some extent by Semitic
idiom ; but in the main they write the Kou1~, i.e. the ordinary
Greek of the educated man of the period who was not of set
purpose trying to revive the Greek of the classical age. What
would happen if two such writers were working over the narrative
of Mark~ I may illustrate from a personal experience. The late
Professor Troeltsch sent me a literal translation, made in Berlin,
of an article of his in order that I might correct it for publication
in an English magazine. Wherever I noticed a grammatical
construction possible, but unusual ; a phrase, passable but not
idiomatic; a word understandable, butnotthemostappropriateI substituted what seemed the natural English expression. Now
in any language there are certain constructions and turns of
expression which come naturally to all educated men ; there are
certain words which are the only appropriate ones in certain
contexts. Suppose that the article in question had been corrected, not by me, but by the editor of the magazine, the passages
that would have struck him as needing correction would not
have been exactly the same as those which struck my notice,
but they must have coincided to a considerable extent ; for it
would be precisely the words or sentences which were most
glaringly unidiomatic which would be likely to attract the
attention of us both. The way in which he would have corrected
them would in most cases have differed slightly from mine, but
in a minority of cases it would have been identical, for the simple
reason that there are certain standard differences between the
turns of expression naturally used in German and English sentences which would cause any two Englishmen, aiming at making
a translation more idiomatic, to make precisely the same alteration.
1

The Greek of the Apocalypse is not so much colloquial as Semitic.
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Now Mark's Greek is that of a person who had been brought
up to think in Aramaic ; and I conceive that Matthew and Luke
would have been on the look-out to correct his unidiomatic style
much in the way I have described. Hence, where the process of
correction is carried on with a document af the length of Mark's
Gospel, it is impossible that two correctors should not frequently
concur in making the same or substantially the same alteration.
In Aramaic the verb is conjugated on a radically different principle
from the Greek; it is peculiarly poor in the variety of particles,
conjunctions, prepositions, for the number and variety of which
Greek is so conspicuous, and the construction of sentences is far
looser. Hence changes intended to make the Semitic style of
Mark more idiomatically Greek would all be in the same general
direction. The" historic present," for example, a fairly common
idiom in Latin, is comparatively rare in Greek, as it is in English;
but Mark uses it, apparently as the equivalent of the Aramaic
"participle," 151 times. 1 Matthew cuts these down to 78, Luke
to 4. Obviously, then, Matthew and Luke cannot but concur
in the alteration of tense upwards of 60 times, though as they
often change the word as well as the tense the resultant agreements do not always strike the eye. But the historic present
most often used by Mark is ).hyei; the natural change of tense
to the aorist results in el7rev appearing some 20 times in both
Matthew and Luke-thus creating to the eye of the English
reader an appearance of agreement against Mark which is quite
illusory. Another stylistic improvement made innumerable
times by Matthew and Luke is the substitution of U for Kai ;
what wonder if about 20 times they both do so in the same
place 1 2 Yet another of their most frequently recurring
alterations is the substitution of the favourite Greek construction of a participle with a finite verb for the Semitic
usage of two finite verbs connected with the conjunction Ka£.
1

Hawkins, Hor. Syn.2 p. 143 ff.
• The Principles of Literary Oriticiam and the Synoptic Problem, p. 17,
E. de Witt Burton, Chicago, 1904.
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Is it surprising that 5 times they happen to do so in the same
context~

Mark, like the Old Testament writers, leaves the subject of
the sentence to be inferred from the context more frequently
than would be quite natural in Greek or in English. Thus
Matthew and Luke often make " he " or " they " clearer by
introducing a name or title. And, as they do this often, ij; is
inevitable that sometimes they should do it in the same place ;
for the places where they would wish to make the insertion
would naturally be those where the sense seemed specially to
require the addition, and these places would be fixed, not by their
arbitrary selection, but by the degree of obscurity in a particular
context. We need not, then, suspect collusion, if we occasionally
find that Matthew and Luke agree in inserting 'I1Juoii~, ol
µ,a817T<L£, Ol OXAO£, OL apx£epe£~, in passages where these subjects
can all be inferred from the context.
Yet another example of what I may call an "irrelevant agree·
ment" of Matthew and Luke against Mark arises from the use
of the word looii. Mark, for some reason or other, never uses
this word in narrative; Matthew uses it 33 times, Luke 16.
No explanation, then, is required for the fact that 5 times they
concur in introducing it in the same context-for obviously the
number of contexts is limited where its use would be at all
appropriate.

o

DECEPTIVE AGREEMENTS

The above constitute considerably more than half the total
number of the Minor Agreements we are discussing, and it goes
without saying that they have no significance whatever. But
there remain quite a number of cases where the coincidence of
Matthew and Luke does at first sight appear significant, but where
further scrutiny shows this to be a mistake. Thus frequently,
when Mark uses a word which is linguistically inadmissible,
the right word is so obvious that, if half-a-dozen independent
correctors were at work, they would all be likely to light upon it.
I
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For example, Mark 4 tilnes uses the verb <f1epe£v of animals or
persons, and every time Matthew and Luke concur in altering
this to llrye£v or some compound of llrye£v. </Jepecv, like its English
equivalent "carry," is properly used of inanimate objects which
one has to lift ; when speaking of a person or an animal that
walks on its own legs the natural word to use is llrye£V, the equivalent of the English verb "to lead." Equally inevitable are
corrections like KAiv17, 8vrya-r17p, and eKaTov-rapx11r; for the apparent vulgarisms Kpa/3(3a-rov, Ovrya-rpwv, and Kev-rvp{(JJV ; or the
substitution of -re-rpapx11'>. the correct title of the petty princelet
Herod, for (3a(nA.evr;, which was the style ordinarily used of
historical characters or of the reigning emperor. Hardly less
inevitable is the explanatory substitution by Matthew and Luke
of " Son of God " for " Son of the Blessed " in the high priest's
question to our Lord (Mk. xiv. 61).
Even more necessary is the alteration twice made of µe-ra -rpe'ir;
~µepar; to -rfi -rpt-rv ~µepq in speaking of the Resurrection, since
in strict Greek the former phrase might seem to imply an extra
day. Lastly, seeing that the first four disciples were constituted
of two pairs of brothers, it is far more natural to mention Andrew
next to Simon, as do Matthew and Luke, than to name the sons of
Zebedee, as Mark does, in between those two. But granted that
this obvious improvement in the order occurred to Matthew and
Luke independently, then the addition by both of the words
" his brother " is almost inevitable.
I proceed to consider some further Agreements of a more
striking character, which nevertheless I believe are really
deceptive.
Mark.
ii. 12.
ifi'i>tllev lµ:trpo<Tllev 1TdvTWv.

Matthew.
ix. 7.

Luke.
v. 25.

d1l"f/Aliev eis TOP o!Kov
aVroU.

d11"f/">..llev eis TOV o!Kov
ariroU.

A coincidence like this in five consecutive words seems at first
sight to belong to a different category from the single word agreements so far discussed. But it is instructive as illustrating the
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fallacy of merely counting words or considering extracts without
a study of the context. The only real coincidence between
Matthew and Luke is that both of them are at pains to bring out
more clearly than Mark that the man did exactly wh,at our Lord
commanded him. In Mark this command runs, " Arise, take up
thy bed and go to thy house." Matthew proceeds, " And having
arisen, he went away to his house." Luke even more precisely:
" Having stood up before them, and having taken up what he
lay on, he went away to his house." elr; Tov oiKov avTov is simply
the echo of Mark's elr; TOll olKoll crov. The change from Mark's
€EifAiJe11 to a7rifA.8ev is even more inevitable. Mark describes the
scene from the spectator's point of view, the man went out, and
that was the last they saw of him, €fl]X8ev. But if, with Matthew
and Luke, you wish to say in Greek that a person left one place
for another with the emphasis on the destination, a7rTjX8e11 is the
appropriate word. Very similar is the way they deal with the
concluding words of Mark's Gospel.
Mark.
xvi. 8

Matthew.
xxviii. 8.

Luke.
xxiv. 9.

OViJ<PI OUOfP <f'll'oP, e<f>o·
{JofiPTO "(ci.p,

µ<Ta <f>6f3ou Kai xapas
/!lipaµov a'll'a"("(EL;\at TOLS

a1l'1j-yy<t:\aP
'll'ci.PTCr.
raura TOLS /!viJ<Ka Ka.l
?Taa,11 rots AonroZ's.

µ.,a871Ta7s aVroU.

If, as I believe, the text of Mark known to Matthew and Luke
ended at this point, as it does in ~ B Syr. S., they would be
obliged to guess at the further proceedings of the women. The
women had just been expressly commanded by an angel to
give an important message to the disciples; it would never have
occurred to Matthew or Luke that the women could have failed
to carry out the instructions. Mark's words " they told no man "
would certainly have been interpreted to mean "they did not
spread the news abroad," not "they did not deliver the message
of the angel." But if Matthew and Luke took it for granted that
the lost ending of Mark told how the women carried out their
orders, it was natural, by way of concluding their account of
the incident, to say as briefly as possible that they gave the
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message. But the words in which they do this coincide only
in the ,verb a11wy7€XXew-the natural word for any one to use.
Another still more illusory Agreement is the insertion
(Mt. xxvi. 50, Lk. xxii. 48) of a word of Christ to Judas on receipt
of the kiss of treachery. In Matthew He says, "Friend, do that
for which thou art come"; in Luke, "Judas, betrayest thou
the Son of Man with a kiss ~ " Surely the insertion at a moment
like this of words of a tenor so totally different is a disagreement
striking enough to outweigh many small agreements.
Among the twenty Agreements picked out by Sir J. Hawkins 1
as most remarkable is the verb avXlt;euBai (to lodge) (Mt. xxi. 17,
Lk. xxi. 37). The word is found nowhere else in the Gospels ;
but this also seems to me to constitute a Deceptive Agreement
for two reasons. (a) The word occurs in passages inserted by
Matthew and Luke into the Marean outline, but the insertions are made in quite different contexts-Matthew's after
the Cleansing of the Temple ( = Mk. xi. 15-19), Luke's after
the Apocalyptic discourse which corresponds to Mk. xiii.
(b) Matthew says our Lord lodged at Bethany, Luke that he
lodged on the Mount of Olives. The disagreement in substance is so much more obvious than the concurrence in a
single by no means out~of-the-way word that it clearly points
to independent editing.
Mark.
iii. I.
elcr'fiMev ....tX1v eis cruvayw-y~v, Kal ?jv EKEL d.v·
Opw.,..os i~'r/paµµlvrw txwv
T?jV x<lpa.

Matthew.
xii. 9-10.

Luke.
vi. 6.
f")'EVETO
8€ iv

!fiMev els T1jv cruvayw-y?jv
aVTWV. Kai loou d.vOpW'lrOS
x.elpa txwv ~.,p.tv.

~TEPI/'

crafJfJ<iTI/' Elcre)\()(iv avTov
els T1jv cruvaywyJiv Kai ?jv
d.vlJpW'lrOS EKEI Kal .;, xelp
a!JTov .;, oe~10. ?jv ~.,pit.

I should hardly have thought this instance worth quoting but
for the fact that it is included by Prof. Burton 2 as one of the
15 Minor Agreements which appreciably affect the sense.
The text is not beyond dispute. All Greek MSS. except B ~
and one cursive insert T~v in Mark as well; also ~7Jpav is read
1

Hw. Syn. 2 p. 210 ff.

2

Op. cit. p. 17.
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in place of €g7Jpaµµev'T}v in Mark by D W. But as the readings
of the other MSS. are of the nature of assimilations, the text
of B ~ is to be preferred. On the assumption, however, that
the B text is correct the insertion of -ri}v by both Matthew and
Luke requires no special explanation. The natural-though
possibly not the correct-interpretation of 'TT'a"'Aiv in Mark is
that He returned to a place previously mentioned, in which
case the article is grammatically indispensable. The difference
between g'TJpav and f.~7Jpaµµev7Jv corresponds to the difference
in English between the words " dry " and " dried " ; and the
question, which would be the more natural word to use in this
particular context is one that depends on those subtleties of
linguistic usage which only contemporaries can appreciate.
Mark.
iv. 10.

Matthew.

xiii 10,

Luke.
viii. 9.

al 7!"epl avTOP <TUP Tats
OWOeKa

al µa,81f'al

o! µa8riTal avTaii

Mark's phrase is quite strikingly cumbrous, and "disciples" is
the obvious simplification.
Mark.
iv. 36.
dtpivTes TOP 6x\ov 11"apa;\aµ{Mvovu111 auTOP tiis nv
iv Tlj 71";\ol'I'.

Matthew.
viii. 23.
iµ{JdPTL aUT~ e/s 11"\0UlP,
1,Ka\oV8TJ<Ta1' aurcp ai µa
8riTal a6roii.
---

Luke.
viii. 22.
a6ros €11€{311 els 11"\oi'ov
Kai o! µ;;:e:;;:roJ aVTOU.

The primafacie implication of the language of Mark would be
that the disciples took charge of the situation, so to speak, and
almost hustled our Lord into the boat. I do not suppose Mark
intended to convey that impression ; but Matthew and Luke
obviously go out of their way to emphasise the contrary. Intentional correction to avoid possible misapprehension is plain,
but they correct in such different ways that they are clearly
acting independently. The example is important as illustrating
the futility of counting verbal coincidences without scrutinising
the actual words. oi µa()7J-ra~ av-rov is the inevitable subject, and
f.µ/3alvoo is as obvious as " go on board " would be in English.
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Luke.
xxi. 23.

Matthew.
xxiv. 21.

lna< "'(0.p ci.vci."'(K'1•

fora< "'(0.p r6u O'/l.'iif;<s.

This is another of Professor Burton's 15 instances. But Mark's
phrase is stylistically intolerable in Greek. Note, however, that
though they agree in changing the verb to the singular, Matthew
and Luke differ in the substantive which they make its subject,
i.e. in the actual alteration made, they differ more conspicuously
than they agree.
Mark.
viii. 29.
ci.11"oKp<O<is
atlrcil,
Xp<ITTOS.

AE"'f«

o
~i)

Luke.
ix. 20.

Matthew.
xvi. 16.
Ilfrpos
el o

xv. 30-32.
dW<ToJI trEa.uTOv Ka.Ta.fJOs

ci.11"0 roV <Tra.vpoV • • •
;, Xp<ITTOS 0 {Ja.<TLA<VS
'fopa:fi\.

a'/l'OKpiOds oe ~lµwv
Ilfrpos <111'<•, -~i) el o
Xp<<Tr6s, bVfos roV O•oV
roV I"wvros.
---

Ilfrpos

.r,..•• ,

oe

a11'0Kpt0els

Tov -Xp<<Trov roV

e.oo.

xxvii. 40.

xxiii. 35-37.

<Tw<Tov <T<avr6v • •l vios
el roV OeoV, 1ea.rci.{J178t. ci.11"0
roV <Tra.vpoV.

<Tw<Ttirw £a.vr6v, el ov-r6s
EITTLV 0 XpLITTOS rO"v e.oo
0 EKAEKTOS. • • • el ITV <l
{Ja<TL\evs rwv 'lovoaiwv
<TW<Tov <T<avr6v.

o

Note that in two different contexts Matthew and Luke each
alter Mark's simple title "the Christ." In both cases Matthew
alters to "the Son of God," Luke to "the Christ of God," i.e.
each prefers a different title. This example is most instructive ;
for, if either of these parallels had stood alone, we might have
supposed the addition of Tov 8Eov to be the result of a coincident agreement of Matthew and Luke in an alteration of Mark.
Whereas, having both sets of parallels, we see that, while
Matthew and Luke agree in altering Mark, each' alters in a way
characteristic of himself. That is to say, the passages are, so
far as they go, evidence of independent alteration.
Mark.
xiv. 47.
<ls ot! [ns] TWV 7l'O.pe<Tr17ICOrwv rr11'arr&.µevos r?,v µ&.xaipav l11'a.LrTfV,

Matthew.
xxvi. 51.

Luke.
xxii. 49-50.

Kai looi> •ls • • • ci.11't!rr11'arr<V r?,v µtixa.<pa.v
a.UTOU 1 1eal 71'arti~aS.

• el 71'arti~oµev iv
µaxalpv; 1eal E11'iira~•v
•ls ns ;; a.vrwv • . •

There is a tendency in Greek authors to use

7t'atro

of striking
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with the hand or stick, 'TT"aTa<r<rro of striking with a cutting instrument. The usage is not at all rigid, but is sufficiently pronounced
to make it likely that both Matthew and Luke would independently make these substitutions.
Mark.
xv. 43.
~-,..eo,,, 'Iwrrh<f> 411"0 'A.,
•urrx1Jµw11 fjovX•vrfis

Matthew.
xxvii. 57.
'T)Me11 IW8pw11"os ?l"AOV·
a?l"O 'A.' roi111oµrr.
'Iwrr1}<f> •••
--

O'LOS

Luke.
xxiii. 50.
rr.11rip ovoµrr.T< 'Iwrr1}<f>,
~ovXevrhs u11"dpxw11

From a literary point of view Mark's construction could only be
justified if Joseph had been previously mentioned. A new
character requires a phrase like " by name " or " named " to
introduce him. N.B. also Matthew and Luke use different
phrases for the purpose.
If all the agreements so far discussed occurred in the course
of two or three chapters, the suggestion that they are" deceptive,"
i.e. that they are explicable as the result of independent editing,
would be precarious. But they are spread over the whole of a
lengthy document. Moreover, we must remember that every
verse of Mark incorporated by Matthew and Luke has been so
drastically rewritten that upwards of 45 % of the words he
uses have been changed by each of them. That is to say, the
alterations are many times as numerous as any modern editor
would make in a tranalated article which he wished to turn into
idiomatic English. Thus, although the number of coincident
alterations may seem large, the proportion of them to the total
number of alterations is extraordinarily small. On a rough
estimate the number of words in Mark is about 12,000-I do
not profess to have counted-the words altered by each will
be over 5000, while the coincidences so far discussed would not
amount to 100. Hence the coincident alterations would be less
than 2 % of the whole number of alterations. And considering
the natural and obvious character of every one of these, this does
not seem a large proportion.
If, however, any one thinks the proportion too large to he
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accidental, it is open to him to accept Dr. Sanday's hypothesis
that the text of Mark used by Matthew and Luke had undergone
a slight stylistic revision. But, I would submit, it is not open
to him to account for the phenomena reviewed above by the
hypothesis of an "Ur-Marcus," that is, a more primitive edition
of Mark. For in every case the coincident language used by
Matthew and Luke has been shown to be more polished and in
every way less primitive than the existing text of Mark. If,
therefore, the coincident agreements of Matthew and Luke can
only be explained on the theory that they used a different edition
of Mark from the one we have, then it is the earlier of the two
editions, the Ur-Marcus in fact, that has survived.
INFLUENCE OF

Q

In the" Complete Table" of Agreements, very conveniently
printed in parallel columns in the Appendix of E. A. Abbott's
Corrections of Mark, 1 the eye lights at once on a number of passages
which cannot reasonably be explained on the hypothesis of
coincident alteration by independent editors. But, of these,
most of the more striking disappear if we reflect that, when
Abbott wrote, ~he overlapping of Q and Mark had not yet been
clearly grasped by students of the Synoptic Problem.
It is now realised that Q, as well as Mark, contained versions of John's Preaching, the Baptism, Temptation, Beelzebub
Controversy, Mission Charge, parable of Mustard Seed, and that
Matthew regularly, Luke occasionally, conflates Mark and Q.
Hence agreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark in these
contexts can be explained by the influence of Q. This covers
phrases like 7Teptxwpo~ Tov 'lopMvov (Mt. iii. 5 =Lk. iii. 3),
aveq}X07J<rav (-'T}Vat) (Mt. iii. 16=Lk. iii. 21), av~XO'T/ (1]')'eTo)
(Mt. iv. 1 =Lk. iv. 1), which occur in introductions to Q sayings,
since the Q sayings must have had some word or two of
introduction.
1

The Corrections of Mark adopted by Matthew and Luke (A. & C. Black),

1901.
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Some scholars, however, have laid far too much stress on the
bearing of the overlapping of Mark and Q on the problem of
the minor agreements. We have no right to call in the hypothesis
of the influence of Q for this ulterior purpose except in places
where the existence of obviously different versions, or of doublets
very distinctly defined, provides us with objective evidence of the
presence of Q. Apart from the list of passages just enumerated,
there are only three in Abbott's list where it seems to me that an
agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark ought to be explained by conflation from Q. In Mk. iv. 21 =Mt. v. 15 =Lk. viii.
16 =Lk. xi. 33 ; Mk. iv. 22 =Mt. x. 26 =Lk. viii. 17 =Lk. xii. 2.
In both of these the doublet in Luke is evidence that the saying
stood in Q. Again, in Mt. xvi. 4 the addition of the word 7rov7Jpa
and the mention of the Sign of Jonah-which are absent from the
parallel in Mk. viii. 12-are due to the influence of the long Q
passage Mt. xii. 39 ff. =Lk. xi. 29 ff. Abbott here prints Lk.
xi. 29 side by side with Mk. viii. 12, but it comes from an entirely
different context. I mention this fact in order to emphasise
the point that looking at selected lists of parallels may be misleading unless one also turns up the context in a good Synopsis
of the Gospels.
TEXTUAL CORRUPTION

I proceed to explore the hypothesis that a large number of the
Agreements are due, not to the original authors, but to later
scribes, being, in fact, examples of the phenomena of accidental omission, or of assimilation between the texts of parallel
passages, which we have seen to be the main source of textual
corruption.
Our examination, however, of passages in detail will be far
more illuminating if we give due weight to three preliminary
considerations.
(1) The Gospel of Mark could not compete in popularity with
the fuller and richer Gospels of Matthew and Luke, and although
I cannot agree with Burkitt's theory (cf. p. 339) that it went
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completely out of use for some time in the second century, it is
probable that it was very much less frequently copied than the
other Gospels. At a later date, when the practice of having each
Gospel on a separate roll was discontinued, and the Codex containing all Four Gospels came into fashion, Mark, though much
less read, was necessarily copied as often as the others.
Now, most ancient MSS. teem with accidental omissions of
single words, of lines, and occasionally of paragraphs. There are
MSS. of Homer where as many as 60 lines at a time are omitted.
Where many copies of a work were in circulation, omissions would
be soon repaired ; but where there were only a few copies,
omissions which did not attract attention, either from spoiling
the sense or leaving out some familiar saying or incident, would
easily escape notice. It is, therefore, antecedently probable
that some lines or words which stood in the copies of Mark known
to Matthew and Luke have dropped out of the text of all our
oldest MSS. It may, then, not infrequently be the case that a
verbal agreement of Matthew and Luke preserves a word or a line
which once stood in Mark. I do not think this has happened
very often, but it would be rather surprising if it had never
happened at all.
(2) Assimilation of parallel passages in the Gospels is the
commonest form of textual corruption. Accordingly, a reading
which makes the wording of parallels di:fie.r is in general to be
preferred to one that makes them agree, even if the MS. evidence
is comparatively slight. But this principle is sometimes pushed
too far. In any average Synoptic parallel, perhaps 35 % of the
words used by Matthew and Luke are identical, being taken
over from Mark. It follows that an accidental corruption of
the text of Mark which affected an alteration in any of the words
which both of them had happened to take over would leave an
agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark. But the number
of variants in the text of Mark in existing MSS. is very large, so
that the chance that some of the readings found in the printed
texts are the result of textual corruption is quite high.
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(3) The classification of the MSS. along the line of local texts
attempted in Chaps. III. and IV. is of such fundamental importance
for our present investigation that, at the risk of repetition, I
venture to recall certain considerations there laid down.
(a) If the Byzantine text goes back in essentials to the revision
of Lucian about A.D. 300, the evidence of all MSS. which present
this text (and of all mixed MSS., in so far as they present it) may be
treated as a single witness, and that not one of the most important.
Hence, in citing MS. evidence for a particular reading it will
considerably clarify the issue to use for all these authorities the
single symbol Byz. (b) Again, the whole importance of the identification of local texts lies in the fact that these represent relatively
independent lines of transmission of the text. Hence, instead of
quoting MSS. in alphabetical order, as in the ordinary Apparatus
Criticus, I shall cite them, so far as possible, by their grouping.
(c) If the MS. evidence for a reading belongs to the oldest recoverable form of a local text, nothing is gained by citing subordinate
authorities. Thus where B t{ agree in a particular reading,
the evidence for it is not much increased by the fact that C L 33
may be cited in support. The important question to ask is, Is the
reading supported by B t{, by D, by a b, by k e, or by Jam. 0 or
by Syr. S., since these represent independent traditions ? Hence
the common practice of citing all the MS. evidence is actually
misleading. I propose, therefore, only to quote the evidence of
subordinate MSS. where the evidence of the leading authorities
is divided or obscure. (d) What carries most weight-apart from
considerations of the intrinsic probability of a given reading-is
not the number of MSS. which support it, but the number of local
texts which the MSS. supporting it represent, or the age to
which by patristic quotations it can be pushed back. A reading,
for instance, supported by k, Syr. S. and 69, or one supported
by only one of these MSS. and a quotation of Marcion or Justin,
deserves most serious consideration, even if every other MS. is
against it,
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EVIDENCE

The passages which follow include all the minor agreements
not already discussed in this chapter which seem to me at all
significant. They include those mentioned by Hawkins and by
Burton; also all those in Abbott's exhaustive list which are in
the slightest degree remarkable, along with certain others I have
myself noticed.
Mark.
i. 40-42.
Ka! tpx<rat 7rpos afirov
A€7rpOS • • • AE'"fWV aurclJ
5n 'Eav 0€"».!JS ouvacral µ<
KaOaplcrat, Ka! <T7rAa'"fXVtcrO<!s EKTElvas rl)v xeipa
ailrou fi'faro [auroii] Kai
'Xe"t" . • • rn! <MU!

Matthew.

Luke.

viii. 2-3.

v. 12-13.

Kai loov 'X<7rpos 7rpotreA8Wv --;po<Tt:KVveL

a.Uri{J

'Xe'"fwv Kvpio, ea.v Oe'X!Js
ovvatral~Oapltrat. Ka!
EKT<lvas rl)v x<'lpa [ailrou]
fi'faro aurou 'Xeywv • • •
Kai <u0€ws
-

Ka! loou av1/f' 7rA7)p7]S
'Xfrpas-:-: • €/kf,071 aurou
Mywv Kvp«, iav O<Xvs,
ovvacral µ< KaOaplcrat. Kai
EKT<lvas rl)v xeipa fi'faro
a.VroiJ El7rWV • • • Ka.i
•Mews

(a) loou is never used by Mark in narration, but is found 33
times in Matthew and 16 in Luke; it is not, therefore, surprising
that they concur occasionally in a stylistic alteration of Mark
which they are always making independently.
(b) Kupt€. But the word occurs in Mark also in BC L 579 Sah.,
W c eff2, 0 700. It is omitted by~ D b, Syr. S. Boh. Byz. Hort
for once deserts B, thinking B here assimilates (1Cupt€ only once in
Mk. ). But the combination of the three distinct traditions, Egyptian
B C L Sah., " African " W c e, and Caesarean 0 700, is a very
strong one. Either, then, B is right and there is no agreement
of Matthew and Luke against Mark; or we have, not only a
clear case of B L convicted of assimilation, but evidence of such
an orgy of assimilation in these small details that no text can
be relied on, and it is just as likely that the presence of Kupt€ in
either Matthew or Luke may be due to the same cause.
(c) The order of Matthew and Luke is ?J+aTO auTOV against
Mark's aVTOV ?J'l/raTO; but in 0 565 Mark also has ?J+aTO auTov.
But De aff 2 have auTov ?J+aTo auTov in Mark, and in Matthew
N 124 (D hiat.) Syr. Sah. Boh. attest the double avTov, a reading
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hard to explain unless this was the original reading in Mark and
was adopted by Matthew from him. If we accept the reading
of D as original all is explained. Mark's Aramaic idiom is full
of pronouns unidiomatic in Greek ; the MS. tradition represented
by 0 565 drops the first ahov ; that represented by B, which
is here followed by Byz., drops the second instead. Luke ;
preferred the former course, which is really the more obvious, ·
since it is the first auTOV that is redundant with xe'ipa, and, only
if the second is dropped, can it be construed as object of
fijifraTO.
(d) ij-'{raTo )t.,€.ywv (or el7rwv) for f!]i[raTo N:at )..eryet. Mark's :
historic present, unidiomatic in this use, is regularly altered by
both Matthew and Luke, and in this instance the only natural
thing was to put a participle ; but though an identical construction was practically forced on them, they differ in the choice of
the verb meaning " to say."
(e) ev&ewr;; against eUO/Jr;;. The fact is that eU&ewr;; is the form
preferred in all the Gospels in the majority of MSS. and is found
here in Mark also in all MSS. except in ~ B L 33 and 0, 164.
But throughout Mark, B (usually supported by ~ L and sometimes by C) prefers eVO/Jr;; ; the same MSS. often read eu&ur;; in
other Gospels against eUBewr;; in the other MSS. It looks as if
Mark preferred the form eu86r;;, while the other evangelists (and
scribes as a rule, except in Alexandria) preferred eu8ewr;;. But
if by both authors and scribes eu&ewr;; was the form preferred, an
agreement of Matthew and Luke against Mark is inevitable
wherever the word is used by all three.
Mark.

Matthew.

ii. 21-22.

ix. 16-17.

E11"lff>...,µa ••• f11"<ppa11"TEL
• • • El
µfi

f11"LfMXXe1 E11"1(3X.,µa • ••
el {jf µ1rte

oe

Luke.
v. 36-37.
€11"1(3"!1.'Jµa e11"i(3ti"!l.Xe1 •••
El

OE

µf}""yE

But (a) B 301 read µ,~ in Matthew. Was Hort right m
deserting B 1 (b) The noun e7rt/3AiTJP,a almost shouts out to
an editor to alter the verb to €m/3a>.:>..et.
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Mark.

Matthew.

an

~n

Luke.
~n

Kal o oivos cbr6XXvraL
Ka! o! aqKo£. (dXAcl. olvov
PfOP cis a(jXOUS KatPOUS.]

o olvos [<!Kx.trat] Kal o!
aqKol a1T6\Xv•rat' dXM,
{3aAAOV(jLP olvov PfOP eis
aqKoVs Katvous.

Kal ailros iKxvOfiq<rat
Ka! oi aqKol a1ToAouvrai
d).Ac), olvov PfoP eis a(jKOUS
KULPOUS {3A'1}TfaP.

In Matthew D a k omit €tcx€'iTa£ (and otherwise alter), a
"Western non-interpolation."
Curiously enough, however, while the acceptance of this as an
interpolation gets rid of this, the first of the twenty agreements
picked out by Hawkins as being specially conspicuous, acceptance of the Westem reading produces an agreement later in the
same verse, for D Old Lat. omit aA.A.a olvov vl.011 €l<; aa ICOV<;
ica£vovi;. Synopses based on Hort's text ignore this omission ;
Huck accepts it. But both ignore the former instance. The
line divisions in D (which Rendel Harris 1 has shown to be much
older than the actual MS.) are such that, if the omitted line had
stood in D, the words oivoi; ao-tco'i', separated by only a few letters,
would have occurred in each of three successive lines. This is a
formation which invites accidental omission: the scribe copies the
second line, and then glancing back to the model mistakes the
third line for the one he has written and goes on with the line
that follows. I hold, therefore, that to; B Byz. are right in retaining the bracketed words in Mark, but that €tcX€'ira£ in Matthew
is due to assimilation from Luke.
Matthew.
xii. 1.

Mark.
ii. 23.
ijp~ano

ooov 1TOLELP r!X-

ijp~aPTO

rlAAELP ••• Kal

Luke.
vi. 1.
lnAAOP . . • Kal ijqlhov

eq8£etv

Xones

Scribes could make no satisfactory sense of 6Sov 7rO£€tv, as the
following variants show.
oSov 7ro£€'iv to; C L Byz.
oDo7roi€'iv B G H.
oDo£7ropouvr€i; 13 etc. a qf Arm. Goth.

Omit D W ce, bjf2, Syr. S.
l

Texts and Stu.die.11, II. i. p. 241 ff. (Cambridge, 18!Jl).
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If the phrase were an easy one, we should accept the combination D Afr. and Eur. Lat. Syr. S. as final for an omission. But
the meaning of 71"0£€tv-in place of 71"0£€t<rBai-in literary Greek
is "make a road through the corn" 1 (a proceeding which, even if
morally justifiable, is a curious way of satisfying hunger); hence
the omission of the difficult words is probably intentional.
Now Matthew and Luke must have felt the same difficulty
as later scribes, and would, therefore, be compelled to rewrite
the sentence. But anyone who began to rewrite a sentence
about rubbing ears of corn for a meal would find the verb "to
eat " come into his mind.
Mark.
ii 24

Matthew.
xii. 2

Luke.
vi. 2.

l~<ITTIV

(~<ITTIV 1T'OLELV

l~EITTIV ( 7T'OlEW)

In Luke 71"0£€tv occurs in the Synopses of Huck and Rushbrooke,
but it is omitted by Westcott and Hort, with BR, D Old Lat.,
69, 700, Arm. (hiat. Syr. S.).
Mark.
ii. 26.
el µ1/ roils !<pets

Matthew.
xii. 4.

Luke.
vi. 4.

el µ1/ ro'is l<peiJ1T1v [µ6vou]

el µ1J µ6vov• rous l<p•t•

It is worth noting that in Mark µovw; ifp€v<r£ is read by
33 (579) Sah. Boh., or l€p€v<r£ µovw; by D, most Old Lat.,
13 &c., <I> Arm. The variation in position suggests interpolation;
but the reading is instructive as illustrating the possibility of
assimilating along three independent lines of MS. traditionEgyptian, Western, and Eastern.
µovw; in Matthew is omitted by 1 &c., and a, while L ~ and
k read µovov. Variants of this sort are most easily accounted
for if the word was absent from an ancestor of the MS. in which
they occur, and have been supplied later by conjecture from
recollection of the parallel gospel; so that L ~ k really support
the omission.
1

But F. Field quotes a parallel from LXX (Judg. xvii. 8) for the use of

roD 7ro<i]<Ta1 r·hv 65/Jv auroD ="as he journeyed," Notes on the Translation of the

New Testament, p. 25 (Cambridge, 1899).
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Mark.
iv. ll.

Matthew.
xiii. ll.

Luke.
viii. 10.

KCLL t},e-y<P ailro£s, '"fµ.£p
rO p.vurfip<OP OEOOTCLL 'T'fjS
f3au1Xelas roiJ 6eoiJ.

0€ d:n·oKpL6ds ei'll'<P 5n
'"fp.LP OEOOTCLL ')'P~ rcL
µ.vurfip•a ri)s fJau1Xe!as
rWv 0Upa.11W11.

ii€ el'll'<P, ''!:µ.'iv oeoorat
')'PWPa1 rcl. µ.vurfip•a rfjs
f3autA.e!as roiJ 6eo0.-

o

o

The phrase " the mystery is given to you " is obscure ; the verb
ryvwvai (to understand) is the most natural one for two independent
interpreters to supply. But note the singular µ,uuT~pwv is read
in Matthew by kc, aff 2 , Syr. S. and C., Clem. Iren.
Mark.
v. 27.
eMoiJua tP r<iJ 6xXt;i
• • 1jif;aTO TOV lp.arlou

aUroU.

Matthew.
ix. 20.

Luke.
viii. 44.

'11'poueA.6ovua ••• -FJif;aro
roiJ Kp<LU'll'EOOV roiJ lµ.arlov

'll'poueMovua ••• '1/if;aro
[ rov Kpau'll'loou ]rou lµ.arlov

a.VroiJ.

aVroO.

Tov tcpau'lT'eDou m Luke, om. D aff 2 rl, a "Western non-inter-

polation."
Mark.
vi. 32-34.
Kai a'll'i)MoP eP r<iJ
'll'Aolt;i els tp71µ.0P rb'll'oV
Kai elOoP
Kar' lOlaP.
aurous V1r&."(ovra.s
Kat
t-yvwuaP 'll'O°XA.ol, Kai 'll'<!ii
ct'll'O 'll'ClUWP TWP 'll'b°Xewv
uvveopaµ.op tKEL KILL 'll'pOi)Mov ailrovs • • • elOev
'll'o°Xuv 6xXoP Kai eu'll' Xa-yXPlu671 t'll'' aurous • •• Kai
1Jp~CLTO 010&.UKfLP aU..ous

Matthew.
xiv. 13, 14.
aKOVUCLS OE 0 'I. d,pexwP7JUfP tKiiOev tP 'll'AOlt;i <ls
tp71µ.0P Tb'll'oP KaT' lolap ·
Ka! d.KovuaPT<S ol 6xXo•
7/Ko°Xov671uaP auT<ii '11'<,toi
d,.,,./l TWP 'll'OA<WP ••• Kai
UJep&..,,.•vu•P Taus appwO"Tovs a.VrWv.

Luke.
ix. 10, ll
Kai 'll'apaA.afJwP avTovs
V'll'•xwp71uev KaT' loiav els
'll'bALP KCLAOUfJ.EP7JP B716uai"M. ol ii€ 6xA.o, "(PbPus
r/jKoA.oU8TJO"O.P ----;;;;;:~, • • •

KILL TOUS xpeiav lXOVTCLS
6epa'll'eias liiTo.

'll'oAM.

The Feeding of the Five Thousand is a section in which there
are more minor agreements than in any other of the same length.
They include, besides the parallels printed above, those to Mk.
vi. 43 and the words f3pwµaTa (Mt. xiv. 15, Lk. ix. 13) and
wud (Mt. xiv. 21, Lk. ix. 14) discussed below. Hence it is of
particular importance to notice that the majority of them are
distinctly of the nature of stylistic improvements on Mark, and
therefore point away from an Ur-Marcus hypothesis.
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The T.R. with 13 &c., and some late MSS., adds 8xXot in
Mk. vi. 33. This, however, is probably due to assimilation; but
since the subject of <toov (Mk. vi. 33) is different from that of the
previous verb a:;rijXBov, grammar and sense in Greek, as in English,
demand that the subject of <toov be expressed. As the unexpressed subject is the people, described in the next sentence of
Mark as 7roXvv lJxXov, Matthew and Luke naturally supply ol
l5xXot. Again, the word lucoXouB€oo in Greek, like "follow "
in English, is the only natural one to employ, if Matthew and
Luke both wished to cut short Mark's more elaborate, but
obviously more primitive, " ran together there and arrived before
them." It may be added that the phrase ~tcoXovB<t airrrp oxXo~
7roXv~ occurs in Mk. v. 24, where curiously enough it is not
reproduced exactly by either Matthew or Luke ; the trick of
memory which leads Matthew or Luke to introduce a collocation
of words from one context in Mark into quite another in their
own Gospels is very .frequent. Hawkins 1 collects the instances
under the heading " Transference of Formulae."
A more striking coincidence between Matthew and Luke is
their addition of the statement that our Lord healed the sick.
But the words in which they express this are as different as they
well could be. Probably, therefore, this statement is an interpretative inference, made by both independently, of Mark's phrase
eu7rXaxvluBn €7r' avrov~it being taken for granted that the
pity expressed itself in action of this kind. There are other
passages where one or other of the later evangelists adds to Mark
a generalised statement of our Lord's healing, e.g. Mt. xv. 30,
Lk. vii. 21. The actual words appwurou~ €Bepa7r€UOV occur
Mk. vi. 13, and it is quite in Matthew's habit to transfer such a
formula. An alternative possibility is that tcat €B<pa7reuuev appwurou~ 7roXXov~, or something like it, originally stood in the text
of Mark after OtDa<rtcetv avrov~, if /Cat ••. appw<rTOU~ was
omitted through homoioteleuton with ahov~, the surviving
7roXA.ov~ would inevitably be altered to 7roXXa to make sense.
i

Hor. Syn.• p. 168 ff.
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Mark.
vi. 43.

Matthew.
xiv. 20.

Ka.11;pa.v KA.aa-µ,a.Ta. liwo•Ka. Ko<j>lvwv 7rA71pwµ,a.Ta..

Ka.I 1jpa.v TO 7repia-a-<uov
TWV KAa.r;µ,aTwv owo<Ka.
Ko<j>lvovs 7rA'l/pm.

Huck and T.R. read
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Luke.
ix. 17.
Ka! i1plJ71 TO 7rE pura-<ua-a.v
a.UToi's KAauµ&.rwv KbcjJLVOL

OWOEKO..

-

l()\a.(lµri~.

Mark's use 0£ 7rA71pwµara is not really Greek; and i£ one is to
express the idea of surplus or residue in Greek neatly it can only
be done by some derivative of the word 7repiuuov, and this word
is used in Mark in the parallel sentence of the account of the
Feeding of the Four Thousand, which, of course, Matthew (and,
perhaps, Luke) had read. W De 13 &c. have the noun form
7reptuuevµa in Luke, while ~ D 13 &c. om. auro'i" (W. avrwv),
which is perhaps right.
There are two other agreements in this same section.
/3pwµara= "food," Mt. xiv. 15, Lk. ix. 13, is such an obvious
word to use in this context that, seeing that it does not occur
in verses in other respects verbally parallel, it is of no real
significance. wue£ (Mt. xiv. 21, Lk. ix. 14) ; but this is omitted
in Matthew by W, the uncial fragment 0106, Old Lat. Syr. C.
(hiat. S.) Orig.Mt.; and ro<; is substituted in !l. 33, D, ® 1.
Mark.
ix. 2-3.

Matthew.
xvii. 2.

Luke.
ix. 29.

KO.I f1.€TEµ,op<j>wlJ71 lµ,7rpoa-IJ•v a.iiTwv, Ka.I .,.a,
Iµ,aTLO. a.uTou a-TO.fJovTa.
A<VKd A.la.11 •••
Huck and T.R. l"'(EV<To
after a.uTou.

Ka.l µ,<ra.µ,op<j>wlJ71 lµ,7rpoa-IJ<v a.iiTwv, Ka.I l"l\a.µ,if;•v TO 7rp6<TW7rov a.iirou
ws iJ 1jA.ios, Td lie lµ,&.na.
0.VTOV E'YfllETO A<VKU ws TO
<j>ws.

Ka.I E'YfVE'TO iv TciJ 7rpo<Teux<a-1Ja.i O.VTOI' TO ellios
Tofi 7rpo<rW7rov ariroD l1TEpo11
Ka.I iJ !µ,a.nr;µ,os a.vrov
A.evKos i~a.a-Tpa7rTwv.

In a Greek Synopsis the underlined 7rpouonrov strikes the eye 0£
an English reader ; but in real life, i£ we speak of a change in a
person's appearance, the first thing we think of and mention is
the face. If, then, there is anything that requires to be explained
in this agreement-which I am inclined to doubt-it is not why
both Matthew and Luke use the word 7rpouonrov, but how Mark
managed to avoid doing so. It reads n. little strangely to say a
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person was transfigured, and then to go on to speak of the difference
in his clothes without mentioning the face. Of course, the point
in itself would be too small to be significant ; but it is never safe
to ignore the readings of jam. 0, Syr. S. and k, when they agree
in departing from the ordinary text. I &c. 346, Syr. S. k 1
concur in omitting un'Af3ovra (0 565 transpose AevKtt and
uriA{Jovra, a sign that one of these words was absent from their
ancestor) ; but Syr. S., after "transfigured before them," adds
the words" and he became gleaming," which may imply a Greek
reading Kal. €ryevero uriA{J(i)v. Is it possible that the original
text of Mark was Kat Jryevero ur{;\fJov ro 7rpou(f)7rov, Kal. rd. iµama
avrov A€VKtt Afav 1 If 7rpO<T(i)'frOV was accidentally omitted,
un;\,8ovro-written of course as one word and without accentswould be left " in the air." Sense had to be made somehow.
The ancestor of Jam. 0 k solved the difficulty by leaving out the
words altogether; that of Syr. S. by changing them to ur{">.fJ(j)v,
which could then refer to Jesus; that of B by emending to
ur{;\flovra and transferring the words €7evero ur{;\flovra to
another place in the sentence so as to construe with tµ&na.
Mark.
ix. 6-7.

(No corresponding
words.)

Matthew.
xvii. 5.
ln avroO

:\a:\ouvro~

Luke.
ix. 34.
Taura 0£ aurou

:\lyo~

Matthew and Luke have no word in common except avrov,
which of course proves nothing, and the insertion of some such
words to mark the transition is a literary improvement. Still it
is perhaps a little odd-though by no means impossible-that two
independent writers should hit so nearly upon the same phrase
by way of addition. An obvious hypothesis would be that
en MAOVVTO<; avroil-the phrase is Marean, cf. Mk. xiv. 43represents a line in the original text of Mark which has
dropped out.
1 k reads candida aba.
The aba is erased, and is probably an incorrect
a.nticipation of the alba which occurs two lines later. It cannot have been
meant as a translation of uri:\fJovra.

en. xx

MATTHEW AND LUKE AGAINST MARK
Mark.

ix. 19,
o oe d7rOKpi0E!s c:ttlroi's
?o.ey«, ·o 'Y•V•a il.7rUTTOS,
• • • cj>€perE c:tVTOV 7rp6s µe.
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Luke.

Matthew.
xvii 17.
d7r0Kp18<!s oe 0 'l?)<TOUS

ix. 41.
a11"0Kp18e£s oe 0 'l?J<TOUS

Ei'll"EV, •o 'YEVEa il.11"1<TTOS
;;;y- OLE<FTpaµ.µ.lv?J • • •

[-;ror O«<FTpc:tµ.µ.lv17] 7rpo<T·

</>lp<TE µ.01 c:tVTOV WOE.

dl'a.'Ye WOe rOv vLOv crov.

E!?rEV'

"'"O

'YEvea

47rLCTTOS

In Luke tcal oietrrpaµµ~V'TJ om. e Marcion (as quoted by both
Tert. and Epiph. ), i.e. by African 1 and old Roman text. Syr. S.
and C. (also in Mt.) transpose with IJ,71-ia·To-:, perhaps for the
sake of rhythm ; but transposition always suggests an insertion.
In Luke &oe om. Dr; T.R. transposes.
The aorist el'TT"ev is the usual substitution by Matthew and
Luke for the unidiomatic historic present in Mark.
Mark.
x. 25.

Matthew.
xix. 24.

Luke.
xviii 25.

010. Tpvµ.a?o.ias /)(J,cj>!Oos
oLEM•w i'l 7r"Xov<T•ov • • •
El<TEA0ei'v

010. Tp1,µ.c:tTO~ pc:tcj>!Oos
el<Te'XOiiv ?') 7r 'Xov<T1ov •• ,

o•a Tp1/µ.aTos f3•Mv11s El<Te?o.Oiiv ?') 'll"AOV<TLOV
• •• <i<T<Miiv

Huck and T.R. read
Oia

Tfis • . • Tfis.

(a) But D L and the majority of MSS. read TpvmfµaTo-: in
Matthew, and the reading is quoted (without specifying from which
Gospel) by Clem. Orig.eels.. But C, 0124 565 700, etc., with Orig. Mt.,
read TpvµaA.ifis in Matthew as in Mark; and there is respectable
MS. authority for both TpvµaA.i&-: and Tpv7r~µaTo-: in Luke. In
other words assimilation has run riot. But the reading of D
TpvµaA.i&-: Mark, TPV'TT"~µaTO-: Matthew, Tp~µaTo-: Luke, which
is supported by N B in Matthew and Luke, and by the majority
of other MSS. (but not N B) in Mark, makes all three Gospels
different. As therefore it cannot be suspected of harmonisation,
and also accounts for all the other variants, it is almost certainly
correct-in which case the agreement disappears.
(b) In Matthew B Sah.codd., D Lat., 0, Syr. S. and C. Orig.Mt.
read oieA.lJe'iv. Why Hort should have deserted B, when so
well supported, I cannot imagine.
1 Tischendorf in his Apparatus overlooks the omission by e, but it is in
his edition of that MS., Evangelium Palatinum ineditum (Leipzig, 1847).
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Mark.
x. 30.

Matthew.
xix. 29.

Luke.
xviii. 30.

EKarovra:rrXaulova

'troXXa:rrXaulova

'troXXa'trXaulova

D Old Lat. read €7rTa'1T'Aa<T{ova in Luke. This reading, whfoh
makes all three Gospels differ, is surely right.
Mark.
xi. I.

Matthew.
xxi. 1.

Luke.
xix. 28, 29.

lire iyyltovutv els 'Iepo·
u6Xvµa Kai els [B.,lhpa-01
Kai] B.,llavlav

lire 1]ry1uav el• 'Iepou6Xvµa Kai 'fiXllov els
B'111</>a"rh

••• ava{Jalvwv els 'Iepo·
u6Xvµa • • • ws 'i]rytue11
els B'111</>ai'h Kal B11llav£av

In the text of W.H. and in the T.R. (which is supported by
B Land the mass of MSS.) there is no agreement of Matthew and
Luke against Mark. But D, Old Lat. 700, omit 1 Bethphage in
Mark-and this "Western non-interpolation" is accepted by
Tischendorf. Thus in Ruck's Synopsis an agreement is shown.
But, if the original text of Mark omitted the name Bethphage,
where did Luke get it from 1 It is not mentioned elsewhere in
the Gospels. Moreover, as Burkitt points out,2 the way in
which Mark mentions the three names is confusing. Both
Matthew and Luke simplify in different ways by rearranging the
sentences. The Western text does it by the easier method of
omitting Bethphage. This is the second case which has already
come under our notice of omission by D, Old Lat. to meet a
difficulty. The lesson is a valuable one. Western omissions are
not always " non-interpolations."
1:ot

Mark.
xi. 27.

Matthew.
xxi. 23.

Kai iv r<ii lepip 7rept'trarouvros aorov lpxovrat
• • • ol aPX<epe'is • • •

Kai €Xll6vros ain-ov els
ro lep0v 7rpou'?iXllov aor<ii
[otOa<TKOVTt]ol apxiepElS .••

Luke.
xx. 1.
Kai E"yiVETO . • , Otoa<TKOVTOS

aUroU

T0v

XaOv ~,,

r<ii l<ptp • • ~ E'tr{ur11uav
ol apxiepiis

1 The readings of Origen (iii. 743, iv. 182) are especially interesting.
In his
Commentary on John (tom. x.) he quotes Mk. xi. 1-12 in close accord with the
B l:oC text including Bethphage; but in the Commentary on M attkew he expressly
contrasts the reading of Mark (Bethany only) with that of Matthew and Luke.
Our previous observation that he had by that time changed his text from B l:oC
t.o that of fa.m. e, is confirmed by the absence of Bell</>a"yT, Kai from 700.
2
J.T.B. Jan. 1916, p. 148.

en.

xi

MATTHEW AND LUKE AGAINST MARK

319

In Matthew oioau1CovT£ omitted by Old Latin (a b c eff 1 g 2 h l),
Old Syr. (S. and C.).
Mark.
xi. 29.
o6e • , • El'lrEV ••• 'E'lr<pwrf,<J'W vµJis lva. M-yov,
KCI.l d.1rOKp£01)TE p.oL.

Matthew.
xxi. 24.

Luke.
xx. 3.

a'lroKpl0£ls 6€ •• , <l'lrEV
• • • EpwTf,<J'W uµ.ils Ka-yw
Ao-yov lva., av €av El1r1JTE

a'lrOKpLl/ds El'ITEV •
ipw~-yw M-yov, Ka.l
Ef'lra.TE µ.oL.

µ.01

a11ro1Cpi8el~ is found in Mark also, in D, Old Lat., Syr. S., and Byz.
This may be the right reading; but, other things being equal, a
text which makes the Gospels differ is to be preferred. But no
one who has glanced at the verb a1IT01Cplvoµai in a concordance
to the New Testament will attach any significance to a concurrent
use of the constantly recurring phrase a7T'O!Cpt8els €t7T'€V. But it is
obvious that, having chosen this conventional opening for the
sentence, Matthew and Luke were bound to substitute another
verb of saying for the a7T'OtcplB'Y}T€ of Mark a few words later.
tcary© occurs in Mark in ~. D, Old Lat., Old Syr., Byz.-a
strong combination ; but, as the word is not elsewhere used by
Mark, it is probably rightly rejected. But the sense requires the
emphasis ; perhaps the e7reproT~<Tro was Mark's way of getting
this ; the others substitute the natural Greek expression, which
is one they frequently use elsewhere.

Mark.
xii. 11, 12.
(Omits.)

Matthew.
xxi. 44.
[ KCI.l 0 'lrE<J'WV f'lrl TOV
Alllov •• •] W.R. bracket.

Luke.
xx. 18.
7ras 0 '11'"€0"Wv etc.

The verse is omitted in Matthew by 33, D, Old Lat., Syr. S.;
Orig.Mt. Euseb.
Mark.
xii. 12.
(Simply 3rd pers. pl.
"they".)

Matthew.
xx:i. 45.
o! apXLEpELS Ka.l ol if!a.pL·
<J'Cl.LoL

Luke.
xx. 19.
ol -ypa.µ.µ.a.riis
apxLEp<Ls

Ka.l ol

Marcion omitted the words in Luke, and this may represent the
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earliest Roman text. But Mark had last named the opponents
of Jesus in xi. 27 =Mt. xxi. 23 = Lk. xx. I; stylistically speaking,
it was time to repeat the subject of the verb ; and this was more
necessary for Matthew than Luke since he had interpolated a
series of parables since the last mention of the chief priests. The
subject in Mark xi. 27 is oi apxi€p€'ir; Kat oi rypaµµar€'ir; Kat oi
wp€u/3vr€poi ; Luke repeats the first two ; Matthew, whose
Gospel often elsewhere reflects anti-Pharisaic polemic, substitutes
Pharisees. So far, therefore, from agreeing against Mark, they
differ as far as was possib"le (granted each wished to name a subject
to the verb), since the high priests were so obviously the leading
characters that they could not be omitted.
Mark.
xii. 22.

Matthew.
xxii. 27.

fuxarov 7ravr01v

tlurepov

oe 7rcivr01v

Luke.
xx. 32.
[Vurepov] Kai • • ,

Luke flur€pov om. Syr. S. and C. Old Lat. a c i ; e om. whole
verse from "hour."
Mark.
xii. 28.

Matthew.
xxii. 35, 36.

Luke.
x. 25, 26

ers ITWV "(pa.µµarEOIV
• • E'lr'1JPWr'1JUev a.vr6v,
Ilola iurlv ivro"'A.~ 7rpWT'1J
rd.vrwv ,;

E'lr'1JPWT'1JITEV ers €~ aurwv
[voµLKOS] 'lretpafOIJ:.. aVr6v,
A<OciuKaAe, 'lroia lvro"'A.'I/
µe"(aA.11 iv rij v6µyi;

lOov voµ<K6s ris dveUT'1]
EK'll"ELpafOlv avr6v, AE"(OI•,
[A~,] rl 'lro<'fiuas
f01'1/v alwviov K"A11po•o·
µ-f,uOI ; o oe el'lrev 7rpos
ailr6v, 'E• rij v6µ.yi rl "(E·
"(pa7rrai;

(a) Apart from this passage the word voµiK6r; is found in the
Gospels only in Luke. This fact practically compels us to accept
as original its omission in Matthew by 1 &c., e, Syr. S., Arm.,
Orig.Mt. (b) oioauKa)I,€ in Luke is omitted by D and by Marcion
as quoted by Tertullian. It may further be remarked that, in
this passage, while Matthew is mainly following Mark, Luke seems
to derive the incident from another source. Hawkins 1 suggests
the incident might have stood in Q.
1

Oxford Studiea, p. 41 ff.
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Mark.
xiv. 62.

Matthew.
xxvi. 64.

Luke.
xxii. 69-70.

;yw <lµi. Kctl 6ifmTU< Tov
vlov • • • KctUf}µEVOV

<Tu ,r,,.cis· ,,. ll.7,v ll.eyw
uµ'i:v, a,,,.· l!pTL 6if<<T0E TOV
v!/Jv • ~Ufiµ.,ov

v!/Js • • • KctlJfiµ<vos • • •
uµeis My<TE, /In iyw <lµL.

d.71"0 ToiJ viJv

lcf"rat 0

This is our Lord's reply to the question of the high priest, "Art
thou the Christ 1 " In the actual words used there a.re no verbal
agreements against Mark; but it is remarkable that Matthew
and Luke should agree in adding two points so alike in sense as
a7T' &pn = a7TO 'TOV vvv and <TV El?Ta<; = vµ,e'i<; A~!'fET€. The latter
especially is an obscure phrase which apparently means "it is
your statement, not mine." What is still more remarkable is
that both these additions introduce difficulties which are not in
the text of Mark-an apparent disclaimer of the title Christ and
(in Matthew's form) a. statement which history falsified that the
high priests would immediately see our Lord's Pa.rousia.
(a) In Syr. S. the equivalent of a?T' &pn stands in Mark; and
this reading cannot be dismissed forthwith as a.n assimilation, for
in both Matthew and Luke the Syriac reading is the equivalent of
a?T?i 'Tov vvv, i.e. in Syriac assimilation has worked in the reverse
direction. If the words had accidentally dropped out of some
MSS. at a very early date, the fact that they seemed to imply a
prophecy which history had falsified would tend to prevent their
reinsertion. Nevertheless I a.m inclined to think the words are
independent editorial insertions by Matthew and Luke for four
reasons: (a} Precisely the same addition (a?T' &pn Mt.= a7ro
'Tov vvv Lk.) is made in the parallel Mk. xiv. 25 =Mt. xxvi. 29
= Lk. xxii. 18. (/3) The word &pn is used 7 times by Matthew
(a7r' &pn 3 times), never by Mark or Luke. ("/) The phrase
a7ro 'Tov vvv is used 5 times in Luke and once in Acts, never
by Mark or Matthew. (o) Orig.Mt. (iii. 911) explicitly contrasts
the absence of the words from Mark with their presence in
Matthew. This shows that the words were absent from the old
Caesarean text as well as from the Alexandrian and Western
texts.
y
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(b) 0, 13 &c., 565, 700, 1071, Arm., Orig. read uv el7rai; on
€100 elµi in Mark. Now ordinarily one would suspect this reading
as due to assimilation from Matthew. But here again the obscurity
of the expression, or the apparent hesitancy it might seem ~
imply in our Lord's acceptance of the title Christ, would favour
its omission. Moreover, the view that the words originally stood
in Mark explains the language of Matthew and Luke. Mark
wrote uv el7ra<; lhi €100 elµi, an answer intended to preclude
the acceptance of the title Messiah in the sense that the High
Priest might mean, which looks like a genuine utterance of our
Lord. Matthew leaves out the last three words and inserts
71"A~v ICTA., i.e. he interprets the words "You have said it in scorn,
but very soon, I tell you, you shall see with your eyes." Luke
preserves Mark's sense and phrase, but he makes it plural,
perhaps influenced by his other source. Hence it is probable
that Jam. 0 here preserves the true reading. If, however, the
ordinary text be preferred, I would suggest that the uv el7rai;
of Matthew and the vµe/,i; A,€7ere of Luke are independent
adaptations of the uv A,€ryeii; of Mk. xv. 2, intended to assimilate
our Lord's reply to the High Priest to His reply to Pilate.
Mark.
xiv. 70.
• • • 'A')vqOws

i~

avrwv et

Matthew.
xxvi. 73.
••• 'AXriOws [Kai uv] !t

Luke.
xxii. 58.
• , • ~ E~ avrwv el

a.OrWv el

In Matthew

Kat

uv

Mark.
xiv. 72.
dveµwfiuOri ••• TO

pfiµa

om. D, 0 1 &c., Syr. S. b c h l Orig.
Matthew.
xxvi. 75.
iµvfiuOri ••• rou pfiµ~

Luke.
xxii. 61.
inreµvfiuOri rou pfiµaros
{Huck, X6'yov) -

Verbs of remembering in Greek normally take the genitive ; the
case alteration is then one that would inevitably occur to two
editors independently. But A,07ov, the reading of D and T.R.
in Luke (since it makes Matthew and Luke differ), is probably
correct.
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xiv. 72.

bn{3a.Xwv lKXa.tev

Matthew.
xxvi. 75.
i~eXl:lwv t~.,
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Luke
xxii. 62.

tKXa.u<rev

[l~exewv l~oi lKXa.u<rev

'lr<Kpw<]

7rLKpWs

--

In Luke the verse is omitted by a b e jj2 i l, i.e. by both African
and European Latin.
Mark.
xv. 39.
(Nothing correspond·
ing.)

I.uke.

Matthew.
xxvii. 54.

Te

xxiii. 47.

To

'Y••oµeva.

'Y•voµevov

This is one of Hawkins's twenty selected cases. I should not
myself regard this coincidence as a real one, as the "what had
happened " referred to by Matthew and Luke respectively are,
in the one case an event, in the other a saying, neither of which
are found in Mark. It is, however, curious that D omits the
words in Luke and substitutes <f>rov~CTa<;.
Mark.
xv. 43.
el<rfj)\l)ev ?rpos Tov IleiXiiTOP Ka.I JiTf/<Ta.TO

Matthew.
xxvii. 58.
OVTOS

?rpo<reXIJwv

Luke.
xxiii. 52.
rt;

Il<Xcfr'I' Jinj<ra.ro

[ovTos] ?rpo<re)\l)wv T'I'

IliMT'I' Jin)<Far-o-

In Matthew 7rpoCTrjX8e teat is read by D, Old Lat., (Syr. S.), (Sah.).
In Luke oVTO'> om. D, Sah. Since oVTo<; has been already used
once by Luke in this sentence, its insertion here is awkward, so
D is probably correct. 69 reads avTO<;.
Mark.
xv. 46.
• KetlJeXwv atlTov
ivelX rJ<TEP riJ <TLPOOPL Kril
'i!!:'!flJrJKEP a.lrrov

Matthew.
xxvii. 59-60.

Luke.
xxiii. 53.

M,f3wv ro <rwµa. •
a.lrro <TLPOOPL
Ket0~plj. Ka.I llJrJK-;P a.lrro

Kai Ka.IJe Xwv iv<Tr!"Af~•v
a.lrro <TIJ'OOPL Ka.I tlJ71KeP

tPETVXL~EP

Ct~P

The agreement against Mark in three consecutive words JveTvXi~ev
avT6 CTtv06vi followed by agreement in the uncompounded W7Jtcev
against tcaT~811tcev is striking. But observe the MS. evidence.
(a) Mark, ~811tcev ~ B L, D, 0 W 1 &c. 13 &c. 565. Mark is
fond of compounds, so tcaT~87JtcEv may be original ; but if
original, the fact of scribal correction along several independent
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lines of transmission shows that independent correction by
Matthew and Luke would be inevitable. (b) Matthew €v aw06vt
B D. Latt. 0, Sah., Boh., Orig. With this reading another
small agreement vanishes. aho for ail'rov is a " deceptive "
agreement. Matthew and Luke have rewritten Mark's
sentence in different ways, but in both avTO refers back to
<Twµa. (c) There remains the striking agreement eveTvXt~ev
against EV€LA'TJ<T€V. But 13 &c. read evetA'TJ<T€V in Matthew, as
in Mark. This is almost certainly right ; for it is very unlikely
that the text of Matthew would be assimilated to that of Mark,
the least read Gospel, whereas assimilation to Luke, as we have
seen, is not infrequent. I suspect that evTv"Xt<T<Tro was the more
dignified word and was the one conventionally appropriate to
this funeral operation ; as in English, when speaking of a shroud,
three writers out of four would instinctively prefer the word
" wind" to " wrap."
Mark.
xvi. i.
Ka.I OLO."'fEllOµillOV
ua.f3f3dTov

TOV

Matthew.
xxviii. I.

Luke.
xxiv. I.

6tfll al ua.f3f3aTWll TU
brL</>WUKOUU'(J elr µla.11
ua.{3{JaTWll

TV o! µ<~ TWJI ua.f3f3arwv
l'ip8pov {Ja.8ewr

xxiii. 54.
Ka.11,µepa. ~p 7rO.pMKE.njf
Ka.I Ua{J{Ja.TOP i7rir/>WUKEP

For the whole verse in Luke D substitutes ~v 8€ ;, f,µ€pa 7rpo
<Taj3/3aTov ; and for 1Cat <Ta/3. e7r€<f>. c has cenae purae ante
sabbatum. The 7rpo <Ta/3/3aTov of D could be accounted for as
a paraphrase of 7rapa<T1Cevf]r; in an original text which omitted
the words 1Cat <Ta/3. e7r€<f>. The reading of c might be a conflation of this text with another in which 7rapa<T1Cevf]r; was
rendered cenae purae. If the omission was original, !Cat <Ta/3.
€7r€<f>. is an assimilation from Matthew.
In any case we note (a) that e7r€<f>ro<T1Ce in Luke can only be
translated " begin," not " dawn" ; for he goes on to say that
they rested during the Sabbath ; while in Matthew it can only
have its natural meaning "dawn." (b) The passage in Luke
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is not strictly parallel to those in Mark and Matthew printed
above.
Ma.rk.
xvi. 5.
veavluKov .

. . rept.·

(3•{f/\1Jµlvov <TToX'tJv XEvK?jv

Matthew.
xxviii. 3.

Luke.
xxiv. 4.

~v 11€ ii Ellila a6To0 ws
auTpa?r'tJ Kai TO lvlivµa
~vKOv Ws X'Wv.

11.vlipES li6o ••• ev iu0i}TI
auTpa?rTOU<T'g

Luke has used the participle e~aCTTpa:rrTWV of garments in his
account of the Transfiguration (ix. 29), and what Matthew compares to lightning is not the garments but the face; so coincidence may be the explanation. But Marcion read M,µ,.1rp~ in
Luke, and the author of the Gospel of Peter, who was familiar
with all three Synoptics, reads /3eff>..7Jµevov CTTo°'A.~v Xaµ7rpoTaT7JV,
which looks like a conflation of Mark with Marcion's (based on
the Old Roman) text of Luke. Byz. reads ev eCTB~CT€CT£V aCTTpa7rT0VCTa£<;, but L Syr. Hier. have XeuKa'ic; ; so that the B ~ reading has not universal support.
SOME RESIDUAL CASES

I have purposely kept to the last the most remarkable of all
the minor agreements, as it illustrates in a peculiarly interesting
way the extent to which the problem we are considering belongs
to the sphere, not of documentary, but of textual criticism.
Matthew.

Mark.
xiv. 65.

xxvi. 67-68.

Kai 1jp~aVT6 TLP~
EfL?rTUE<V aimiJ [Kai ?r•p•KaM?rTflV a6To0 TO ,,.p6<TW1fOP] Kai KOXacf>l!,"flv
avrov ••• Kai Xl"(E<V avT~
ITpocf>?jTEvuov.

ToTE €vl?rrvuav •ls To
?rp6uw?rov a6To0 Kai €KoXO.cf>1uav aVT'6v, o! 11€ ep&.?r1uav
"J\ryovTEs,
ITpocf>?)T•vuov
i,µ<v, xp1uTl, Th luT1v o
?rakras <TE;

o

Luke.
xxii. 64.
Kai ?ff ptKaMif!avTES au·
TOV E1f1JPWTWP "1'i"(OVTH,
ITpocf>?jTEvuov, Tls €~
?Talcras ue;

The words XP£<TTe, Tlc; e<TT£V 7raluac; ue ; occur in Mark also
in some MSS. ; but, if one merely looks up the authorities in
Tischendorf, the list is not imposing. But it takes on quite a
different complexion when one discovers that the addition is found
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also in W, ®, 13 &c., 579, 700. It then becomes apparent that the
addition in Mark is influentially supported in each of three main
streams of textual tradition: by the later Egyptian Ll, X, 33, 579,
Sah.cod., Boh.; c. A.D. 400 by the African father Augustine (expressly, in a discussion of " The Agreements of the Evangelists");
by the Caesarean ®,W, 13 &c.,565, 700,N, U, also by Arm., Syr.Hc1·.
In the face of this evidence only two conclusions are open to us.
Either the reading is correct and the words have accidentally
dropped out of the text of Mark both in N B L and in D k, or the
passage is one which has specially invited assimilation, and this to
such an extent that it has taken place independently along three
different lines of transmission. The second alternative I believe
to be correct. But the MS. evidence suggests that at any rate
a certain measure of assimilation has infected the N B L text also
in this particular context. For the words describing the veiling,
which I have bracketed in Mark, are omitted by D af, with the
substitution of Tcj) 7rp0<T0>7["(p for auT<jj. Further, ®, 565, Arm.
have this substitution in addition to the ordinary reading-a con-·
flation of two types of text which shows clearly that originally
they agreed with D af, the conflation being due to a reviser. Syr.
S. agrees with D in the omissions, but makes the guards slap
"his cheeks" instead of "him." This looks as if in the text
from which the Syriac was translated the words Tp 7rpo<rw7rrp had
been slightly displaced-a hypothesis confirmed by the reading
"slapped his face" in some MSS. of the Sahidic. Further, it is to
be noticed that the omitted clause does not occur in Matthew ;
but he would have been unlikely to omit such a striking point, if
it had occurred in his source, more especially as the whole point
of the taunt " Prophesy who it is that struck thee " depends upon
the fact that He was prevented by the veil from seeing who did it.
Indeed this last consideration leads up to what I believe is the
true solution-that the original text of Matthew and of Mark
omitted both the veiling and the words " Who is it, etc." These
two stand or fall together. In Luke they are both original ; and
from Luke the first has got into the Alexandrian (but not into the
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earliest Antiochene and Western) text of Mark; the second has
got into all the texts of Matthew.
The view that r{<; €ur£v 1CT1'.. is an interpolation into Matthew
from Luke was originally suggested to me by Prof. C. H. Turner,
and at first I demurred to the view. But a consideration of the
evidence that in Mark assimilation has been at work both in B ~
and/am. e has removed my previous hesitation to believe that these
MSS. have suffered interpolation in Matthew also. Further, the
view argued in Chapter VIII., that Luke had an account of the
Passion which was quite independent of, and in certain ways very
different from, that of Mark, affects our judgement on this issue.
Luke inserts the incident of the Mocking before the Trial by the
high priest, instead of after the Trial, as in Mark and Matthew.
This alteration of order in itself suggests he was following a
different source. If, then, we accept the shorter text in Mark
and reject rl<> eur£v ICT'A. in Matthew, we shall find that
Matthew as usual is substantially reproducing Mark, but that
Luke has an entirely different representation. In Mark the
mockers spit on His face and slap Him and cry," Play the prophet
now!" In Luke they veil His eyes and then, striking Him, say,
"Use your prophetic gift of second sight to tell the striker's
name." Each version paints a consistent picture ; but, if one
half of Luke's picture is pieced on to Mark and the other half to
Matthew (as in the~ B text), both are blurred, with the result that
in the accepted text Matthew's version dulls the edge of the taunt
in Mark, but does not succeed in substituting the quite differently
pointed taunt in Luke.
Assimilation of parallels is a form of corruption which can
result, and, as I have shown, has often actually resulted, in producing an identical corruption along more than one independent
line of transmission. I suggest that for once this has happened
along all lines. I should say, rather, all lines for which evidence is
extant, for k, e, and Syr. C. are not here extant for Matthew. I
will conclude with a quotation from Hort (vol. i. p. 150)--the
italics are mine. " It must not of course be assumed to follow
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that B has remained unaffected by spMadic corruption .. in
the Gospel of Matthew, for instance, it has occasionally admitted
widely spread readings of very doubtful genuineness." I suggest
that the insertion of Ti~ €unv o 7ralua~ <T€ is one of these.
The minor agreements which I have examined above include
all that are sufficiently striking to be worth discussing in detail.
The residue are agreements still more minute. Of these textual
assimilation is the probable explanation. Indeed, it would
perhaps be a better explanation of some of those which in the
earlier part of this chapter I have attributed to the coincident
editorial activity of Matthew and Luke. Very few of the scholars
who have treated of this aspect of the Synoptic Problem appear
to me to have an adequate appreciation of the immense amount
of variation that exists, even between MSS. of the same family,
in regard to just the kind of small points that are here involved,
such as the order of words, interchange of prepositions especially
in composition, substitution of one conjunction for another, the
use of the article with proper names, and the like. Burton,
using the printed text of Huck's Synopsis, has .counted the
agreements-apart from mere variation in order-~nd finds 275
words distributed over 175 separate phrases, of which all that
are in any degree significant have been discussed above. 1 Other
scholars have produced similar calculations. 2 But when the
question at issue depends on minutiae of this kind, any figures
whatsoever based on the printed text are wholly fallacious. The
Byzantine MSS. present a fairly uniform text ; not so the earliest
copies. We have 6 MSS. earlier than the year A.D. 500; of
these B ~ are very much closer to one another than any other
two. So far as those readings are concerned which make any
appreciable difference to the sense, the differences between these
MSS. are not numerous. In the Appendices ad Novum Testa1

Principles of Literary Criticism of the Synoptic Problem, p. 17.
Hawkins (Hor. Syn. 2 p. 208 ff.), using the text of W.H., gives 20+118
+"about 100" = 238, excluding cases which are obviously due to the influence
of Q.
2
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mentum (Oxford, 1889) Dr. Sanday gave a comprehensive selection

of the important variants in the Gospels ; and so far as B N are
concerned, recent discovery has nothing to add to this list. In
the 166 variants here selected B N differ 44 times, i.e. there are
in all four Gospels only 44 differences between these MSS.
sufficient to affect the sense to any appreciable extent. Nevertheless, Mr. Hoskier 1 has found it possible to collect3036instances
of divergence between B and N. The majority of these, I take
it, are slips of the pen by the individual scribes; but the rest are
made up of exactly the sort of minute points in regard to which
Matthew and Luke agree against Mark. But, if there are as
many as 500 differences of this order between those two of our
oldest MSS. which in general are the most closely agreed with one
another, what is the use of calculations based on a printed text 1
CONCLUSION

In conclusion, I would offer certain general reflections suggested by the detailed evidence discussed above. I apprehend
that a reader who has read this chapter hastily, without having
previously perused the chapters on the Manuscript Tradition,
might possibly be inclined to say that I have taken the liberty
of deserting the accepted text to pick and choose from any
out-of-the-way MS. any reading that happens to fit in with my
argument. Quite the contrary ; I have purposely limited my
citations to a very few MSS., selected because on other grounds
they can be proved to represent local texts current at the
beginning of the third century. And the principles on which
I have used their evidence are, in the main, those formulated
by Hort, modified in their application by the discovery of fresh
evidence since his time. It may be worth while to elaborate
this point.
1 Gode:c B and its Allies, vol. ri., Quaritch, 1914.
I have to thank the
learned author for a presentation copy of this work, which I have found useful,
especially in drawing up Appendix I. I am, however, unable to assent to the
main conclusions which he draws from the phenomena.
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(a) The great step forward made by Hort in restoring th1.t
original text of the Gospels was his inflexible resolution, first~:
to go behind the printed text to the original MSS.; secondly, to
go behind the evidence of the mass of MSS. to the small minori~
which could be proved to represent texts current in the earliest,
period. When Hort wrote, several of our most important•
authorities were unknown. This new knowledge has not altered
Hort's principles, but it has considerably extended the field of
early texts which the critic must consider.
(b) Hort recognised assimilation as a principal cause of
corruption, and made freedom from assimilation one of his
principal criteria of a pure text. He found the text of B the one
that best satisfied this criterion, as well as certain others ; but
in a few cases he judged that B also had suffered from assimilation
in the form of interpolations of a harmonistic character from
which D and the Old Latin had escaped. These he designated
"Western non-interpolations." He also noticed and put in
brackets as doubtful a number of minor "non-interpolations "
of the same kind-though he hesitated definitely to reject them.
I suggest that, in view of the evidence submitted above, this
hesitation is shown in many cases to be unnecessary. Again, the
determination of " Eastern " texts as well as " Western " has
been made possible by recent discoveries ; surely Hort would ·
have attached equal weight to the "non-interpolations" of .
this group of " Eastern " authorities.
(c) The reader may have noticed that, in the list of passages
discussed above, there are four instances in which Hort deserted
B-and the result was to create a minor agreement. Elsewhere,
if he had deserted B, a minor agreement would have vanished.
If the instances are examined, it will be seen that in each of these
cases Hort was faced by a conflict between two of the principles
of criticism on which he worked. On the one hand, there was the
principle that a reading which makes the Gospels differ is more
likely to be original than one that makes them agree ; on the
other was the principle that a MS. which approves itself as correct
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in five cases out of six is, other things being equal,. entitled to
be very seriously considered in the sixth. Now when, in their
practical application, two critical principles conflict, the choice
of reading necessarily becomes a matter of entirely subjective
preference-unless we can find some objective criterion.
The moral I would draw is, that, if we will only use it, the
objective criterion we desiderate is in our hands. The investigation summarised in this chapter has shown, I claim, that the
only valid objection to the theory that the document used by
Matthew and Luke was our Mark-that, namely, based on the
existence of the minor agreements of these Gospels against
Mark-is completely baseless. But if so, it follows that we
are entitled-I would rather say we are bound-whenever the
balance of MS. evidence is at all even, to make the determining
factor in our decision the compatibility of a particular reading
with the demonstrated fact of the dependence of Matthew and
Luke on Mark. Renounce once and for all the chase of the
phantom Ur-Marcus, and the study of the minor agreements
becomes the highway to the recovery of the purest text of the
Gospels.

LIST OF PARABLES
A
In Matthew only
The
The
The
The

Tares (xiii. 24 ff.).
Hid Treasure (xiii. 44).
Pearl of Great Price (xiii. 45 f.).
Drag-net (xiii. 47 ff.).

The Unmerciful Servant (xviii. 23 ff.).
The Labourers in the Vineya.rd(xx. lff.)
The Two Sons (xxi. 28 ff.),
The Virgins (xxv. l ff.).

B

In Mark only
The Seed growing secretly (iv. 26 ff.).

0
In Luke only
The Two Debtors (vii. 41 ff.).
The Good Sa.ma.rita.n (x. 30 ff.).
The Importunate Friend (xi. 5 ff.).
The Rich Fool (xii. 16 ff.).
The Watching Servants (xii. 35 ff.).
The Barren Fig-tree (xiii. 6 ff.).
The Lowest Seat (xiv. 7 ff.).
The Tower Builder (xiv. 28 ff.).

The Rash King (xiv. 31 ff.).
The Lost Coin (xv. 8 Jr.).
The Prodigal Son (xv. 11 ff.).
The Unrighteous Steward (xvi. l ff.).
Dives and Lazarus (xvi. 19 ff.).
Unprofitable Servants (xvii. 7 ff.).
The Unjust Judge (xviii. l ff.).
Pharisee a.nd Publican (xviii. 9 ff.).
D

The pa.rabies occurring in more than one Gospel a.re given on p. 243.
Conventional usage seems to include "The Watching Servants" a.nd "The
Lowest Seat " in the category parable ; but, curiously enough, it excludes
"The Houses on Sand and Rock," Mt. vii. 24 ff.=Lk. v'i. 47 ff., a.nd "The
Children in the Market Place," Mt. xi. 16 ff.=Lk. vii. 31 ff.
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XII
THE LOST END OF MARK
SYNOPSIS
THE

MS.

EVIDENCE

Greek, Syriac, Armenian and Old Georgian evidence for complete
omission of Mk. xvi. 9-16.
Significance of the Shorter Conclusion and of the epithet KoAo/30 oaKTVAOS.

Early evidence for the Longer Conclusion. The " Freer logion "
-an addition found in W.
THE Loss A PRIMITIVE ONE

There is no difficulty in supposing either (a) that the Gospel was
never finished, or (b) that the earliest copy was accidentally mutilated.
The view that Mark went out of circulation for a time so that
only one damaged copy survived is incompatible with the evidence
for its wide use in the first half of the second century.
, There are also fatal objections to the theory that the original
ending was deliberately suppressed.
The copies of Mark used by Matthew and Luke seem to have
ended abruptly at the same point as our oldest MSS. If so, the loss
must be primitive.
THE LONGER CONCLUSION

The note in a x••nt. Armenian codex attributing the Longer
Conclusion to the Presbyter Ariston probably represents, not a
genuine tradition, but an ingenious conjecture by some reader of
Eusebius.
Considerations of textual criticism suggest a Roman origin for
the Longer Conclusion.
The addition found in W favours the hypothesis that it was
333
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originally composed as a catechetical summary of Resurrection
Appearances, not as a conclusion to the Gospel.
THE LOST ENDING-A SPECULATJON

Tentative suggestion that the Appearance to Mary Magdalene
and that to Peter by the lake in the Fourth Gospel represent,
directly or indirectly, the lost ending of Mark.
Two objections from the standpoint of textual criticism considered.
The possibility that the conclusion of the Apocryphal Gospel of
Peter was derived from the Lost End of Mark.
Considerations which suggest that John xxi. represents a portion
of the Lost Ending.
Considerations in support of the view that an Appearance to
Mary Magdalene was also found in Mark.
The evidence available quite insufficient to establish an assured
result. But the improbability that the earliest tradition of the
Resurrection Appearances should have left no trace at all in the
Gospels is so great that even a tentative hypothesis is worth
consideration.

CHAPTER XII
THE LOST END OF MARK

THE MS. EVIDENCE
EusEBIUS, c. 325, the most widely read scholar of Christian
antiquity, states that in the oldest and best MSS. known to him
the Gospel of Mark ended with the words" for they were afraid,"
xvi. 8 ; and he did not include the succeeding twelve verses in
his canons or tables of parallel passages. 1 The Gospel ends at
this point in B ~. the two oldest and best MSS. known to us ;
and as, in view of the statement of Eusebius, we should expect,
there is good evidence (cf. p. 88) that it was absent from the
old text of Caesarea represented by Jam. 0. The Gospel ends at
the same point in Syr. S. ; also in nine of the ten oldest MSS. of
the Armenian, which is additional evidence for the omission either
infa.m. 0 or in the Old Syriac. One early Armenian MS.-dated
989 (sic)--has the last twelve verses, but separated from the
rest of the Gospel with a note "Of the presbyter Ariston." In
the oldest MS. of the Georgian version, which is dated 897, the
Gospel ends at xvi. 8. But the " Longer Conclusion " (as the
last twelve verses are usually styled) is added as a sort of
Appendix to the Four Gospels after the end of John, having
apparently been copied from another text. 2
What is known as the " Shorter Conclusion " is found in
1 The fact that the verses were ignored in the Eusebian canons is noted at
the end of Codex 1, 1582, and other MSS.
2 The Adysh Gospels (Phototypic edition), Moscow, 1916.
I owe this
information to my friend Dr. R. P. Blake.
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L 'I' 579 and two uncial fragments, in the Sahidic and Aethiopic
versions, and in the African Latin k ; also in the margin in one
Greek cursive, in the Harclean Syriac, and in the oldest MS. of
the Bohairic. It reads as follows : " And all that had been commanded them they briefly reported to Peter and his company ;
and after these things Jesus himself appeared, and from the
East to the West sent through them the sacred and incorruptible
proclamation of eternal salvation." In these Greek MSS. and
most of the versions, but not in k, the Longer Conclusion (Mk.
xvi. 9-20) follows the Shorter, being usually introduced by the
words, " This also is current," e<TTt Kat TavTa <f>epoµeva.
As the Shorter Conclusion is obviously an attempt by some
early editor to heal the gaping wound, the MSS. and versions
which contain it really afford additional evidence for a text that
ended with J<f>oflovvTo ryap.
The distribution of the MSS. and versions, taken in connection with the statement of Eusebius, compels us to assume that
the Gospel ended here in the first copies that reached Africa,
Alexandria, Caesarea, and Antioch. Since in all probability the
African text or~ginally came from Rome, the burden of proof
lies on the person who would argue that it was not also missing
from the most ancient Roman text. And this would explain
the epithet Ko"Ao/3ooaKTv"Aor;; (as if in English one were to say
" docked ") applied to Mark by the Roman theologian, Hippolytus, c. 200. Hippolytus himself used a text of Mark which
contained the last twelve verses and understands the epithet of
its author ; but its origin is more easily explained as originally
applied to the book. Originally Ko"AoflooaKTVAo<; was used of
a man who cut off a thumb in order to escape military service.
Wordsworth and White suggest it may have come to mean
"shirker," and that Hippolytus found the term applied to Mark
by Marcion in order to discredit his Gospel, in allusion to the
withdrawal from the work in Pamphylia which St. Paul so much
resented, Acts xv. 38. But even so, Marcion's attack would have
been twice as effective if the epithet carried a doub"le entendre,
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the author a shirker, his Gospel a torso. At any rate the author
of the Gospel cannot have originally meant to end it without the
account of the Appearance to the Apostles in Galilee which is
twice prophesied in the text (Mk. xiv. 28, xvi. 7). Indeed, the
words €<J>o/3ovv-ro ryap in Greek may not even be the end of a
sentence ; they lead us to expect a clause beginning with µ,~,
" They were afraid, lest they should be thought mad," or something to that effect.
The Longer Conclusion, found in the majority of MSS. and
in our printed texts, is not at all in the style of Mark ; and, as
will appear later, a close study of its contents makes it in the
last degree improbable that it was written by Mark himself.
But it must have been added at a very early date. Irenaeus,
c. 185, 1 quotes xvi. 19 expressly as from " the end of Mark " ;
and the Longer Conclusion already stood in the text used by
Tatian when compiling his Diatessaron c. 170 ; and there are
possible, though not quite certain, reminiscences of it in Justin
and in Hermas. Since B ~ were written in the fourth century,
both the Longer and the Shorter Conclusions were already of
great antiquity, and can hardly have been unknown to the scribes
who wrote these MSS. and, for that matter, to a fairly long
&uccession of MSS. from which they were copied. Incidentally
I may be permitted to remark that an asceticism which could
decline to accept either of these endings argues a fidelity to a
text believed to be more ancient and more authentic, which
materially increases our general confidence in the textual tradition which these MSS. represent.
The discovery of W has added yet another to the previously
known endings of the Gospel. After xvi. 14 occurs the section
(part of which is quoted by Jerome, as occurring in some
M:SS. ), " And they replied saying, This age of la~lessness and
unbelief is under Satan, who does not allow what is under the
unclean spirits (emending two words of the Greek to correspond
with Jerome's Latin) to comprehend the true power of God;
1 "

In fine autem evangelii a.it Marcus," Atlv. Haer. ill. 10. 6.

z

338

THE FOUR GOSPELS

therefore reveal thy righteousness. Already they were speaking
to Christ; and Christ went on to say to them, The limit of the
years of the authority of Satan has been fulfilled, but other
terrible things are at hand, even for the sinners on whose behalf
I was delivered up to death, that they might turn to the truth
and sin no more, in order that they may inherit the heavenly
spiritual incorruptible glory of righteousness."
THE

Loss

A PRIMITIVE ONE

But how are we to account for the Gospel thus breaking off
short 1 It is, of course, possible that Mark did not live to finish
it. But, if he did, it would seem probable that the end of the
roll on which it was written must have been torn off before any
copies of it had got into circulation. Otherwise such a loss
would have been repaired at once from another copy.
There is no difficulty in supposing that the original copy of
Mark, especially if the Gospel was written for the Church of
Rome about A.D. 65, almost immediately lost its conclusion.
The two ends of a roll would always be the most exposed to
damage; the beginning ran the greater risk, but, in a book
rolled from both ends, the conclusion was not safe. How in the
case of Mark the damage occurred it is useless to speculate. At
Rome in Nero's days a variety of "accidents" were by way of
occurring to Christians and their possessions. The author of
Hebrews, writing to the Roman Church, 1 alludes to the patient
endurance of "spoiling of their goods." That the little library
of the Church, kept in the house of some prominent adherent,
.should have suffered in some "pogrom" is highly credible.
Curiously enough, there is evidence that copies of Romans were
in circulation which lacked the last two chapters, which looks
1 This is not undisputed, but it is the simplest explanation of the fact that
while Hebrews profoundly influenced the theology of the Roman Church as early
as I Clement (c. A.D. 96), it was only quite late, on the authority of the East,
that it was accepted at Rome as by Paul. Probably for many years the Roman
tradition preserved the name of the real author.
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as if one of the earliest copies of that Epistle, the one other
document of which we can be quite sure that the Roman Church
had a copy at this time, was similarly mutilated.
Professor Burkitt accounts for the disappearance of tht>
original conclusion of Mark on a different hypothesis. 1 Mark, he
argues, contained nothing that interested the Early Church which
was not included in either Matthew or Luke ; hence for a generation or two, after those Gospels had been composed, it ceased to be
copied. Later on, when, in face of the struggle with Gnosticism,
a formal canon of accepted Gospels was under discussion, the
Roman Church remembered that among its archives was an old
copy of Mark, and insisted on this being included. But the end
of the roll had been tom off, and there was no other copy in existence from which to repair the loss. To this theory there are
formidable objections.
(1) A world-wide circulation of Mark in the first century is
implied by the use made of it by the authors of Matthew, Luke,
and John, who must have written in Churches at a wide remove
from one another in theological outlook, and probably also in
geographical situation. In view of this, the total disappearance
in the course of the next fifty years of all copies but one is not
very likely.
(2) Sinc~.Mark was made use of in the Diatessaron of Tatian,
c. 170, the supposed rediscovery of the Gospel must have taken
place before this date. And it must have been some considerable time before, for two reasons. First, the only point of
compiling a Harmony of the Gospels at all was to meet the
inconvenience, for purposes of practical teaching, of having four
parallel, and in some points apparently conflicting, Lives of
Christ. But the difficulty arising from there being four standard
Lives must have been in existence long enough to be felt as a
difficulty, before the remedy was looked for. Secondly, Tatian's
copy of Mark contained the Longer Conclusion. But since the
earliest copies of the rediscovered Gospel which reached Africa,
1

F. C. Burkitt, Two Leoturea on the Gospels, p. 33 ff. (Macmillan, 1901).
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Alexandria, and Syria did not contain this, there must, on
Burkitt's theory, have been an interval of time after the rediscovery of Mark during which the Gospel circulated without
this addition to its text. The supposed rediscovery, then, must
have been some time before 170, at the latest 165. Hence the
period of complete disuse (during which all copies but one had
time to disappear) must have been the fifty years or so previous
to this. But for this period we have evidence of a widespread
interest in and use of the Gospel.
(a) I regard it as practically certain that Mark was known to
Justin c. 155; also to Hermas either c. 140, or, as I think more
likely, c. 100. Both these are evidence for use in Rome.
(b) For Asia we have the evidence of Papias. He wrote
rather late in life at a date which Harnack fixes as between
145-160; other scholars prefer an earlier date, 130-145. 1 His
quotation of the famous statement about Mark made by John
the Elder has already been discussed (p. 17 f.), so I will only
stay to point out that, whatever else it proves, it is convincing
evidence of three facts. First, at the time when Papias wrote,
Mark was regarded in Asia as a standard work about whose
origin Christians in general were interested. Secondly, the same
thing held good in Papias' youth; or why, when he was collecting
what seemed to him the most valuable of the teachings of the
elders, did he trouble to note what they said about this Gospel 1
Thirdly, if we accept the view maintained by some scholars that
1 Irenaeus, A.D. 185, styles Papias "a hearer of John, a companion of Polycarp, and an ancient worthy" (d.pxa.fos a•>lp). This distinctly favours the earlier
date. But the De Boor fragment (printed Lightfoot and Harmer, Apostolic
Fathers, p. 518 f.) seems to imply that he looked back on the time of Hadrian,
who died A.D. 138. As, however, the statement containing the reference to
Hadrian is attributed by Eusebius, iv. 3, to Quadratus, who, he expressly says,
lived in the reign of Hadrian, it is probable that the fragmentist (who is undoubtedly indebted to Eusebius elsewhere) is really quoting, not Papias, but
Eusebius--especially as the statement that a contemporary of Christ lived till
the time of Hadrian is absurd, while it is by no means unlikely that one should
have lived till the time (i.e. till the birth) of Quadratus, who may have been an old
man in Hadrian's reign. See the discussion by Prof. J. v-. Bartlet in Hastings'
Diet. of Ghrist and the Gospels, ii. p. 311, col. 2.
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Papias had not actually met the Elder John, Papias was not
the first to elicit the statement from the Elder, in which case
the date at which the Gospel of Mark, and the degree of authority
to be attached to it, was a matter of public interest is pushed
back earlier than Papias' youth.
(c) Irenaeus 1 says that Mark was the Gospel quoted as their
authority by those heretics" who separate Jesus from Christ and
say that Christ remained impassive while Jesus suffered." This
statement is borne out by the fact that the apocryphal Gospel
of Peter, which was evidently written in order to promulgate
views of that kind, exhibits a special preference for Mark. The
date assigned to " Apocryphal Peter " by most scholars is 130140. Personally I think that too early ; but, on any hypothesis,
the above statement of lrenaeus and the preference shown by
" Peter " for Mark are evidence of the vogue of that Gospel in
yet another circle in the middle of the second century.
The only conclusion that can be drawn from the facts is that
the comparative neglect of Mark, of which there :i& plenty of
evidence in later times, began after, not before, the universal
acceptance of the Four Gospel Canon.
There is still less to be said for a hypothesis, at one time
popular on the Continent, that the original end of Mark was
deliberately suppressed and the Longer Conclusion substituted
for it. This is supposed to have been done in Asia as part of
the process of forming an official Four Gospel Canon in the
latter part of the second century, the object of the suppression
being to get rid of the discrepancy between Mark's account, in
which the first Resurrection Appearance is in Galilee, and the
Jerusalem tradition, followed by Luke and John.
The main objections to this theory are four.
(1) The idea that the Four Gospel Canon arose in Asia, or,
indeed, that it came into existence as a result of any one official
act at all, is one for which, so it seems to me, the evidence is
non-existent.
1

Adv. Haer. iii. 11. 7.
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(2) While the revisers were about it, why did they not
suppress the end of Matthew as well, since, in the matter of the
first Appearance being in Galilee, his accoun~ equally conflicts
with that of Luke and John? Again, if they were out to remove
discrepancies between the Gospels, why did they not begin the
" cut " a verse earlier, so as to remove the contradiction between
Mark's statement that the women " told no man," and the
statement by Matthew and Luke that they at once went and
told the disciples ?
(3) How ·was it that revisers succeeded in getting the
Churches of Africa, Alexandria, and Syria to accept at once the
excision of the original ending, which spoils the Gospel, without
accepting the substitute which is said to harmonise it with
the others 1
(4) The use made of Mark by the authors of the other three
Gospels proves, I must repeat, that Mark was universally read at
the end of the first century; and it continued to be so throughout
the second. Hence the suppression of the ending of a Gospel
so widely circulated-and that at such an inappropriate point,
€rf>of3ovvTo ryap-would only have been possible if there had
existed, as in the modem Roman communion, a highly centralised
organisation able to enforce world-wide uniformity. All our
evidence as to the history of the Church during the first two
centuries points to the lack of any such thing. Least of all
was it exercised to secure uniformity in the text of the
Gospels. We have actual MSS. written in the fifth century
to show that even then there were still current three different
endings of Mark (not counting the absence of an ending found in
~ B), viz. the Longer Conclusion A C D, the augmented Longer
Conclusion W, the Shorter Conclusion k (L W). If this variety
was possible in the fifth century, after a hundred years of oecumenical conference, the notion is absurd that a machine existed
in the second century capable of securing a world-wide excision
in the text.
Let us now ask whether the end of Mark may not have been
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already missing in the copies of the Gospel used by Matthew
and Luke.
(1) The message of the Angel, " Go tell his disciples and
Peter he goeth before you into Galilee : there shall ye see him
as he said unto you " (Mk. xvi. 7), is clearly intended to refer
back to the previously recorded prophecy of Christ, " Howbeit
after I am raised up I will go before you into Galilee" (Mk. xiv. 28).
Thus we are bound to infer that the lost conclusion of Mark
contained an account of an Appearance to the Apostles in
Galilee. Further, this must either have come after an Appearance
to Peter separately, or it must have been an Appearance in
which Peter was in some way especially singled out for notice,
as he is in Jn. xxi.
Now Matthew follows the text of Mark all through the
Passion story with great fidelity ; if, then, the copy of Mark
used by him had contained a conclusion of this sort we should
expect to find it reproduced by Matthew. But Matthew, though
he records an Appearance to the Eleven in Galilee, does not
especially mention the name of Peter in connection with it.
Again, the most striking thing about the Gospel of Mark is the
author's gift for telling a story in a vivid, picttiresque, and
realistic way. Elsewhere, wherever Matthew is following Mark,
he abbreviates slightly and occasionally omits a picturesque
detail ; nevertheless the account he gives is always a vividly
realised and well-told story-full of detail, though not quite
so full as the Marean original. But Matthew's account of the
Resurrection Appearances-to the two Maries (Mt. xxviii. 9-10)
and subsequently to the Eleven (xxviii. 16-20)-is extremely
meagre and is conspicuously lacking in these usual characteristics. Both, then, because Matthew does not mention Pete1
and because his narrative becomes exceptionally vague at the
exact point where the authentic text of Mark now ends, we
infer that his copy of Mark ended at that point.
(2) Luke, we have seen, based his account of the Passion
and Resurrection mainly on his non-Marean source; but he has
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omitted nothing of interest in the Passion story as found in Mark.
He prefers his own source wherever it gives an equally elaborate
or interesting version of any incident, but, where Mark contained something not occurring in his other source, he has
added it in an appropriate context. If, then, Mark contained
a detailed description of an Appearance to Peter and to the
Apostles in Galilee, it would have been, to say the least of it,
a " strong " procedure to ignore completely this well-established
tradition and represent all the Appearances as having taken
place in or near Jerusalem. But i£ in his copy of Mark, as in
ours, there was no account of Appearances to ignore, that
difficulty disappears. There is a more important consideration.
At the end of the Emmaus incident Luke has a reference to
the Appearance to Peter. The disciples are made to say," The
Lord is risen indeed and hath appeared to Simon " (Lk. xxiv. 34).
That the first Appearance was to Peter is stated by Paul (1 Cor.
xv. 5) and is implied in Mark. Luke's allusion makes it clear that
he wished to bring out this fact. He accepted the tradition ;
but it would seem as i£ he knew no more details about it than
can be inferred from 1 Cor. and the existing text of Mark. If
he had found a detailed account of the Appearance to Peter in his
copy of Mark he would surely have made some effort to adapt
it to his story, even i£ he was puzzled by the Galilean tradition.
We conclude, then, either that Mark did not live to finish
his Gospel-at Rome in Nero's reign this might easily happen_O'f that the-end of the Gospel was already lost when it was used
by Matthew and Luke.
THE LONGER CONCLUSION

The note by an unknown scribe of an Armenian MS. of the
tenth century which suggests that the Longer Conclusion was
the work of the " Presbyter Ariston " has been taken rather
too seriously in some quarters. It is, of course, always possible
that a genuine tradition may survive in some late MS. in an
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out-of-the-way district. But the principles of historical criticism,
as ordinarily accepted, do not encourage us to begin by taking
for granted that a statement is good evidence when it appears
for the first time in a writer who, on the face of it, is far removed
both in time and place from the facts he attests.
That the evidence in this case is completely worthless will
appear from the three following considerations.
(1) In nine of the ten oldest Armenian MSS. (dated from 887
to 1099 A.D.) the Gospel of Mark ends as in B N. This is a piece
of evidence for the history of the text of some importance ; for
it shows that MSS., either Greek or Syriac, which lacked the
Longer Conclusion were used by the original translators c. 400,
or else by those who revised it at a slightly later date. Thus
in any case it is evidence of the circulation or superior repute
of the shorter text in the Far East. The fourth MS., which
(after a break, indicating that the scribe regarded what follows
as a sort of Appendix) adds the Longer Conclusion, does so with
the words " of the Presbyter Ariston " in the margin of the
first line.1 This again is an important piece of evidence; it is
prima fade evidence that the Longer Conclusion was a late
introduction in Armenia, and that when first introduced it was
not regarded as being by the pen of Mark himself.
The possibility is theoretically open that the Longer Ending,
plus the note attributing it to Ariston, was in the earliest form
of the Armenian, but that later scribes-feeling that, if it was
not by Mark himself, it was not canonical-dropped it out.
But against this are the facts-(a) that from the fifth century
onward the Longer Conclusion stood in the texts received in
both the Greek and the Syriac Churches, both of which had
considerable influence on Armenian Christianity. (b) In other
respects the Armenian text is closely related to that of Jam. e
and Syr. S., which omit the Longer Conclusion. (c) Later
Armenian MSS. included the Longer Conclusion without any
note of doubt.
1

Etchmiadzen MS. 229; phototypic reproduction, F. Macler (Paris, 1920).
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It appears, then, that all the influences known to have operated
were in the direction, not of excluding, but of accepting this
particular reading. In that case the words " of the Presbyter
Ariston " must either have come in at the same time as the
Longer Conclusion, or else must represent a conjecture made
at a still later date to account for the fact that the addition
was not contained in the older text. Hence, whatever the
origin of the tradition, it has no claim to be regarded as specially
ancient ; for if the oldest Armenian did not contain the Longer
Conclusion it could not have contained a note about its authorship.
(2) The end of Mark was a problem much discussed. Eusebius
alludes to it several times, Jerome more than once. It is treated
in the Commentary attributed to Victor of Antioch found in
many MSS. ; and numerous MSS. have scholia dealing with it.
It is thus extremely improbable that any authentic tradition
as to the authorship of the Longer Conclusion which survived
would have entirely escaped the notice of all these, to turn up
in Armenia in the tenth century.
(3) The occurrence in a tenth-century Armenian MS. of
interesting information about the authorship of the disputed
ending of Mark is a phenomenon which cannot be estimated
apart from the appearance in the Greek-speaking world a century
earlier of much information of the same sort, quite obviously
based on mere conjecture or on tradition of no value at all.
From the Ixcent. MS. K, for example, we learn that the Gospel
of Matthew was published by him in Jerusalem eight years after
the Ascension. From Y, of the same date, we gather that it was
written by Matthew in Hebrew, but translated by John; later
MSS. have a similar note, but substitute for the name John that
of James, the brother of the Lord, or Bartholomew. A Vulgate
Latin MS. of the same century tells us that the fourth Gospel
was written by Papias at the dictation of the Apostle John. 1
Surely, when we find a whole crop of this sort of thing springing
up in Greek and Latin MSS., the burden of proof lies with
1

Quoted in Tischendorf, i. p. 967 ad fin.
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anyone who wishes us to take seriously a piece of information
of a precisely similar character which turns up in an isolated
Armenian MS. a century later.
If anyone asks, why should conjecture light on the name of
Ariston in particular-or Aristion, which seems to have been an
interchangeable form of it-one may hazard a guess. What was
wanted was a name which would give to the Longer Conclusion
the authority of an eye-witness. But all names of Apostl'3s
were excluded, since an Apostle would be hardly likely to add
an appendix to a Gospel written by one not an Apostle. The
Church history of Eusebius was everywhere read, and no passage would be more familiar than the one (cf. p. 18 above) on
the origin of the Gospels in which he tells how Papias reports
that he diligently sought for authentic traditions from Apostles
and from Aristion and the elder John, disciples of the Lord.
Here we have all the materials for a "brilliant conjecture." Is
not the Longer Conclusion of Mark one of the traditions derived
by Papias from an eye-witness, 1\.ristion, the disciple of the
Lord 1 Eusebius in the very same context alludes to the theory
(of Dionysius of Alexandria) that the Apocalypse was the work
of John the Elder. In the Eastern Church in the third and
fourth centuries there was a strong tendency to regard the
Apocalypse as, at best, of sub-canonical authority, and it was
not in the canon of the Syriac-speaking church on which the
Armenian largely depended for its literature. The Longer
Conclusion of Mark was another such sub-canonical writingwhat more natural than to surmise that it was the work of the
second of the two " disciples of the Lord " mentioned by Papias.
The conjecture is such a brilliant one that we might be tempted
to accept it and believe that Papias had actually said so, did we
not know how puzzled were Eusebius and others, who must have
read Papias, about the authenticity of the Longer Conclusion.
But if the Longer Conclusion has really nothing to do with
Papias' Aristion, where did it come from 1 At any rate we have
two facts to start from.
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(1) It was in the text of Mark used at Rome before Tatian,
170 ; possibly 1 in that used in Ephesus by the author of
Epistula Apostolorum, c. 180, and certainly in tb,e text of
Irenaeus, 185, who was connected with both Rome and Ephesus.
(2) It was not in the text used in Africa, Alexandria, Caesarea,
and Antioch half a century later ; and, to judge from the MS.
evidence, did not establish itself there before the end of the
fourth century.
It is thus a fair presumption that it originated either in
Rome or in " Asia." The case for Asia depends, so far as I can
see, on four pieces of evidence. (a) The idea that the Longer
Conclusion is connected with the Aristion mentioned by Papias.
On that no more need be said. (b) The theory that the original
Conclusion was suppressed and this substituted for it at the time
of forming of the Gospel Canon. The baselessness of this
theory I have, I hope, sufficiently demonstrated above. (c) Mk.
xvi. 18 reads, " if they shall drink any deadly thing, it shall in
no wise hurt them." Papias, according to Eusebius, 2 gave,
perhaps on the authority of the daughters of Philip who lived
at Hierapolis, a "wonderful story about Justus who was surnamed Barsabas, how that he drank a deadly poison, and yet,
by the grace of God, suffered no inconvenience." It is inferred
that a document which apparently alludes to this incident must
have been written in Asia where the story was known. The.
inference is precarious. It is not suggested Justus ever left
Palestine; but "all roads led to Rome," and if a story of a
wonderful escape of an eminent Christian from poisoning was
current it would probably be told in Rome before long. (d) The
Longer Conclusion is supposed to be dependent upon the Fourth
Gospel, and, therefore, to have been written in the Church where
1
Even in view of the other passages (cf. p. 70) which suggest that the
Epistula used a Western text, the inference that its author knew the Longer
Conclusion is highly precarious. The women go to the tomb "weeping and
mourning," Epist. 9; Mary goes to the Apostles "as they mourned and wept,"
Mk. xvi. 10.
s Euseb. H.E. iii. 39.
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that Gospel was earliest in circulation. But, if the author of the
Longer Conclusion knew John, why did he ignore the Appearance
to Thomas 1 Presumably he compiled his list of Appearances
with an apologetic purpose ; why then leave out the most
"evidential" of them all 1 There is only one point of contact
between John and the Longer Conclusion, and that is the mention
of Mary Magdalene as the witness of the first Appearance. But
Matthew also records the first Appearance as being to Mary
Magdalene and Mary the mother of James and J oses. This
second Mary is otherwise an absolutely unknown figure.
It is a law of the evolution of tradition that names to which
no incident of dramatic interest is attached tend, either to
gather incidents round themselves, or else to drop out. Consider
this series. Mark mentions three women at the tomb, Matthew
mentions two, the Longer Conclusion only one. That one was
not only their leader, but also the only one about whom a fact
of interest was known, "that seven devils were cast out of her."
Besides this tendency in tradition, the author of the Longer
Conclusion was evidently influenced by the desire to be brief.
If he summarises in two verses the Emmaus story, which takes
twenty-three verses in Luke, he obviously does not want to fill up
space with mere names. Obviously a knowledge of John is not
required to explain the dropping of the other names. The
.Appearance to Mary may be derived either from Matthew or
else from oral trailition, for it is the kind of thing in which oral
tradition would be interested. Again, if we look more closely at
the parallels we note that in the Longer Conclusion the disciples,
when they heard from Mary that "he was alive and had been
seen by her, disbelieved." There is not the slightest hint of this
in John ; Thomas, who does doubt, is not then present ; but it
is emphatically asserted in Luke in regard to the reception by
the Apostles of the news of the three women that they had seen
the angels who said He was risen. Thus, while the mention of
Mary, the one supposed point of contact with John, can equally
well be interpreted as a point of contact with Matthew, there is
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a notable absence of allusion to the Thomas story-for the
author's purpose the most useful story in John. But, since John
was the characteristically Ephesian Gospel, we should expect to
find quite a number of rather marked points of contact with it
in a document of this sort emanating from Asia.
If, however, the case for Asia collapses, we may be content
to accept the alternative view to which the textual evidence
very decidedly points, and affirm that the Longer Conclusion
was added in Rome.
With this in mind let us examine the document a little more
closely. Everything in it, except the mention of the Appearance
to Mary and the drinking poison, appears to be derived either
from the Gospel of Luke or from the Acts. There are summary
allusions to the disbelief by the Apostles in the women's message
(Mk. xvi. 11, cf. Lk. xxiv. 11); to the walk from Emmaus; to
the Appearance to the Eleven, with their hesitation to believe the
reality of the thing they saw and the command to preach to all
nations ; to the Apostolic signs-casting out devils, speaking
with tongues, the viper which clung to St. Paul in Malta but
did not hurt him. Even the Appearance to Mary Magdalene,
though not derived from Luke, identifies her by a formula
taken from Lk. viii. 2, "from whom he had cast out seven devils."
The natural inference that we should draw is that the Longer
Conclusion was written in a Church where Luke and Acts had
been long established, but where Matthew, if known at all, had
only recently been accepted; and Harnack produces some reasons
for the belief that Matthew was not accepted at Rome till
about A.D. 120. 1 The Longer Conclusion opens in a way which
suggests that it was not originally intended, like the Shorter
Conclusion, to heal a wound in the text of Mark. It reads as if
it was originally a summary intended for catechetical purposes ;
later on the bright idea occurred to some one of adding it as a
sort of appendix to his copy of Mark. In the first instance a.n
1 Cf. p. 525 below; also The Date of the Acts and the Synoptists, E.T., p. 134 n
Williams and Norgate, 1911).
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interval of a blank line might be left to mark that it was not
part of the authentic text, but in subsequent copies this blank
line would soon disappear. The hypothesis that Mk. xvi. 9-20 was
originally a separate document has the additional advantage of
making it somewhat easier to account for the supplement in the
text of W (cf. p. 337 f.) known as the "Freer logion." A catechetical summary is a document which lends itself to expansion ;
the fact that a copy of it had been added to Mark would not at
once put out of existence all other copies or prevent them
suffering expansion. No doubt as soon as the addition became
thoroughly established in the Roman text of Mark, it would
cease to be copied as a separate document. But supposing that
a hundred years later an old copy of it in the expanded version
turned up. It would then be mistaken for a fragment of a very
ancient MS. of Mark, and the fortunate discoverer would hasten
to add to his copy of Mark-whfoh, of course, he would suppose
to be defective-the addition preserved in this ancient witness.

THE LOST ENDING-A SPECULATION

l£ I venture a suggestion on this subject, it is with the distinct proviso that what I write is intended to be read, not as
"criticism," but merely as "scientific guessing." No harm is done
by guessing of this sort, it may even have a certain interest,
provided always that no one mistakes the speculations so
reached for "assured results of criticism," and then proceeds to
use them as premises from which further deductions may be
drawn. The "scientific guess" in which I venture to indulge is
that the lost end of Mark contained an Appearance to Mary
Magdalene, followed by one to Peter and others when fishing on
the Lake of Galilee, and that John derived his version of these
incidents from the lost conclusion of Mark. I do not, of course,
suggest that we have either of these stories exactly as they stood
in Mark. Wherever John adopts a story from Mark, he does so
with a considerably greater freedom in regard to language and
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details than do Matthew or Luke. Nevertheless, except where he
is conflating material from Mark with another source, John does
not seem substantially to alter the main facts and the general
impression. This hypothesis I believe is worth working out in
detail. But before doing this, two prima facie objections must
be met.
(1) At first sight it may seem unlikely that the original
ending of Mark should be preserved in Ephesus but lost in Rome.
But we know that during Paul's imprisonment at Rome, Mark
was contemplating a visit to Asia (Col. iv. 10), and a little later
(2 Tim. iv. 11) Paul summons him to return to Eome, "for he is
useful to me for ministering." The words occur in that portion
of 2 Timothy which is most universally recognised as a fragment
of a genuine letter, probably preserved at Ephesus. If so,
Mark had been working in or near Ephesus ; and, as the context
implies, was regarded by Paul as a useful and effective worker
very shortly before the date at which he wrote the Gospel.
What, then, could be a more natural thing for Mark to do, the
moment he has finished writing a Gospel for the Church of
Rome, than to send a copy to the Church of Ephesus by the next
Christian who was travelling that way on any kind of business?
In that case the Ephesian copy would be the first ever made,
and would have been made before the original was mutilated.
We may srirmise that Mark's "usefulness for ministering"
lay in some part in his command of anecdotes about the life
and teaching of Christ. But he would have told these stories in
Ephesus also. Hence the fact that Mark had worked in Asia
makes it possible to suggest an alternative hypothesis that John
is dependent, not on the lost written end of Mark, ]?ut upon
Mark's account of the Resurrection Appearances, which survived
in Asia in the form of oral tradition. This hypothesis, however,
is for practical purposes so nearly equivalent to the one I have
propounded above that it may, so far as arguments for or
against it are concerned, be treated as a minor variation of the
same hypothesis.
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(2) If the original conclusion survived at Ephesus, how came
that which now stands in our New Testament to take its place 1
The answer to this question may well be that the present ending
was added so soon that it had time to become part of the text
accepted at Rome before the date-some time in the latter half of
the second century-when (as seems likely) the Churches of Rome
and Ephesus exchanged notes on the Canon. At any rate we
have already seen that it must have been added at a very early
date. If the Longer Conclusion was composed as a separate
document about 100-110, and had become firmly established in
the text of Mark as read in Rome, say by A.D. 140, the original
ending, even if preserved at Ephesus, would never be restored.
Mark being the Roman Gospel, the Roman text of Mark would
everywhere be regarded as the more authentio----except perhaps
in Alexandria, which also claimed a special connection with its
author. But the oldest Alexandrian text lacked an ending.
Supposing the early Ephesian and the Roman text showed two
different endings, this, if known to a scholar like Origen, would
only confirm him, brought up as he was in the traditions of
textual criticism current in Alexandria, in the belief that the
mutilated text was the original. Moreover, as we have already
seen (p. 69), the Textus Receptus was the text adopted in the
great sees of Antioch and Constantinople, so that the old text
of Ephesus was swamped at an early date and has left no trace
on the MS. tradition. This would the more easily happen since,
on our hypothesis, the same story, but told in a form more
attractive to the Christian public, was contained in John.
There would be no strong motive to keep alive what would
seem a less interesting version of the same story.
The suggestion that the story of the Appearance and final
charge to Peter on the Lake of Galilee in Jn. xxi. was derived,
with some modification, from the lost ending of Mark has been
commended by Harnack and others, on the ground mainly that
the Apocryphal Gospel of Peter contained a version of the
incident. The surviving fragment of the Apocryphal Gospel
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of Peter ends : " But we the twelve disciples of the Lord
wept and were grieved : and each one grieving for that which
was come to pass departed to his home. But I, Simon Peter,
and Andrew my brother took our nets and went away to the
sea. ; and there was with us Levi, the son of Alphaeus whom
the Lord. . . ." Here, unfortunately, the text of the fragment
breaks off ; but evidently the words constitute the beginning
of an account of an Appearance of the Lord by the Sea of
Galilee. From the fragment of it that remains it is evident
that the Gospel of Peter can in no way be regarded as an
independent historical authority. It is written in the interest
of the theory-already combated in the Asian document 1 Johnl
-that the Divine Christ departed from the human Jesus and
was ta.ken up into Heaven before the latter died on the Cross.
Professor C. H. Turner 2 in a. brilliant, and on the whole
convincing, article argues that the author of the Gospel of Peter
was familiar with our Gospel of John. It does not, however,
necessarily follow that he derived this particular incident from
Jn. xxi. If so, why does he put first an Appearance which
John distinctly affirms to be the third 1 Also, why are the names
of disciples mentioned as present so different-Andrew and Levi
as against Thomas, Nathaniel, the sons of Zebedee, and two
others 1 The mixture of resemblance and difference is accounted
for more easily if John and Peter are divergent versions of
a third source than if either is dependent on the other. But it
is clear that the main source used by the author of Apocryphal
Peter was Mark. And since " Peter " claims to be written
by Mark's master, we should expect it to concur with Mark,
except where the author desired to supplement the traditional
narrative with doctrinal modifications or legendary embellishments of his own. It is noticeable that Levi the son of
Alphaeus is mentioned in "Peter" ; the description of him, "son
1 I Jn. v. 6, "not with water only, but with the water and the blood" (i.e.
a real death)-a reply to the position of Cerinthus, or some predecessor.
• J.T.8., Jan. 1913.

en.

XII

THE LOST END OF MARK

355

of Alphaeus," only occurs in Mark. Also the account of the visit
of the women to the tomb follows Mark rather closely. In
particular the author preserves the detail " Then the women
feared and fled," which corresponds to the last words of the true
text of Mark, but are directly <lontradictory to the statements
of both Matthew and Luke. Hence the hypothesis that in the
paragraph which immediately follows he is also dependent on
Mark cannot be called improbable.
In support of the view that John xxi. represents either the
lost end of Mark or an oral tradition more or less its equivalent,
five considerations may be alleged.
(1) The lost ending of Mark must have contained an Appearance to Apostles in Galilee which either followed an Appearance
to Peter, or was itself one in which Peter figured in some conspicuous way (cf. p. 343).
(2) If the story in Jn. xxi. had stood alone in a separate
document, without the note (xxi. 14) stating that this was the
third Appearance, we should have inferred that the Appearance
described was meant to be understood as the first. We seem
to see (xxi. 2-3) a group of disciples sitting dejected and inert
after their disillusioned flight to Galilee, and Peter, always the
one with the most initiative, rousing himself to the resolution
to go back to the old and ordinary life, " I go a-fishing." The
others follow. Jesus is seen on the bank. They do not know
Him. They seem to be taken by surprise, which is strange if
previous Appearances had already convinced them He was alive.
An incident and conversation follow of which the general significance is a second call of Peter to be a fisher of men. His late
denial of his Master is wiped out by a reaffirmation of devotion, and he is given the commission " Feed my sheep " and
so made the leader in the Christian mission.
(3) The addition of a mira~ulous draught of fishes in the
story of the original call of Peter in Luke v. 4-7, and the addition, in Matthew xiv. 29-31, to the story of the Walking on the
Water of the incident of Peter leaving the boat to meet the
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Lord, are best explained as fragments of a story like that o!
Jn. xxi. current in oral tradition. If so, they are independenii
evidence that the story was in circulation at a very early date,
(4) Like everything else in the Fourth Gospel this story has
been remoulded in the light of the experience and outlook of
the author and the present needs of the Church, but it is certainly:
the kind of ending one would have expected Mark to give his
Gospel. In particular, I much doubt whether Peter's denial
would have been so emphasised in the Gospel unless as a foil
to a subsequent story, the point of which lay in its cancelling
a former weakness of the Apostle. Again, the fact that Peter,
with whatever hesitation, did ultimately come out definitely·
on the side of the Gentile mission, and that in doing so he felt
that he was carrying out his Master's real intention, must,
I think, have somehow been adumbrated in a Gospel written
for the Church of Rome.
(5) A critical analysis (cf. Chap. XIV.) of the Fourth Gospel
suggests that the two main sources which John elsewhere combines are the written documents Mark and Luke (or Proto-Luke).
It is, therefore, likely that in this passage also the traditions
which he is combining are derived from the same two sources.
Since, then, the Appearance to the Apostles in Jerusalem belongs
to the Lucan tradition, those to Mary Magdalene and to Peter
while fishing by the Sea of Galilee, with the final commission
of Christ " Feed my sheep," may well have stood in the conclusion of Mark's Gospel as it was read in Ephesus about A.D. 90.
Indeed we may surmise that one reason why the last chapter
of John (which is obviously a kind of Appendix) was added
was to harmonise that Gospel with the Marean tradition of the
Resurrection Appearances, while affirming that the Appearance
by the Lake was the third, not, as previously related in Mark,
the first, of the Appearances to any of the Twelve.
The suggestion that the Appearance by the Sea of Galilee
was preceded by an Appearance to Mary Magdalene, something
like that recorded by John, has not, so far as I am aware, been
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put forward before. In its behalf I advance the following
considerations.
(1) We shall see (p. 408 ff.) that, apart from the Appearance
to Mary, John shows no trace of dependence on Matthew. The
hypothesis that the Appearance to Mary originally stood in
Mark enables us to explain the occurrence in both Mt. xxviii. 10
and Jn. xx. 17 of an Appearance to Mary with the description
of the disciples as " my brethren " which is not paralleled
elsewhere.
(2) Again, the Appearance to Mary as described by John
is entirely in the manner of the vivid and dramatic story-telling
for which Mark is famed. Mark is one of those people who simply
cannot tell a story badly-witness the tale of the daughter
of Herodias and John the Baptist, the appeal of which to the
artistic imagination every picture gallery in Europe proves.
If ever he finished his Gospel, the Resurrection scenes would
have been visualised in every detail. And there is no scene
in the Fourt9- Gospel-again I call the painters in as evidence
-more viv(dly pictured than that of Mary Magdalene in the
Garden.
(3) John, as already observed, seems to follow alternately,
or to conflate, two main sources, Mark and Luke (or a source of
Luke). Since the Appearance to Mary is not found in Luke,
it was probably absent from his non-Marean source-and Luke's
copy of Mark, we have seen, ended at xvi. 8. John, then,
could not have derived the story either from Luke's source or
from our Third Gospel. Whence, then, did John derive it 1 0£
course he might have got it from Matthew; but, apart from this
inci<lent, John shows no definite knowledge of Matthew, still
less any inclination to follow him. Much the simplest hypothesis
is that John derived the Appearance to Mary from Mark (or an
oral tradition representing what Mark would have contained),
especially as an incident which turned the " fear " of the
woman into joy 'would have formed a most appropriate continuation of what remains of his broken text.
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(4) Consider the situation at Rome if, after some police raid
or riot, the end of the Church copy of Mark was found to have
been torn off. Its general purport would have been known ;
many would remember roughly what it had contained, and the
loss might have been replaced from memory. But this would
have been inaccurate, and hopes may have been entertained
that another copy might turn up. In the meantime there
would remain a tradition, growing more vague in course of time,
that the lost ending had contained an Appearance to Mary
in Jerusalem, followed by an Appearance to the Apostles in
Galilee. Now this is what we find in Matthew. The end of
Matthew is exactly the kind of conclusion we should expect
if the first man who took a copy of the mutilated Gospel to
Antioch had written down on the back of the last sheet his
recollections of the substance of what he had been told at Rome
the lost conclusion had once contained.
(5) The view that oral tradition at Rome, ultimately dependent
on the lost end of Mark, represented the first Appearance as
being to Mary, would (equally with dependence on Matthew)
account for the opening of the Longer Conclusion of Mark,
"He appeared first to Mary Magdalene, from whom he had
cast out seven devils." The seven devils are derived from
Luke (viii. 2); and as we have already noted, apart from the
Appearance to Mary, all other details in the Longer Conclusion
which occur in the New Testament at all are to be found in
Luke and Acts. For though there is a point of contact with
Matthew in the command to preach and baptize-Luke also,
it should be noted, has the command to preach to all nationsthere is in the actual language used nothing in common in the
parallel Mk. xvi. 15-16 =Mt. xxviii. 19-20 but the single and
inevitable word "baptism."
(6) From Paul's account of the Resurrection Appearance
(1 Cor. xv. 5) one would naturally infer that the first Appearance
was to Peter. Luke's narrative confirms this impression. How,
then, are we to explain the emphatic statement in the Longer
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Conclusion that the first Appearance was to Mary~ I suggest
that there was ancient tradition at Rome to this effect so firmly
established that it could hold its own against the prima facie
evidence of Paul. In that case the Longer Conclusion of Mark
is best understood as the attempt to harmonise the old Roman
tradition of a first Appearance to Mary Magdalene with the
newly authenticated information which the Lucan writings
had brought to the Church. Its addition to the text of Mark
would not only help to preserve this tradition, but would be
almost necessary, if the old Roman Gospel of Mark was to
maintain its existence side by side with the longer and more
interesting, but more recent, Gospel of Luke.
At any rate the preference in three of our Gospels, as we
have them, of a tradition apparently contradicting a written
statement of Paul does require an explanation. We have definite
evidence that 1 Corinthians was the epistle which was most
widely read in Christendom in the Sub-Apostolic Age. The critic
is bound to produce a hypothesis to explain why, in despite
of this evidence that the first Appearance was to Peter, a
tradition prevailed in three different Gospels, representing
presumably three differ~t Churches, which assigns the supreme
privilege of being the first to see the risen Lord, not to the
Prince of the Apostles, but to a woman, of whom nothing is
known save that seven devils were cast out of her. A tradition
established so early in different Churches (most probably in
Antioch, Ephesus, and Rome) must have gone back to great
antiquity and have been regarded as authenticated by irrefutable
authority. But if it originally stood in Mark, which in a point
like this may be supposed to rest on Peter's own reminiscences,
then t~re was the authority of Peter himself that he had in
this matter been forestalled by a woman.
But why, it may be objected, if the Appearance to Mary
originally stood in Mark, is it omitted in the Apocryphal
Gospel of Peter, which we have assumed is here dependent on
Mark 1 Apocryphal Peter, in order to vindicate ibl doctrinal.
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curiosities, is particularly concerned to emphasise the fiction of
Apostolic authorship. This is shown by the intrusion of the
words "I, Simon Peter," which would be wholly unnecessary
in a Gospel known to be written by an Apostle, and is, at any
rate in this particular context, a most inappropriate repetition
of a claim to authorship which must have been stated before.
But clearly an author who feels it so necessary to emphasise
the ego of Simon at this point cannot afford to let the first
Appearance of Christ be to anybody else. There is a further
reason. Apocryphal Peter is a second-century work. Celsus,
the great second-century opponent of Christianity, pours much
scorn on the belief in the Resurrection on the ground that it
originated in the fancy of a neurotic woman. There was an
apologetic reason for the omission.
Such cogency as the foregoing arguments possess is largely
dependent on the correctness of the analysis of the sources of
John essayed in a later chapter. And, even if the correctness
of that analysis be assumed, they fall far short of proof. Yet
the view that the earliest account of the Resurrection Appearances has disappeared without leaving a trace is in itself so
improbable that I have thought it worth while to outline a
hypothesis which makes it possible to affirm the contrary, even
though from the nature of the evidence it can be no more than
an interesting speculation.

PART III
THE FOURTH GOSPEL AND ITS SOURCES

(
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I see His blood upon the rose,
And in the stars the glory of His eyes ;
His body gleams amid eternal snows,
His tears fall from the skies.
I see His face in every flower ;
The thunder and the singing of the birds
Are but His voice-and carven by His power
Rocks are His written words.
All pathways by His feet are worn,
His strong heart stirs the ever-beating sea;
His crown of thorns is twined with every thorn,
His cross is every tree.
From
"The Complete Poetical Works of J. M. Plunkett."
By permission of The Talbot Press, Dublin.
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XIII
JOHN, MYSTIC AND PROPHET
SYNOPSIS
MYSTICISM, GREEK AND HEBREW

The Fourth Gospel should not be classed among works definitely
historical in intention ; it belongs rather to the Library of Devotion.
The author is a Christocentric mystic conscious of prophetic inspiration. In him are combined the religious experience of the Hebrew
prophet and the philosophic mystici!!m of the school of Plato.
THE DISCOURSES OF JOHN

The contrast between the Jewish practice of preserving the
ipsissima verba of Wise Men and Rabbis and the Greek literary
tradition by which an author put into the mouths of historical
characters speeches of his own composition.
The Synoptics reflect the Jewish practice; John's method is akin
to the Greek, but with the significant difference that the author
regarded himself as a prophet inspired by the Spirit of Jesus, and
therefore considered the discourses as the utterances of that Spirit
and not as his own individual composition.
THE LOGOS

Probably both the Philonic conception of the Logos and also the
paraphrastic expression "the Memra," found in the later Aramaic
Targums, were known to the author ; but, since his purpose was to
interpret Christianity to the Greek world, his conception is more
nearly related to that of Philo.
THE QUEST FOR SOURCES

The ordinary methods of source-criticism cannot be applied to
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this Gospel ; so much so that most of the " Partition Theories ·~.
recently propounded may be ruled out at once.
(1) Analogies drawn from Old Testament criticism are not;'
applicable, nor even those supported by the critical study of the
Synoptics. Illustration of this.
(2) A further caution suggested by the psychology of authorship.
(3) Certain cases of lack of connection between paragraphs, which
might seem evidence of a fusion of written sources, are better
explained by the theory of accidental disarrangements in an early MS.
CREATIVE MEMORY

The creative activity of the subconscious mind has always a
dramatic quality ; this especially true of the mystic or the artistic
temperament. In such cases memory tends to enhance detail along
the line of the special interest of the individual.
In antiquity this tendency was not checked by the training in
accuracy emphasised in modern education, with its stress on the
scientific value of correctness of observation. Illustrations of this.
FACT AND SYMBOL

The effort to discover an eternal meaning behind the veil of
historic fact might well lead to modifications of detail in John's
description of events ; but the free invention of incidents would
be quite another matter.
The Church in Asia was fighting a battle on two fronts-against •
the Gnostics, who tended to dissolve the historical into symbol and
myth, and against the Judaisers, who could not rise beyond an
Adoptionist Christology conceived of in terms of apocalyptic picture-·
thinking. The via media which John champions centres round the
conception of the Word made flesh. From this conception it seems
to follow (1) that fact as fact is of value, but (2) that it is as an
"acted parable" bodying forth some lesson of eternal moment.
Hence it is probable that stories like the raising of Lazarus came·,
to the author in some document or oral tradition which, rightly or
wrongly, he believed to be historical.
THE

MYSTIC VISION

The possibility that certain of the scenes described had been
seen by the author in the mystic trance. If so, the allegorical element in them is perhaps to be accounted for by the psychology of
dream symbolism. A suggestion of Evelyn Underhill, based on
analogies from Mediaeval Mystics.

CHAPTER XIII
JOHN, MYSTIC AND PROPHET
MYSTICISM, GREEK AND HEBREW
THE Gospels were written in the great age of Classical Biography ;
Luke, the most cultivated of the Synoptics, differs hardly at all,
either in his conception of the purpose of biography as predominantly didactic or in his literary methods, from his famous
contemporaries, 1 Plutarch and Tacitus. The difference lies in
the subject treated, not in the historical ideal of the several
writers. The other two Synoptists-Mark in his unstudied style,
Matthew in his more overt expression of an apologetic and
practical intention-depart a little, but not strikingly, from the
literary model of the day. But the Fourth Gospel stands apart.
It does not purport to be a Life of Christ. Avowedly it is a
selection, for a special purpose. " Many other signs therefore
did Jesus ... which are not written in this book: but these
are written, that ye may believe . . . and that believing ye may
have life in his name" (Jn. xx. 30 f.).
If, then, we are asked to what class of literature the Fourth
Gospel should be referred, we reply that it belongs neither to
History nor Biography, but to the Library of Devotion. It will
be misunderstood unless it is approached in a spirit comparable
to that in which we app~ach the Confessions of Augustine or
the Imitation of a Kempis. We must read it, as we read the book
of Job, with our attention fixed less on the events recorded or
1 These actually wrote slightly later than Luke; but biography became
popular with Hermippus at Alexandria 200 B.O.
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on the characters of the dialogue than on. the profundities of
thought which through them are dramatically bodied forth.
This Gospel is a meditation, an inspired meditation, on the Life
of Christ. It is the work of one whom one cannot call philosopher,
because he is a mystic who feels that he has got beyond philosophy
-like Plotinus when he had seen the beatific vision, or like
Aquinas, who, when nearing the end of his Summa, hung up his
inkhom and pen, saying, "What I have seen so transcends what
I have written I will write no more."
The starting-point for any profitable study of the Fourth
Gospel is the recognition of the author as a mystic-perhaps the
greatest of all mystics. To him the temporal is the veil of the
eternal, and he is ever, to use von Hiigel's phrase, "striving to
contemplate history sub specie aeternitatis and to englobe the
successiveness of man in the simultaneity of God." 1 But, if
this is so, it follows that any inquiry into the sources of t4e
Fourth Gospel will be futile which does not approach the subject
from the standpoint of the psychology of the mystic temper.
The title "mystic" has dubious associations ; it has been used
to cover a very large variety of experiences. It is often employed
to give an imposing sound to childish speculations, or to practices
which in the last resort are merely tricks of narcotic self-bemusement. In a nobler sense the word is used of the religious side of
the philosophic tradition dominant in Hellenic thought, seen at
its highest in Plato and Plotinus. The mysticism of John is
nearer akin to this, but it is not the same. His mysticism, like
that of Paul, is a mysticism centred, not on Absolute Being, but
on the Divine Christ. The character of the mystic aspiration
is necessarily affected by the conception entertained of the nature
of the object towards which it is directed. The passion for
union with the One becomes qualitatively different if that One
is conceived of in the likeness of the historic Jesus. And just
1 Cf. Encyclopaedia Britannica, a.rt. "John, Gospel of "-one of the most
important discussions of the problem of the Fourth Gospel to be found in
English.
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in so far as the object is visualised by John as concretely personal,
the religious experience which is its correlate is continuous with
the Old Testament, rather than with the Platonic, apprehension
of the reaction of the soul to the Divine.
The author of the Fourth Gospel stands between two worlds,
the Hebrew and the Greek, at the confluence of the two greatest
spiritual and intellectual traditions of our race. In him Plato
and Isaiah meet. To call John a mystic is only correct so long
as one remembers that in the Hebrew tradition the prophet is
the counterpart of him whom elsewhere we style the mystic. The
religious experience of the prophet is not quite the same as that
of the mystic, though closely allied. We shall misapprehend
both the psychology and the message of John if we forget that
he is a Jew first, and never quite a Greek, and unless we relate
the experience of which his Gospel is the record with that revival
of prophecy which is the conspicuous feature of the Early Church.
The higher religion of the Old Testament was, humanly
speaking, due to a long line of outstanding prophets. After the
Captivity, the Law-which, as modern studies of the Old Testament have shown, was in its present form the work of priests and
scribes building on the basis of the ethical monotheism of the
great prophets-came more and more into prominence. The idea
grew up that the succession of prophets had come to an end and
that no new revelation of God was to be expected. The claim
of John the Baptist to prophetic inspiration broke a silence
which had lasted for more than three hundred years. But once
the tradition that direct revelation had ceased was broken,
prophecy as a living contemporary institution resumed its ancient
importance and prestige, within-not outside-the Christian
community. Prophets are ranked by Paul with Apostles as the
foremost spmtual leaders of the Church, 1 and we have frequent
allusion to them elsewhere in the New Testament. The essence
of prophecy was the claim to direct inspiration. The prophet
regarded himself, and was regarded by others, as the mouth1

Cf. 1 Cor. xii. 28,
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piece of a Divine communication sent through him to the community. Sometimes this took the form of a premonition of
some future event; more frequently it consisted in some message
of moral or religious exhortation. Modern historical and psychological investigation would suggest that both the language and
thought of the prophet were modified, not only by his individual
personal idiosyncrasy; but by the system of ideas prevalent in
the community of his time and by the extent to which he had
meditated on the problems with which he deals. But the
prophet himself was unaware of these conditions. All he felt
was that, whereas on ordinary occasions he was on the same level
as common men, there were special times when he became the
vehicle of a direct communication from God. But there was
this difference between prophecy in Old and New Testament
times. The Old Testament prophet said, " Thus saith the
Lord " ; he believed that his message was from the ancient God
of Israel. The New Testament prophet felt that he was in contact with the" Spirit," which he seems to have thought of more
often as the " Spirit of Jesus " than as the " Spirit of God."
Paul lays claim to such direct inspiration, though not, be it
noted, for all his utterances (cf. 1 Cor. vii. 10); so, even more
emphatically, does the author of the Apocalypse,1 c. A.D. 95.
The warnings against false prophets in the First Epistle of John
and in the Didache are additional evidence of the immense
prestige enjoyed by a true prophet ; while the way in which
Ignatius of Antioch, c. A.D. 115, appeals to utterances made by
himself when inspired by the Spirit, 2 shows that the belief that
the age of direct revelation was not yet over was still powerful
in the most orthodox circles. To ignore the phenomenon of prophecy is to study the Fourth Gospel apart from its environment.
And, for myself, I must say that the more often I read the discourses of the Fourth Gospel the more it is borne in upon me
that its author was regarded, by himself, and by the Church for
which he wrote, as an inspired prophet.
1

Cf. Rev. i. 1; xxii. 18-19.

1

Trall. 5; Philad. 7.
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THE DISCOURSES OF JOHN

With this provisional assumption in mind, I proceed to raise
the question, In what sense are the discourses ascribed to Jesus
in the Fourth Gospel intended to be taken as historical 1 I
venture to think that the answers given to this question both by
the old-fashioned traditionalist and by most modern critical
scholars are alike on certain points unsatisfactory.
In the ancient world there were two entirely different traditions in regard to the reporting of the discourses of historical
personages or accepted teachers-the Jewish and the Greek.
The Jewish tradition had developed as a result of the
existence of a class of "wise men" in the ancient Hebrew community. Epigrammatic sayings of these worthies were carefully
preserved, as nearly as possible in their original form. In books
like Proverbs, Ecclesiastes, and Wisdom we trace a new type of
literature gradually developing out of the practice of making
collections of such proverbial sayings. Originally most of the
sayings seem to have been preserved without the name of the
author. The Book of Ecclesiasticus breaks this tradition of
anonymity ; although, even in this case, the innovation was not
made by the author of the sayings himself, Jesus the son of
Sirach, but by his grandson, who published the collection somewhere about 130 B.c. From this period onwards, more and more
of the epigrammatic sayings of Jewish Rabbis came to be preserved with the author's name attached. It is to the continuance, in the preponderantly Jewish communities in the Early
Church, of this Jewish practice of preserving as far as possible
the exact words of the teacher that we owe the different collections of sayings of Christ which are preserved to us in the
Synoptic Gospels.
-,
The Greek tradition was quite different, not only in regard to
the public speeches attributed to historical personages, but also
as to the private teaching of the philosophers, who occupied in the
Greek social and educational system a position not at all unlike
2B
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that of the" wise men" or later Rabbis in the Jewish .. Thucydides,
the most conscientious of all Greek historians, explains in a
famous passage that he has been at the greatest pains carefully
to ascertain and accurately to record all matters of fact, but that
where he professes to give a speech delivered on any historical
occasion, he has as a rule put into the mouths of the characters
the sentiments which seemed to him to be proper to the occasion. 1
Similarly Plato, who felt that he owed everything to the teaching of Socrates, never, so far as we are aware, made any attempt
to hand down to posterity the ipsissima verba of his master.
But throughout his life, and it was a long one, he wrote a series
of philosophical dialogues in which Socrates is represented as
carrying on philosophical discussions either with ordinary citizens
inquiring after knowledge or with the defenders of philosophical
systems of which Plato disapproved. In molit of the series the
views which Socrates is represented as expounding are those
which Plato himself, at the date of writing a particular dialogue,
had come to entertain. Plato attributed his whole philosophical
system to the original inspiration of Socrates ; and it is probable
that in the earlier dialogues the speeches of Socrates, though
written in the style and Janguage of Plato, do not inadequately
represent opinions entertained by Socrates. But in the later
dialogues Plato had developed his system far beyond anything
which is at all likely to have been in the mind of the historic
Socrates; and he seems then to have modified his practice.
John was writing in the Greek city of Ephesus, and for a
Church of which the more cultivated, if not the majority, of the
members had been educated in Greek schools and on Greek
literature. Even Jewish Christians there would be familiar with
the Greek tradition in these matters. Realising this, we perceive
that the original readers of the Fourth Gospel would never have
supposed that the author intended the speeches put into the mouth
of Christ to be taken as a verbatim report, or even as a precis, of
the actual words spoken by Him on the particular occasions on
1

Cf. Thuoydides i. 22.
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which they are represented as having been delivered. They
would not have supposed that the author meant that the
doctrine propounded in these discourses was verbally identical
with what was actually taught by Christ in Palestine, but rather
that it was organically related to what Christ taught in such
a way as to be the doctrine which Christ would have taught
had he been explicitly dealing with the problems confronting
the Church at the time the Gospel was written.
In a sense the Discourses of John are an attempt to supply
a systematic summary of Christian teaching. We must never
forget that the Ephesian Church about A.D. 90 was not in
possession of our New Testament. Mark had been in existence
perhaps five-and-twenty years, and by the time John wrote
would have been firmly established in the Church of Ephesus.
Luke was a more recent arrival, and it is possible that Matthew
had not yet reached Ephesus (p. 416). The portion of the New
Testament upon which the older members of that Church had
been brought up was Mark and the Epistles of Paul, their founder.
But Mark is conspicuously lacking on the side of teaching.
Thus, while to us the Four Gospels, to them the ten Epistles of
the Apostle, must have been the main authority for the " essence
of Christianity." The discourses of the Fourth Gospel are
intended, in combination with the selected narrative, to present
the "essence of Christianity." Naturally they present the
thinking of Jesus as organically related to the thought of Paul.
Paul is the first that we know of the mystics whose mysticism
is centred on Christ. 1 John, too, is a Christocentric mystic. But
he had lived longer and meditated more than Paul, and is thus
able to give a simpler, clearer, and in a sense a calmer, expression
to his creed.
Are we, then, to say that the Discourses in the Fourth Gospel
are to be conceived of as on exactly the same level as the Melian
Dialogue of Thucydides, or the speeches in the Republic of Plato 1
Far from it. In this, as in other ways, John stands at the
1

Cf. A. Deissmann, St. Paul, E.T. p. 132 f. (Hodder and Stoughton, 1912).
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meeting-point of Greek and Hebrew tradition. The analogi~
with Greek literary methods are valuable mainly in enabling us
to understand how an author who valued historical accuracy,
even though his purpose was not mainly historical, could, in all
good faith and without any risk of being misunderstood by his
readers, set down as spoken on definite particular occasions.
speeches which he knew quite well were not so delivered. But
beyond that the analogy breaks down. First of all, a man of the
temperament of the author of the Gospel must have meditated
year after year, not only on the Epistles of Paul, but on certain
Logia of Christ which had come home to him as being of special
and profound significance. He appears to have a tradition of
events independent of the Synoptics ; it would be strange if
this did not include some sayings as well. But what he gives us
is not the saying as it came to him, but the saying along with an
attempt to bring out all the fullness of meaning which years of
meditation had found in it. It is not difficult, for example, to
detect in the J ohannine allegories of the Door, the Good Shepherd,
and the Vine, interpretative transformations of what were originally parables of the Synoptic type. Epigrammatic Logia will
have been modified in a similar way. But behind and beyond 1.
this, we must, I feel, look to that experience of possession by the
Spirit which is the New Testament counterpart of Old Testament.
prophecy.
There is no incompatibility between a conscious choice of the
medium of literary expression and the conviction that the thing
expressed has come through some superhuman channel. The
poet Blake in one passage speaks of a poem as given him by an
angel, and then proceeds to give the reason for his choice of a
particular metre. And, viewed as the utterances of a prophet
edited by him in accord with Greek tradition, the discourses
ascribed by John to Jesus take on a significance completely
different from that of the speeches put into the mouths of his
characters by the ordinary Greek historian. John knows that
they are interpretations of the essentials of Christianity rather
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than.ipsissima verba of the historic Jesus; but they have come to
him through direct inspiration from the risen Christ Himself.
That is why he insists "The Spirit shall lead you into all truth."
John knows quite well that his theology is a development of the
original Apostolic teaching, but it is a development directly
inspired by the Spirit. It is Christ Himself, spea~g " in the
Spirit," who says "I have many things to tell you but ye cannot
bear them now." It is thus He fulfils the promise, "The Paraclete, when he cometh, he shall take of mine, he shall glorify me."
" Glorify me " can only mean " lead you to perceive the truth
that I am the Incarnation of the Word." John had reached this
conclusion; but he believed that he had reached it, not by his own
intellectual efforts, but by direct revelation of the Spirit of Jesus.
The author of the Gospel claims that his interpretation of the
Person and Work of Christ is a revelation of the Spirit. That
claim must be set side by side with that of the Old Testament
prophets that their message was in the same way derived direct
from God. At once we are brought up against philosophical and
psychological problems of the greatest moment. What is the
validity of religious experience 1 Does the Divine Personality
" communicate " facts and ideas to the human recipient, or does
it rather act, like the contact of one inspiring human personality
upon others, by stimulating in them insight and capacity beyond
their normal selves, yet along the line of their own individuality
and within the range of the culture of their age 1 What is the
relation of conscious thought and purposive endeavour to those
subconscious processes of the mind from which an author's
"happy thought," or the flash of discovery of the scientist, seems
to arise 1 What is the connection between phenomena like these
and voices or visions of the prophet 1 1 The subject is one to
which I hope to return at some future time. To discuss it here
would take us beyond the fi@l of the purely historical and
critical investigation which is all this book professes to attempt.
1 Cf. the Essays by C. W. Emmet on " The Psychology of Grace" and
" Inspiration" in Tke Spirit, ed. B. H. Streeter (Macmillan, 1921).
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In this place, all I desire to emphasise is that the discourses of the
Fourth Gospel and the prophetic writings of the Old Testament
cannot be considered apart from one another. There is food for
reflection in the fact that the original starting-point of the movement towards ethical monotheism in the Old Testament, and
also the most complete expression reached in the New of the
idea that in Christ God is in man made manifest, both ultimately
derive from a conviction of direct inspiration, which to prophet
or evangelist himself did not appear to be an open question.
THE LOGOS

The interpretative fusion of Greek philosophic mysticism with
the conception of a Personal God reached bythe Hebrew Prophets,
modified by the religious experience of the Early Church, obtained
its classical expression in the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel.
There has been much discussion as to the conception of
the Word with which the Gospel opens. Was it derived by
the author from the "Logos" of Philo, the philosophic Jew of
Alexandria, or from the use of the expression, the " Memra " or
"Word" of the Lord, in the popular Aramaic paraphrases of the
Old Testament known as Targums 1 The controversy has always
seemed to me to be a curiously futile one, since it is extremely
unlikely that John could have been ignorant of either.
In Philo's system the term God stood, roughly speaking, for
the idea of Divine Transcendence, while by the Logos or Word of
God he meant something rather like what nowadays would be
spoken of as Divine Immanence. His choice of Logos (expressed
thought, or word) instead of Nous (reason) or Sophia (wisdom)
was no doubt mainly determined by the use of the phrase " God
said " in the description of the act of creation in Genesis, and by
the way in which in poetical passages in the Old Testament the
" word of the Lord " is at times all but personified. The use of
the term Memra in the Targums was developed out of these same
texts in the Old Testament, and it is quite likely that Philo was
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familiar with it in the oral paraphrases which later on came to be
written down in the Targums. If so, that would be an additional
reason for his preferring the word Logos, which was a possible
equivalent in Greek. 1
All the same, the underlying intention of the usage in Philo
and the Targums is absolutely different. Philo is working out a
philosophical system designed to effect a synthesis oetween two
great monotheisms-the prophetic religion of -the Hebrew and
the Platonism of the Greek. The Targums are popular renderings
of the Old Testament lessons intended for congregations the
majority of whom knew neither Hebrew nor Greek, but were
sufficiently advanced to find difficulty in the more startlingly
anthropomorphic expressions of the Old Testament like " the
Lord God walked in the garden." Wherever anything of this
kind occurs in the original, the Targum replaces it by some
inoffensive substitute ; the " Dwelling of the Lord " (Shekinta =
Heh. Shekinah) or the "Word of the Lord" (Memra) are the
most common. But as Professor Moore of Harvard 2 has recently
shown, these are merely reverential paraphrases ; the expression
the "Word," or the "Dwelling," is not meant to be in any sense a
metaphysical or theological conception, it is a purely philological
subterfuge-a kind of verbal smoke-screen to conceal the difficulty
presented by the anthropomorphic language of the original. To
Philo, on the other hand, the Logos is the name of a Divine
Principle conceived of, along the lines of Greek philosophical
thinking, as a connecting link between Transcendent Deity and
the material universe.
It is often pointed out that John's conception of the Word is
quite different from Philo's. Of course that follows the moment
it is said," the Word was made flesh." It would be equally true
to say that Paul's conception of the meaning of Messiah is entirely
different from any in the Old Testament or in contemporary
1 //qµa. would be a more exact equivalent of Memra, but would be rejected
as in no way connoting the idea of" reason."
1 Harvard Theological Journal, January 1922, p. 41 ff.

376

THE FOUR GOSPELS

l'T. IQ

Jewish thought. Once you say that the Jesus who died on th&
Cross is Messiah, that word takes on a meaning radically different
from what it bore to the ordinary Jew. But no one on that score
labours to prove that Paul derived the conception " Christ "
from some other source than the Old Testament. Philo wrote
fifty years at least before John. He and his family were famous
. throughout the Jewish world. His brother had covered the
gate of the Temple with gold; he himself had been chosen to lead
a deputation of Jews that waited on the Emperor Caligula, at
the most dangerous crisis that had ever yet occurred in the
relations between Roman and Jew. John may not have actually
read anything of Philo-there are many to-day who talk, and
even write, about Evolution without having read Darwin, or
about an elan vital or Life-Force without having opened a book
of Bergson. It is not, I believe, quite certain that the Memra
usage was earlier than John. But if it was, John was prob~
ably familiar with it, and may even on that account have been
the more attracted to Philonic thought. But the essential consideration is that the Word in John is philosophically conceived;
it expresses the idea of the Divine as an indwelling principle in the
Universe. And it was Philo who had popularised the term in that
sense in an attempted synthesis of Greek and Hebrew thought.
Seeing that the whole of Christian theology is based on the interpretation of the Logos doctrine of John as being a conception of
philosophical import, it has always been a matter of no little
surprise to me that defenders of orthodoxy, of all people, should
be so anxious to find its ancestry, not in a conception of Philo,
which (whatever its ultimate value) is at least a noble effort at
clear thinking about God and His relation to the world, but in a
Rabbinic paraphrase which is at best a rather childish attempt
to dodge the necessity of thought.
I am far from asserting-indeed the contrary is probablethat the author of the Gospel was either unfamiliar with, or
uninfluenced by, Rabbinic interpretations. What I do say is
that to ignore or minimise the Hellenic element in the Logos
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doctrine of John is to miss the point of the whole Gospel. For the
same reason the suggestion-negligible were it not backed by the
great name of Harnack-that the Prologue is a mere accessory
or afterthought is one that I cannot entertain for a moment. I
cannot but think that Harnack has unconsciously allowed his
historical judgement to be warped by his own philosophical proclivities. The neo-Kantian reaction in Germany begot the idea
that to seek a metaphysical basis for religion is to plough the
sand. This may be true or false-personally I think it false;
but it is beyond dispute that it is the precise opposite of the
conviction of the Greek world for whom the author of the
Gospel wrote.
THE QUEST FOR SOURCES

Much the larger part of the Fourth Gospel consists in discourse. And many of the incidents-the visit of Nicodemus, for
example-are merely a peg on which to hang discourse. This
fact alone should have warned critics against the naive attempt
to apply to this Gospel methods of source-criticism which are
appropriate to the Synoptics or the historical books of the Old
Testament.
Dr. Stanton 1 is at pains to discuss various "partition theories"
which aini at getting behind the present text of the Fourth
Gospel to earlier documents supposed to have been used by the
author. I confess I think he pays them the compliment of a
more serious consideration than is properly their due. Some of
them are so intricate that merely to state is to refute them. For
if the sources have undergone anything like the amount of amplification, excision, rearrangeme.nt and adaptation which the theory
postulates, then the critic's pretence that he can unravel the
process is grotesque. .As well hope to start with a string of
sausages and reconstruct the p~. But even the more sober
seeming of these partition theories appear to me to be based on
a method essentially unscientific, for three reasons.
1

The Goapela aa Hiakn'U:al Documents, part iii. p. 32 ff. (Cambridge, 1920).
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(I) The analogies and methods of Old Testament Criticism
cannot be transferred to the New without considerable qualifica,
tion. In the Pentateuch the main documents are removed from
one another by periods centuries in duration, during which the
whole social, religious, and political outlook of the people and tb.;'
very language they used were profoundly changed ; and thes~
changes are clearly reflected in the different sources used by the
compiler. Again, the literary aim of each several document i8
quite different. J E is a national Epic, D a book of state legis-.
lation, P is a historically framed manual of Church Law. Yet
again, the method of the compiler is what we should style
" scissors and paste " ; probably of set purpose, he refrains in
general from any attempt at rewriting the original. Thus even
when the Synoptic Gospels only are concerned, Old Testament
analogies do not hold. In Mark we have extant one of the main
sources of both Matthew and Luke. But if we had before us
only Matthew, or only Luke, no critic on earth would have been
able to reconstruct a source like Mark. Even where we have two
copies of a lost document to help us, we are at times baffled ;
witness the fact that no one has yet made a convincing reconstruction of Q.
But John's method is much further removed from that of
Matthew or Luke than theirs is from that of the editor of Genesis.
An example will make this clear. Mark (xiv. 3 :ff.) tells how in
the house of Simon the leper at Bethany a woman unnamed
anointed our Iiord's kea,d. Luke mentions an anointing of our
Lord's feet in the house of Simon the Pharisee by a woman unnamed in Galilee ; in another context he tells the story of Martha
cumbered with much serving and her sister Mary in a certain
village. Now in John all these names, places, actions are, so to
speak, sorted out and re-combined. The " certain village " is
identified as Bethany; the house of the anointing is that of Mary,
Martha and Lazarus; the unnamed woman is Mary. Thus the
place of the anointing (Bethany) is Mark's, the mode of it (feet not
head) is Luke's, while the serving of Martha is alluded to in
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another context, but in connection with the Lazarus whom John
represents to be her brother. Now these facts are susceptible
of more than one interpretation. We may either suppose that
John knew all about the family of Bethany, and that therefore his
account of the Anointing and of the family of Lazarus gives the
tradition approximately in its original form, while the stories given
by Mark and Luke in different contexts and in diverse versions
are, as it were, dislocated fragments of the true account. In
that case John did not use a written source at all. Or, on the ·
other hand, we may take the view that the Johannine version has
been reached as the result of a fusion of traditions which are
preserved separately, and in a more original form, in Mark and
Luke. But, supposing Mark or Luke had not been before us,
where is the critic with an insight so magical that he would even
have suspected that a critical problem of this complexity is
involved the moment we ask the source of the simple vivid story
of the Anointing as it is told in John 1
(2) Exponents of source criticism, in this and other fields,
have not always, I think, sufficiently considered the psychology
of authorship. They have an eagle eye for the slightest tendency towards unnecessary repetition, a digression that could
be dispensed with, or a qualification of a previous statement,
an obscurity of connection between paragraphs, the slightest
inconsistency, real or apparent, in thought or expression; and
if they detect anything of the sort in the smallest degree, it is
evidence of interpolation, excision, or of a suture with another
source. But has anyone ever written anything of which the
first draft was not full of this kind of thing 1 and how many
have published work from which such blemishes have been
completely eliminated 1 The fact is that the human mind is
not naturally tidy. Intellect, at least so Bergson would have
us believe, was developed through natural selection, in order
to enable man to stone rabbits, not to deploy philosophic arguments. It is only as a result of long training and much effort
that most of us can think coherently, still less convey a train
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of thought to other minds. Only by the few, and by these,
as a rule only after a process of careful revision, can a perfect
articulation of thought and expression be reached. The author'
of the Fourth Gospel was a genius. We may presume, then,.
that he thought more consistently, and could express himself
more clearly, than other men. But very likely he dictated
his book, and that amidst many interruptions. What is most
unlikely is that he would have cared to spend time on that
"labour of the file" which is the sole method of perfecting a
literary exposition. He did not know that he was writing, he
did not aim at writing, a book that would outlast the centuries.
He wrote to proclaim a Gospel. His passion was not to produce
good literature, but to save souls; also he was an old man and
maybe he wrote in haste.
(3) The only instances in this Gospel where the lack of
sequence of thought between one paragraph and another is in
the slightest degree remarkable can be explained in a way
which is far more satisfactory than the hypothesis of clumsy
editing. Everyone who has ever sent manuscript to be copied
on a large scale knows that, either through his own inadvertence
or that of the copyist, sheets often get transposed, and paragraphs added by way of correction get inserted in the wrong
place. The same kind of thing is frequently to be observed
in ancient MSS. of classical authors ; 1 and there is not the
slightest improbability in its having happened in one of the
earliest, or even in the earliest, copy of this Gospel. At any rate
there are certain places where the connection is immensely
improved if we suppose there has been an accidental transposition of paragraphs or sections. Thus it is difficult to believe
that Jn. xiv. 25-31, which reads like a concluding sum,mary,
1 The most remarkable is the series of dislocations in the Commentary of the
Pseudo·Asconius, where the original order can be securely reconstructed from
the order of the text of Cicero, upon which he comments. These disfocaiions
go far beyond anything that the wildest critic has ever suggested in regard to
the Fourth Gospel, Cf. A. C. Clark, The Descent of Manuecripts, p. 374 ff.
There is a very interesting discussion by F. W. Lewis, Disarrangemente in
the Fourth Goepel, Cambridge, 1910; cf. also Moffatt, Introd. N.T. p. 552 ff.
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leading up to the words "Arise, let us depart hence," was
intended by the author to be followed by chap. xv.-xvi. But
move these seven verses to the end of chap. xvi., and they make
a magnificent close to the discourse, xiv. 1-24, xv., xvi. Again,
vii. 15-24 would follow excellently on v. 47; while vii. 25 would
follow more naturally the thought of vii. 14. Yet again, as
was long ago pointed out, to transpose eh. v. and vi. would
much simplify the sequence of events. Thus from Cana, where He
is at iv. 54, Jesus proceeds (vi. 1) to cross the Sea of Galilee at
a time defined (vi. 4) as shortly before "the Passover, the feast
of the Jews." After feeding the multitude He recrosses the
lake to Capemaum (vi. 17) and discourses in the synagogue
there (vi. 59); then (v. 1) He goes to Jerusalem to a feast
unnamed, which has been a standing puzzle to commentators,
but which (the chapters being thus transposed) is seen to be a
reference to the Passover already mentioned (vi. 4) as at hand.
The visit leads to a breach with the Jews of Jerusalem, ending
with His denunciation of them (v. 44-47). 1 This is naturally
followed by vii. 1: "after this Jesus walked in Galilee: for he
would not walk in Judaea, because the Jews sought to kill him."
If the author of the Gospel wrote on a series of waxed tablets,
or if he dictated to someone using a number of papyrus slips,
such disarrangements could easily occur ; and since the extant
order does make sense, the disarrangement might not be noticed.
There is one rearrangement of the text of John which is
especially interesting as having actual support in an existing
MS. In Syr. S. the order of the verses in Jn. xviii. 12-27 is
modified in a way which much improves the sense. 2 Verse 24
is inserted between 12 and 13, so that there is no trial before
Annas, but merely a halt at his house on the way to that of
Caiaphas. A mystic significance is attached in this Gospel to
1 Or with vii. 15-25, if the additional transposition suggested above be
effected.
2 On the question whether the lost leaf of e supported Syr S., cf. C. H.
Turner, J.T.8., Oct. 1900, p. 141 f., and F. C. Burkitt, Ev. Da-MepharreBhe,
ii. p. 316.
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Caiaphas being "high priest that year" (xi. 49-52), and the
fact is re-emphasised again in this very context (xviii. 13-14);
this makes it very hard to make the high priest in xviii. 19
refer to Annas-whatever claims he may have had, as a matter
of usage, to bear the title. But in the text of Syr. S. the difficulty disappears ; the high priest who conducts the trial is
Caiaphas. Verses 16-18 are also transposed in this MS. so as
to follow verse 23 (25a, which is a repetition of 18b, being
omitted), so that the whole account of Peter's Denial is given
in a single section.
It is possible that the Gospel, like the Aeneid of Virgil, was
published posthumously. The obscure remark attributed to
Papias in a Ixcent. Lat_in MS.1 that "the Gospel of John was
revealed and given to the Church by John, a<lhuc in oorpore
constituto, i.e. while still in the body," may be one of those
" official denials " which are evidence of a by no means groundless belief in the fact denied. If so, the author may have died,
leaving a pile of tablets or a number of loose dictated pieces
on sheets of papyrus, and a pupil may have arranged them as
best he could for publication. In that case there would be no
objection to our supposing a large number of disarrangements,
and also a few editorial additions-v. 28-29, for example, which
reflects the Apocalyptic conception of an external judgement,
thus directly contradicting the tenor of the previous verses. The
Appendix, too, eh. xxi., may have been added by the pupil who
edited the work. With possibilities of this kind open, considerations drawn from apparent breaks in the flow of argument
or narrative, were they twice as many or as striking as they
are, would not, to my mind, weigh for a moment against the
extraordinary impression. of unity of style, temper, and outlook
in the Gospel as a whole. It is a book of which every chapter
reflects the genius and experience of a tremendous personality
-and all through the personality reflected is the same.
1

Printed in Lightfoot a.nd Ha.rmer, Apostolic Fathers, p. 524.
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CREATIVE MEMORY

And the personality reflected is not that of a. ma.n likely
to copy painfully other men's writings. Every scene he depicts,
every discourse he relates-whencesoever originally derivedis the distilled essence of something that has been pondered
upon and lived out in actual life until it has become of the very
texture of his soul. But the subconscious depths of the human
mind are never inactive, least of a.ll so where thoughts or
incidents fraught with passionate interest are concerned. Things
disconnected are brought together, things dark become illuminated. Given also a mystic with the creative imagination of the
artist-and no one without the artist" mind could have drawn
the word pictures of the Fourth Gospel-old scenes will be
flashed up into recollection, with new but vivid details embodying
the altered emphasis caused by later meditation on the meaning
of the original experience.
We must also remember that the stories told by John are
avowedly selected to illustrate certain fundamental religious
principles. The presumption is a. strong one that he has given
us the selection which he had found most effective for that
purpose, and had already used time after time in discussions
with individuals or in addresses to the Church. But whenever
any one tells and retells the same story to illustrate some special
point-whether the point be a jest, a trait of character of some
well-known individual, the magnificence of an exploit, or the
enormity of a crime-quite insensibly minor details of the story
get modified so as to throw into greater emphasis the main
point. The subconscious mind is more primitive than the
conscious ; it thinks in pictures ; it dramatises ; thus every time
a story is told, it is told more effectively. But that is always
at the expense of the minor accuracy which a cross-examining
counsel demands of a witX).ess, and which a historical critic ought
to be aware cannot often be expected in an ancient document.
Indeed, it is only in modem times, and under the influence of
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the demand for meticulous accuracy which modern science and
its methods have made insistent, that people have begun to
trouble at all about minutiae of description, so long as these
do not seriously affect the general impression. An illustration
of this relative indifference to minor details can be found in
the Acts. The Conversion of Paul is described no less than three
times 1 in that book. The second and third occasions occur in
speeches of Paul separated by only three chapters, and the context shows that the difference cannot be explained by the theory
that the author is combining two parallel sources. Yet the exact
details as to what was seen and heard, and how much of it was
experienced by Paul only, and how much by his companions
as well, is differently relaMd in each of the three accounts.
That tendency in John, to which attention is so often called,
towards an enhancement of detail in the miracle stories he
records is to be accounted for in this way. He writes, not with
the written document in front of him, but from the vivid reconstruction of the scene as, at the moment of writing, it stood
out before his own mind's eye. I may perhaps be pardoned in
adducing a modern illustration-the point of which lies precisely
in the fact that the person who is the subject of the illustration
is notoriously a man of unimpeachable veracity, and was, at
the moment of speaking, engaged in emphasising the supreme
importance of historical fact and historical evidence. In the
peroration of a sermon preached some years ago by a distinguished ecclesiastic on the evidence for the Resurrection, there
occurred the words, "And finally He appeared to 500 brethren
at once on a mountain in Galilee in broad daylight." As a
correspondent of the Guardian newspaper, in which the sermon
was published, pointed out, this unqualified statement of fact
really involved two unconscious inferences: (1) the identification
of the appearance to 500 brethren mentioned by Paul in writing
to the Corinthians with the appearance to the eleven on a
mountain in Galilee recorded in Matthew, which, though not
1

Acts ix. 3 :ff. ; xxii. 6 :ff. ; xxvi. 12 :ff.
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uncommonly made in popular commentaries of the period, is
an artificial combination and one of very questionable validity ;
(2) the affirmation that the appearance took place in broad
daylight. This, though possibly quite correct, is unsupported
by any definite statement in the New Testament. The preacher
had quite unconsciously described the scene, not from the
original authorities, but from the vivid picture, a " composite
photograph " as it were, reconstructed by his own imagination
on the basis of contemporary apologetic.
FACT AND SYMBOL

To most of the mystics symbolism in one form or another
appeals. But from the first century A.D. till well after the
Renaissance the peculiar form of symbolism. known as Allegory
had an attraction for some of the finest minds with which it is
difficult for the present age to sympathise. Much has been
made by recent scholarship of the idea that the author of the
Fourth Gospel was one of them. I quote again from the article
in the Encyclopaedia Britannica by Baron F. von Hugel:
" Philo had in his life of Moses allegorised the Pentateuchal
narratives so as to represent him as mediator, saviour, intercessor of his people, the one great organ of revelation, and the
soul's guide from the false lower world into the upper true one.
The Fourth Gospel is the noblest instance of this kind of literature,
of which the truth depends, not on the factual accuracy of the
symbolising appearances, but on the truth of the ideas and
experiences thus symbolised."
This reference to Philo is misleading. What Philo allegorises is the legislation. Only rarely does he detect allegory
in the Pentateuchal narratives, and he never invents stories
for their symbolic intention. In the case of John the desire
to find in events an allegorical expression of spiritual realities
might possibly act as a moulding influence on the imaginative
pictures in which the memory of them was stored. Since
memory is essentially interpretative, such a desire might
2c
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easily determine the character and direction of the modification;
the mental picture of events would undergo. But the suggestio~
that John consciously and deliberately composed stories for the
sake of their allegorical meaning seems to me to go too far~
Such a proceeding on his part would, so it seems to me, be
incompatible with the objects which he had in view, so far as
we can estimate these by what we know of the circumstances
and special needs of the Church of his day.
The Church in Ephesus, and indeed the Church throughout
the world at the end of the first century A.D., was fighting a
battle on two fronts. On the one side there was the impingement of Gnosticism from without, with the even more dangerous
drift towards a gnosticising Christianity within. This threatened
to undermine both the monotheism and the ethical soundness of
the Hebrew and Apostolic religious tradition, and to substitute
a vague mysticism, based upon speculations about complicated
series of graded divinities, along with a belief in the inherent evil
of matter. This tendency was accompanied by an insistence
either that Christ was not really human-the Body which men
saw in Palestine being merely an appearance---or that the Divine
Christ was a separate Being from the man Jesus. On the other
side was the conservative Jewish party, ethically sound and
firmly monotheistic, but conceiving of the Person of Christ and
His relation both to God and man in terms derived from Jewish
eschatology-a naive form of "picture-thinking" which must
somehow be transcended if Christianity was to mean anything
to the average Greek. The Gospel of Matthew stereotypes this
phase of Christian theology, or rather the more progressive wing
of it, at the stage which it had reached in Antioch about A.D. 85.
The Apocryphal Gospel of Peter, the surviving fragment of which
describes how the Divine Christ went back to Heaven leaving
the human Jesus to die upon the Cross, represents the more
conservative wing of the Gnostic tendency.
John saw clearly that the salvation of the Church lay in a
via media between these two tendencies, in the position which
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he summed up in the idea of the Word made flesh. Christ was
truly, really, and completely man; but in Him is incarnate the
"Word of God." To John the Word means, roughly speaking,
what a modern thinker would speak of as Divinity considered as
immanent-that which is really God, not a subordinate emanation from God. But of the two tendencies John is combating,
much the more alarming was that which came from the Gnostic;
for the Zeitgeist was on that side. Orthodox Christians are so
preoccupied nowadays in asserting the Divinity of Christ that it
is easy to overlook the fact that in the early Gentile Church,
especially in Asia, it was the reality of His Humanity that most
needed emphasis. The age was obsessed by the problem of evil,
and the Gnostic solution, that evil arose because matter is
essentially and eternally bad, necessitated the rejection of the
belief that Divinity could possibly have worn a real body of
material flesh and blood. That is why, while John dwells far
more than the Synoptics on the miraculous power of Christ and
the all-seeing intelligence that knows all without needing to ask
questions or await information-the evidence of Divinity-he
also, to an extent unparalleled in the Synoptics, emphasises the
susceptibility of Christ to purely physical and simple human
experience. John alone records that Jesus was wearied with a
journey (iv. 6), wept for a friend (xi. 35), and in the agony of
death could say "I thirst."
Does it not follow that to the mind of a philosophic mystic
of that epoch a " mediating theology " would involve a double
attitude towards the historical facts of the life of Christ 1
On the one hand, seeing that every action of the historic Jesus
is an expression in time of the Universal Divine, it is much more
than a mere historical event. The visible fact must necessarily
in every case be a symbolic expression of an invisible spiritual
principle. ,}f a multitude is fed with loaves and :fishes, this is
not a mere event which once happened by the Lake of Galilee, it
is also symbolically the expression in time of the eternal verity
that man attains to the Life Divine by feeding spiritually upon
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Christ the Bread of Life. If Lazarus rises from the tomb, this
is not merely a wonderful miracle wrought on an individual, it
is also an individualised instance of the universal principle
that the Immanent Divinity revealed in Christ is eternally the
Resurrection and the Life of Man.
On the other hand, from the logic of his position, John is
no less bound to emphasise the idea that, because the Word
became flesh, therefore these things factually occurred. To the
Gnostic this world of fact was alien to the spiritual ; it was a
world in which the Ultimate Divine had no part. John affirms
that the Word in becoming flesh demonstrated that this world of
concrete fact was the expression of, and was in the control of,
the same world-creating Spirit that appeared as a Redeemer
in Jesus Christ. It would seem to follow that John could not,
consistently with his purpose, have recorded as history any
incident which he did not himself believe to have actually
occurred.
History to all the ancients, except perhaps Thucydides and
Polybius, was a branch, not of science, but of letters. Effective
presentation was more valued than accuracy of detail. There is
hardly a battle in Livy described in a way which would work out
correctly on the actual ground-and yet war was the " leading
industry " of Rome. About minor details no one in those days
troubled; what was asked for was the broad facts graphically
described. And so far as the broad facts are concerned I think
one must affirm that John recorded nothing which he did not
believe to be historical. It does not follow that his belief was
always justified. He records four stupendous miracles-the
Feeding of the Five Thousand, the Walking on the Water, the
Changing of Water into Wine, and the Raising of Lazarus. The
difficulty to the modern mind of supposing that such events
happened exactly and in all particulars as they are described by
the Evangelist is a point that needs no elaboration. All I would
insist on is that, from the point of view of intrinsic credibility,
all four stories stand upon exactly the same level. But two of
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them could have been derived by John from Mark, a work
accepted in the Church at the time he wrote as an unimpeachable
historical authority. The obvious presumption, then, is that he
derived the other two from an authority which, whether mistakenly or otherwise, he regarded as no less authentic.
Some eminent critics hold that the raising of Lazarus in John
has been developed out of the concluding sentence in Luke's
parable of Dives and Lazarus. This suggestion is one which has
never seemed to me particularly plausible. It will at least be
conceded that, on the surface, the two stories and the morals
drawn from them are very different. But even if it be granted
that a sentence in the parable is the germ out of which the story
of. the miracle has grown, it is surely psychologically far easier to
suppose that the grqwth had already taken place during an intermediate stage of oral tradition, rather than that the transformation was effected through a conscious manipulation by John of
the written text of Luke.
To sum up, John may have been mistaken about his facts,
but to him it is as important to emphasise the historical as to see
in the historical a symbol of the Eternal. But he was interested
in these stories, not so much because they were marvellous, as
because they seemed to him to embody eternal truth. To him
fact and meaning are related as flesh to spirit-the flesh is a
necessary vehicle, but it is spirit which really counts. The
familiar observation that in John the miracles are "acted
parables " is absolutely correct-; only it does not go far enough.
To John the whole of the appearance in history of the Word
made Flesh is an acted parable-including the Death and
Resurrection. That being so, it is essential surely to his whole
theolo~cal position, whether against the Docetic Gnostics, who
denied the reality of Christ's human body, or against the passionless Christ of Cerinthus, to affirm that the parable really was
acteil out in the plane of material existence in this world of fact.
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vISION

In reply to this contention it may be urged by some that the
symbolism manifest in some of the stories has an allegorical
appropriateness not to be accounted for by the normal working
on the author's memory of the various unconscious processes I
have indicated. The five earlier husbands, for example, of the
Woman of Samaria (contrasted with the present husband not her
own) are said to symbolise the gods of the five nations planted
in that territory by the Assyrians 1 whom the Samaritans worshipped before they accepted the God of the Jews. Again,
1
the number 153 in the miraculous Draught/of Fishes is said to
represent the inclusion of all nations in the Church, since the
ancients believed that this was the total number of species
of fish. Personally I am not much attracted by these sugges- •
tions ; but what I am concerned to argue is that, while the
numbers and other such details may have been modified by
the search for allegory, the stories themselves were not invented ab initio as allegories. The Draught of Fishes we
know was not so invented, since it occurs in Luke : is it not
probable that John found also ready to hand a story of a
meeting of Christ with a Samaritan woman, which no doubt
to some extent he rewrote 1
Even if it should be thought that some scenes in the Gospel
have no basis either in fact or in tradition, I would submit that
the hypothesis of conscious literary invention is still improbable.
An alternative explanation can be invoked which is far more
consonant with the psychology of the mystic's mind. Evelyn
Underhill, quoting analogies from Mediaeval Mystics, hazarded
the suggestion that the author of the Fourth Gospel may not
only have heard (with the prophet's inward ear) the discourses
he reports, but may have seen some of the events which he
depicts-in mystic trance. As this suggestion has not, I think.
1

2 Kings xvii. 24.
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received from scholars the attention it deserves, I venture to
quote a significant passage.
Now, as the discourses in which the Divine Nature discloses itself
in its relation to man seem to reflect back to " auditive " experiences
on the part of the Evangelist, so these incidents-so sharp and
realistic in their detail, yet so transfigured by the writer's point of
view-suggest to us that another form of automatic activity had its
part in the composition of his gospel. As we read them, we are
reminded again and again of those visionary scenes, formed from
traditional or historical materials, but enriched by the creative
imagination, the deep intuition of the seer, in which the fruit of the
mystic's meditation takes an artistic or dramatic instead of a
rhetorical form. The lives of the later mystics show to us the
astonishing air of realism, the bewildering intermixture of history
with dream, which may be achieved in visionary experience of this
kind; and which can hardly be understood save by those who realise
the creative power of the mystical imagination, the solidarity which
exists for the mystic's consciousness between his intensely actual
present and the historical past of his faith. In his meditations, he
really lives again through the scenes which history has reported to
him: since they are ever-present realities in that Mind of God to
which his mind aspires. He has a personal interest in doing this, in
learning as it were the curve of the life of Christ ; for vita tua, via
nostra is his motto-" he that saith he abideth in Him ought himself
also so to walk even as He walked." 1
Further, his vivid sense of actuality, the artistic powers which are
part of his psychic constitution, help to build up and elaborate the
picture of the events upon which he broods. He sees this picture, in
that strong light and with that sharp definition which is peculiar to
visionary states. He has not produced it by any voluntary process :
it surges up from his deeper mind, as do the concepts of the artist,
invading that field of consciousness which his state of meditation has
kept in a mood of tense yet passive receptivity. So real it is to him,
so authoritative, so independent of his deliberate efforts, that the
transition is easy from "thus it must have been" to" thus it was." 2
A study of dream psychology and of visions recorded by
Mystics affords evidence that the solution of problems, on which
the mind has pondered long and deeply, does sometimes come in
the form o( visions, the symbolism of which is quite as obvious
1

1 I John ii. 6.
The Mystic Way, p. 235 ff. (Dent, 1913).
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and as elaborate in detail as that of allegories worked out by
the conscious mind. And not infrequently these visions have a
certain quality which, both at the moment of experiencing them
and in subsequent reflection, compels conviction that they are
veridical-that is, that they are not dreams or guesses, but
revelations of actual fact. 1 I am not, however, concerned to
argue that any scene or any detail in a scene came to John in
this way. All I would contend is that, if any incident in the
Gospel is recorded in a form which seems too like allegory to
be accounted for by the normal working of interpretative recollection, there is an alternative to .the hypothesis of conscious
allegory which is, to my mind, psychologically more credi.ble.
./

From the various considerations I have adduced it would
seem clear that the hope that by critical analysis sufficiently
refined we can reconstruct sources used by John is chimerical.
It is, however, quite another matter to raise the broad question,
On what authority does John rely when he takes upon himself to
supplement, correct, or contradict the Synoptic story 1 Had he
some august written source to which he could appeal, or was he
in a position to speak from personal knowledge 1 If the latter,
was his authority that of an eye-witness, or that of one supposed
in some other way to have first-hand knowledge of the facts .1
It may be that a critical examination of the documentary
relations between John and the Synoptists will place us in possession of materials with the aid of which an answer to this question
can be given. At any rate, since such an examination is likely
to bring out facts in other ways of interest to the student ~f the
Gospels, it must be essayed.
1 I have put together some evidence bearing on this subject in an article,
originally intended as an excursue to this volume, which appeared in the
Hibbert Journal for January 1925; also as an appendix in my book Reality.

XIV
SYNOPSIS.
THE FOURTH GOSPEL AND THE SYNOPTICS
JOHN'S KNOWLEDGE OF THE SYNOPTICS

The traditional view that John was familiar with the first three
Gospels has recently been challenged. His knowledge of Mark is
strongly affirmed by recent critics, but his knowledge of Luke, and
still more of Matthew, is questioned. On this view the Fourth Gospel
enters the series of relations ordinarily studied under the title
Synoptic Problem ; but the case is not proved.
JOHN AND MARK

A survey of the evidence that John used Mark, and either attributed greater authority to, or was more familiar with, his story than
that of either of the others.
This conclusion would seem to preclude the theory that John was
written in Aramaic; but it in no way weakens the case for the view
that he naturally thought in that language.
JOHN AND LUKE

The case for John's knowledge of Luke depends mainly on the
way in which he introduces, and the details which he connects with,
the names of Martha and Mary. But the probability is also high
that John knew Luke's Passion story. John's interest in identifying
persons and places mentioned by Mark and Luke.
Was the source used by John, Luke, or Proto-Luke 1
JOHN AND MATTHEW

The points of contact between John and Matthew are extremely
minute, and a closer study suggests that many of them, like the
Minor Agreements between Matthew and Luke against Mark, are
either (a) ~ceptive agreements, or (b) due to scribal alterations of
text.
393
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From Apocalypse and Papias fragment we infer Matthew had
reached Ephesus; but John, whose own theology was largely
an endeavour to spiritualise prevalent Apocalyptic ideas, viewed
its emphasis on a visible Parousia and its Judaistic element with
suspicion.
JERUSALEM TRADITIONS

Dependence on Mark and Luke will not account for all the
phenomena of the Fourth Gospel. But neither will the hypothesis
of a third written source.
The masterful handling of Synoptic materials, and especially of
the Synoptic Chronology, taken in connection with the evidence that
the author had a first-hand knowledge of the topography of Jerusalem
and of Jewish usage, sugge~ t}ltit the author had a recognised claim
to write as one having authority.
THE JOHANNINE CHRONOLOGY

The possibility that the Johannine Chronology is based on an
attempt to piece together scattered pieces of information picked up
in Jerusalem.
A suggestion to account for the position assigned in the
Johannine Chronology to the Cleansing of the Temple and the
Raising of Lazarus.
On the whole the Johannine Chronology solves more difficulties
than it raises. Illustrations of this thesis.
Fallacy implicit in the comparison of Johannine and Synoptic
Chronology. Strictly speaking, a "Synoptic Chronology" does not
exist. In the last resort all we have is, Mark versus John; and
there is no reason to suppose that Mark's arrangement professes to
be in any strict sense chronological. John attempts a chronology,
but, in view of the difficulties involved in a pioneer attempt, it may
well contain serious inaccuracies. It cannot be simply dismissed.
FINAL RESULTS

Mark, Luke, and John form a series, with a progressive tendency
to emphasise the universal element in Christianity and to minimise
the Apocalyptic. Matthew represents an independent development,
which, as compared with Mark, shows a movement in the reverse
direction in regard to both these points.
The dependence of the Fourth Gospel upon Mark and Luke is a
fact which militates against the acceptance of Apostolic authorship
for the Gospel. But certain other phenomena in the Gospel would
be easier to explain on the hypothesis that the author was a person.age who had a claim to write with independent authority.

CHAPTER XIV
THE FOURTH GOSPEL AND THE SYNOPTICS
JOHN'S KNOWLEDGE OF THE SYNOPTICS

John was familiar with the first three Gospels was taken
for granted by the early Fathers, and was until recently assumed
as axiomatic by modern critics. Of late that assumption has
been questioned, as the following quotations will show. In 1910
Professor B. W. Bacon of Yale, after a careful review of the discussion up to date, pronounced the considered judgement that
John is to Mark in a relation of direct literary dependence;
that, although Mark is the only Synoptic quoted verbally by
him, John's narrative has been largely modified by knowledge of
Luke; but that Matthew is "practically ignored" by John. 1
In 1912 Mr. E. R. Buckley 2 wrote: "I have not been able to
discover any cases of close resemblance between St. John and
passages peculiar to the First Gospel . . . while it seems clear
that the author of the Fourth Gospel knew St. Mark and
St. Luke's non-Marean source." Lastly, writing in 1920, Dr.
Stanton 3 concludes a careful study of all the relevant passages
with the words : " The parallels with St. Mark certainly seem to
afford evidence of an amount and kind sufficient to prove that
the Fourth Evangelist knew that Gospel fairly well. That he
knew either of the others seems more than doubtful."
THAT

1 The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate (Moffat, Yard and Co.),
pp. 366-368.
2 Introduction to the Synoptic Problem, pp. 271, 275.
• The Gospels as Historical Documents, pt. iii. pp. 214-220.
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Between Matthew and John the points of contact are, on any
view, extremely slight. But John has so much in common with
Luke that, if he did not use our Third Gospel, we must conclude
that John and Luke had a common source, either in the form of a
written document or of oral tradition. On that assumption an
important result follows. The Fourth Gospel enters the series
of relations which we ordinarily study under the title of the
Synoptic Problem. The relation of John to Luke becomes comparable to that of Luke to Matthew. In both cases there are
two sources, in common-Mark and another. The difference is
that, w}!~rp.s Matthew and Luke use Mark and Q, Luke and
John use Mark and a third source. The common factor is Mark.
This leads at once to the conception of Mark as the primitive
Gospel, circulated in all the Churches, and of Matthew, Luke, and
John as three independent local attempts to enrich and enlarge
that gospel by traditions and documents current in the particular
region in which they were severally produced. This conception
is in itself extremely interesting ; and, if correct, it is one which
carries with it consequences historically of the most far-reaching
character. The critical conclusion, therefore, formulated by Mr.
Buckley and Dr. Stanton demands the most careful examination.
Before reading Dr. Stanton's book I had provisionally arrived
at the same conclusion ; and finding the conception of the relation of the primitive Marean to the three later Gospels which I
have outlined above aesthetically and historically attractive, I had
worked out it and its implications at some considerable length.
To make quite sure of my ground I proceeded to subject the
phenomena to a second and more microscopic examination.
The result of this I submit to the judgement of the reader. To
my own mind it materially strengthens the case for the contention
that John did not use Matthew ; but, to my personal regretsince it meant the jettisoning of much that I had written-it
decidedly favours the view that John is dependent on Luke as
well as on Mark.
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Matthew and Luke, desiring to tell their story faithfully,
copied their sources with only such verbal alteration as the
exigencies of adaptation, abridgement, and literary embellishment suggested ; and, as we have seen, each of them reproduces
over 50 % of the actual words used in Mark. John, the
preacher, the thinker, the mystic, aiming avowedly at writing, not
a biography, but a message meant to burn-" that believing ye
may have life in his name "-was not likely to write, like the
other Evangelists, with a copy of Mark or any other document
in front of him. The materials he uses have all been fused in
the crucible of his creative imagination, and it is from the image
in his mind's eye, far more vivid than the written page, that he
paints his picture. Accordingly, when he tells a story that occurs
in Mark, not 20 % of the words he uses are the same-but
that is precisely what makes it specially significant that he often
reproduces some of the more out-of-the-way phrases of Mark.
Of these I select six, whose occurrence in both Mark and
John can hardly be explained as accidental:
01JVapfow 0£aKO<J"{(J)v &p'TOV<; Mk. vi. 37 =01JVapl(J)V 0£aKo<Ti(J)V
ctp'TO£ Jn. vi. 7.
µ,upov vapoov 'TT"£<1"'T£KfJ<; 'TT"OAV'TEAOV<; • • • TptaKo<Tl(J)V 01JVa-

xiv. 3 and 5 =µ,vpov vapoov 'TT"£<1"'T£KfJ<; 'TT"OAVT{µ,ov • • •
01Jvap{,,,v Jn. xii. 3 and 5. N.B. 7r£<1"T£K~ in
this sense is not found elsewhere in Greek literature, except in
allusions to this passage.
€ryelpeu(Je &ry,,,µ,ev Jn. xiv. 31 recalls Mk. xiv. 42.
N.B. If
Jn. xv-xvii. is misplaced, Judas' betrayal follows immediately
in both Gospels.
o Ilfrpor; . . . eepµ,aiv6µ,evor; Mk. xiv. 54 =o Ilfrpor; •.•
Bepµ,aw6µevor; Jn. xviii. 18.
Pilate's question " (Jf:.A.eTe ll'TT"O'X.V<J"(J) vµ'iv 'TdV {3auiXf:.a 'l"WV
'Iovoalwv;" Mk. xv. 9=" fJovA.eu(Je ovv vµ,'iv U'TT"OXV<J"(J) 'TdV
fJauiXf:.a Tam 'Iovoai,,,v ; " Jn. xviii. 39.
p£wv Mk.

TptaKou[,,,v
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e"le£pa£ apov TOV KpafJ/3aT6v <TOV • • • /Cat '1/pe TOV KpafJfJaTOV aUTOV Kat 7rfp£e'TT'aTet Jn. v. 8-9 = f"/e£pa£ • . . apov TOV
Kpa/3fJaTOV <TOV . • • /Cat apa~ TOV 1Cpa/3/3aTOV J~f]A.Oev
Mk. ii. 11-12. Notable for two points. Firstly, Kpa/3/3aTov
is condemned by the grammarians as a vulgarism, and it is

altered by both Matthew and Luke wherever it occurs in Mark.
Secondly, in John the phrase occurs in the story of the lame man
at Bethesda, in Mark in that of the paralytic borne of four. But
Christ did not speak in Greek ; the identity, therefore, of the
Greek phrase seems most naturally explained if the vocabulary
of Mark was fa1:r1iliar )o John. Analogous instances of this trick
of memory by which a phrase used in one incident by Mark is
transferred to another are specially frequent in Matthew, who
also knew Mark almost by heart. 1 Similarly ei~ EK Twv owoeKa
(ek Cw to; b') Jn. vi. 71, cf. xx. 24, may be a recollection of the
phrase in Mk. xiv. 10, 20 and 43.
The close agreement of John with Mark in these particular
passages is the more noticeable since the phrases used in the
parallels in both Matthew and Luke happen on all these occasions
to be quite different from Mark's. Besides, agreements of a less
striking character of Mark and John against one or both of the
other two Gospels occur wherever John and the Synoptics run
parallel. To appreciate the full force of this point the student
must be at the pains to work through all the passages in John
which have close parallels to Mark, and to underline all words
which occur in any of the Synoptics, using different colours
according as the words are found in one, two, or three of them.
Or, as an alternative, he may study the parallels carefully in
Rushbrooke's Synopticon, where words are differently printed
according as they appear in one, two, three, or four of the
documents. 2
1

Cf. Hawkins's Hor. Syn. p. 168 ff.
The important parallels are as follows: The Baptist (Jn. i. 19-34=
Mk. i. 7-10); the Cleansing of the Temple (Jn. ii. 13-22 =Mk. xi 15-19); the
Feeding of the Five Thousand (Jn. vi. l-15=Mk. vi. 31-44); the Walking on
the Water (Jn. vi. 15-21 =Mk. vi. 45-52); the Anointing at Bethany (Jn. xii.
2
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It will be noticed that John always has a certain number of
verbal agreements with Mark ; hence, when either Matthew or
Luke has reproduced Mark's wording exactly, John often agrees
with them also. But, though he frequently supports Mark
where the others have deserted him, he very rarely agrees with
either of them when they depart from Mark. To this rule there
are a few exceptions, real or apparent, which I shall discuss
shortly. Agreements, of course, which are obviously accidental,
like the substitution of et7rev for X~ryet, or the addition of o'l17CTovi;-,
or any other name implied in the context, for this purpose may
be ignored.
Another point on which Stanton 1 lays special stress is the fact
that, whereas both Matthew and Luke (and therefore Q) have
much fuller accounts than Mark of the teaching of John the
Baptist, the only instance here of verbal resemblance between the
Fourth Gospel and the Synoptists is in a sentence where John
agrees with Mark against the other two. Similarly in regard to
the teaching of Christ. There are very few sayings of Christ in
John which are verbally at all like sayings found in the Synoptics;
all but one (Jn. xiii. 16=Mt. x. 24=Lk. vi. 40) occur in Mark,
and the wording of John's version is usually a shade nearer to
Mark than it is to the others. Seeing that Matthew and Luke
are so infinitely richer than Mark in sayings of Christ, the large
1-11 =Mk. xiv. 3-9) ; the Triumphal Entry (Jn. xii. 12-19 =Mk. 'xi. 1-10);
certain details in the story of the Last Supper, including the foretelling in
sentences verbally identical of Judas' betrayal (Jn. xiii. 21 =Mk. xiv. 18) and
of Peter's Denial (Jn. xiii. 38 =Mk. xiv. 30); the Arrest (Jn. xviii. 3-10 =
Mk. xiv. 43-50); Peter's Denial (Jn. xviii. 15-18, 25-27 =Mk. xiv. 54, 66-72);
certain details in the Trial, including "Art thou the King of the Jews?"
(Jn. xviii. 33-Mk. xv. 2), "Thou sayest" (Jn. xviii. 37 =Mk. xv. 2); Barabbas
(Jn. xviii. 39-40=Mk. xv. 6-15); the Mocking (Jn. xix. 2-3=Mk. xv. 16-20);
the Crucifixion (Jn. xix. 17-24=Mk. xv. 22-27); the Entombment (Jn. xix
38-42 =Mk. xv. 43-46) ; and the Discovery of the Empty Tomb (Jn. xx. 1-2 =
Mk. xvi. 1-8). Of these the Walking on the Water and the Anointing at
Bethany, though found in Mark and Matthew, are absent from Luke. Besides
this, John has a few sayings which occur in the Synoptics in a different context:
Jn. iv. 44=Mk. vi. 4; Jn. xii. 25=Mk. viii. 35; Jn. xiii. 20=Mk. ix. 37;
Jn. xiii.16=Jn. xv. 20=Mt. x. 24=Lk. vi. 40.
i Op. cit. pp. 215, 220.
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proportion of sayings derived by John from Mark is remarkable.
It seems to prove that Mark was either much better known to
John or much more highly valued by him than the others. 1
Clearly the facts so far stated amount to little short of a
demonstration that John knew the Gospel of Mark, and knew it
well. But they suggest doubts as to his acquaintance with the
other two Synoptics.
I must, however, digress for a moment to point out that this
evidence for John's use of Mark cannot easily be fitted in with
the hypothesis, recently put forward by D.r. Burney, 2 that the·
Fourth Gospel :@1 a translation from the Aramaic. _The only way
it could be d~ would be to assume that Mark and John are
independent translators of the same Aramaic original. Not
being an Aramaic scholar myself, I asked a friend who is expert in
the language to examine the verbal differences between Mark and
John in the accounts of the Feeding of the Five Thousand and the
Walking on the Water, which obviously are test passages, in order
to ascertain whether or no they were explicable as translation
variants. He reported that they were not. There is a further
consideration. Mr. G. R. Driver has pointed out that the phenomena, on which Dr. Burney's argument is based, 3 occur most
frequently in the discourses and are comparatively rare in the
narrative portions of the Gospel. The existence of a linguistic
1 Prof: C. H. Dodd (Expositor, Oct. 1921, p. 286 ff.) has an interesting argument depending on the identification of the journey to Jerusalem, Mk. x. I,
with that in Jn. vii. 10 (cf. ovK 1)0eXev tva Tls "YvciJ, Mk. ix. 30, with ov </Javepws,
ciXX' ws ev KpvrT~, Jn. vii. 10), that the order of event8 in the section Jn. vi. 1vii. 10 is dependent on that in Mark (vi. 31-x. I)-in which case we note incidentally John's copy of Mark included Luke's Great Omission. The argument
cannot be done justice to if presented briefly, but if, as I am inclined to think,
it is sound, it affords strong confi.rmation of John's use of Mark
• The Aramaic Origin of the Fourth Gospel (Oxford, 1922). Prof. C. C. Torrey
in the Harvard Theological Review, p. 326 ff., Oct. 1923, assents to the general
position that the Gospel is a translation from Aramaic, but rejects practically
all the alleged mistranslations on which Dr. Bumey's argument largely rests.
He then proceeds to offer another set of " mistranslations" of his own
discovering.
3 Of. G. R. Driver, " The Original Language of the Fourth Gospel,"
Jewish Guardian, Jan. 5 and 12, 1923.
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distinction between the discourses and the narrative is a remarkable fact, and one that calls for an explanation. We may seek it
in any one of three directions. (1) We may conjecture that the
discourses, though not the narrative, have been translated from
an Aramaic document. (2) We may surmise that the discourses
are by the author of the Gospel, but embody a larger proportion
of authentic sayings of Christ, originally spoken in Aramaic, than
is generally supposed. (3) The author of the Gospel belonged to
that order of" prophets" which was so conspicuous and influential
in the Apostolic age. The discourses came to him " in the
Spirit." In that case, it would be psychologically credible that
the Greek which he wrote or dictated when under this influence
should reflect strongly the idiom of his native Aramaic tonguej ust as to-day a Highlander or Welshman, who has lived most
of his life in England, may in moments of excitement speak with
the accent of earlier years. In view of the arguments adduced
in the previous chapter that John was a prophet, I am personally
inclined to favour this explanation. But I would point out that
the second and third of these hypotheses are not really mutually
exclusive. Genuine sayings of Christ, which had sunk down into
the depths of memory, might well emerge again amplified and
re-orientated by the subconscious workings of the prophet's
mind. And the supposition that there was at work a combination
of these two influences would give an added meaning to the
reiterated emphasis in the Gospel on the work of the Spirit as
illuminating and interpreting at some later time the actual
teaching of the historic Christ. "I have many things to tell you,
but ye cannot bear them now."
JoHN

AND

LuKE

The case for a literary dependence of John, either on Luke
or on a source embodied in Luke, rests in the first instance on
the remarkable points of contact between these Gospels in regard
to the sisters Martha and Mary. Too much stress ought not to
be laid on the fact that the two sisters are suddenly named, xi. 1,

2D
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as if they were well-known characters, though that is not without
significance. But the description in this same verse of Lazarus
as "of Bethany, of the village of Mary and Martha" is very
difficult to explain unless John's readers were familiar with the
story of the two sisters told in very much the, same words as in
Luke. For, since Bethany is named four times in Mark in connection with striking incidents, it did not require to be identified.
The point, then, of John's words "of the village of Martha and
Mary " must be, not to identify Bethany by connecting it with
the sisters, but rather to identify the " certain village " unnamed,
where acc9rding to Luke (x. 38) the sisters lived, with the wellknown vajage of Bethany.
Agafu, in this same passage (xi. 1) John, when introducing
Lazarus for the first time, takes that opportunity, not only of
giving a name to the unnamed village, but also to the unnamed
woman who, according to Mark, anointed our Lord's head in
that place. She is Mary, the sister of Martha. And this is what
gives point to the addition later on of the words " and Martha
served" in John's account of the anointing (xii. 2); they are
meant to clinch the identification by a further allusion to the
Lucan story. But this elaborate cross-identification of persons,
places, and incidents as between Mark and Luke is natural if
both these Gospels were standard works read in the Church ;
it is not equally natural if the Martha and Mary story was
merely extant in floating tradition.
What is still more remarkable, John introduces into the story
of this Anointing certain details derived, not from Mark (xiv. 2 ff.)
but from the story of the Anointing by a sinner during the
Galilean ministry (Lk. vii. 36 ff.), which Luke substitutes for the
Marean Anointing at Bethany in the last week at Jerusalem.
Mark (xiv. 3) says the woman "poured the ointment on his
head," John (xii. 3) agrees with Luke in saying she anointed his
feet and wiped them with her hair. And this is not an accident,
it is implied in the preparatory allusion to the incident (xi. 2).
The natural explanation of these phenomena is that in John's
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mind a combination has been effected between persons and
details mentioned in Mark's and Luke's versions of the Anointing
and in the anecdote about Martha and Mary related by Luke.
The above examples of the assignment by John to definite
persons or places of incidents left vague in Mark and Luke cannot
be considered apart from evidence as to the same tendency
elsewhere. In Mark and Luke the person who cuts off an ear
of the high priest's servant in Gethsemane is unnamed; so ie.
the servant; John gives the names of Peter and Malchus. In
Mark (vi. 37) the disciples protest that two hundred pennyworth
of bread would not suffice to feed the multitude; in John (vi. 7)
it is Philip who says this. Judas is similarly named (xii. 4). The
author of the Fourth Gospel, if not himself a Jew of Palestine,
at least had a good "pilgrim's knowledge" of the country.
Accordingly, some of these identifications, for instance that of
Bethany with the village of Martha and Mary, or of Mary with
the anointing woman, may possibly rest on a Jerusalem tradition.
The possibility, however, that the identifications are made on
good authority does not affect our argument. The fact that
the identifications required to be made suggests that the public
for whom John wrote was already familiar with the persons and
incidents in question, and for that reason would be interested in
the further details that he adds.
In the light of this conclusion we proceed to examine the
resemblances between the accounts of the Passion in Luke and
John. And for the sake of brevity I shall for the time being
ignore the distinction between Luke and a source embodied in
Luke. But we have learnt the lesson that it is unwise to draw
wide conclusions in the sphere of higher criticism without being
sure of the text we use. Three of the most remarkable points
of contact in the Passion Story of Luke and John are Peter's
visit to the Empty Tomb (Lk. xxiv. 12), the salutation " Peace
be with you " (Lk. xxiv. 36), and the sentence, reminiscent of
the Thomas story, "He showed them his hands and his feet"
(Lk. xxiv. 40). These constitute three of the eight Lucan major
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"Western non-interpolations" definitely rejected by Hort as
absent from D and the Old Latin. Whether or not we agree
with Hort, it is clear that, the evidence for omission being what
it is, they cannot be used to prove a literary connection between
the two Gospels. So too {3acnXev~, Lk. xix. 38 (cf. Jn. xii. 13);
om. WA (D Lat.).
The outstanding coincidence between John and Luke is
the representation of the first Resurrection Appearance to the
Twelve as taking place in Jerusalem, not (as in Mark and Matthew)
in Galilee. But agreement on a point of this magnitude, though
very natural if John knew and used Luke, cannot in itself, simply
because of its magnitude, be quoted as evidence that he did
know him. For a fact of this character, divergence between Mark
and Luke implies a divergence in the early tradition, and John
and Luke might be drawing independently on the same tradition.
The same thing applies to John's mention of the name Judas,
not Iscariot, which otherwise would imply a preference of the
Lucan to the Marean list of the Twelve. To prove literary
dependence, we must find examples of the use of language more
or less identical, where the resemblance is of a kind not readily
explicable by coincidence ; or we must be able to detect in some
story additions or modifications of quite minor details of a kind
not likely to have been preserved apart from the context in which
they are embodied.
Of these there are several: the observation that Judas's
offer to the high priests to betray Jesus was a direct suggestion
of the devil (Lk. xxii. 3; Jn. xiii. 2); Pilate's three times repeated
formula, "I find no fault in him " (I,k. xxiii. 4, 14, 22) ; the detail
that it was the right ear of the high priest's servant that was cut
off (Lk. xxii. 50; Jn. xviii. 10); the point that the tomb was one
"in which no one had ever yet been laid " ; the statement that
two angels-not one as in Mark and Matthew-were seen by
the women at the tomb. Still more evidential is the prophecy
by our Lord of Peter's denial (Mk. xiv. 30 ; Lk. xxii. 34 ;
Jn. xiii. 38).
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Mk. xiv. 30.
d.µ.1-Jv Xryw crot /in·
<IV <Ffjµepo11 ra.Ur!J rV ~vKrL
rrplv ~ ols d.Xfrropu. <f>wvijcru.i

rpls µ.e

arrapv~CT!J.

Lk. xxii. 34.
Xt-yw crot, IT&pe,
oil <f>wv~crei cr~µ.epov d.XeKrwp
lws rpls µ.e d.rru.pv~CT!J
elOevai.
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Jn. xiii. 38.
d.µ.rw d.µ.1-J• Xi"tw croi,
oQ p.'q aAEKTWp </>WP~CT!/
lws o~ d.pv~CT!J µ.e rpls.

It will be observed that the Johannine wording is almost identical
with the Lucan just where that differs from Mark, but it is pre-

fixed by the word am.en as in Mark. This suggests an unconscious
conflation of the Marean and Lucan versions.
The above passages, added to the impression made by the
Martha-Mary incidents, make it difficult to deny some literary
connection between Luke and John. That being so, certain
infinitesimal points of contact, which if they stood alone would
prove nothing, carry weight as confirmatory evidence. With
apov apov, Jn. xix. 15, compare aZpe Tofrrov, Lk. xxiii. 18. The
double" crucify him" occurs both in Jn. xix. 6 and Lk. xxiii. 21.
The description of the women at the cross opens with ia·,-~icet<Tav,
Jn. xix. 25, cf. Lk. xxiii. 49, as the first word of the sentence.
But once the dependence of John upon Luke (or a source
embodied in Luke) is established, certain other features in the
J ohannine story assume a new significance. They point to the
working of a tendency similar to that noted above in the allusions
to Martha and Mary. An enhanced definiteness and vividness
is given to incidents, recorded separately in Mark or Luke, by
bringing them into connection with one another ; and they are
further elucidated by modifications and additions derived either
from the author's own reflection or from independent tradition.
(1) Mark describes the death of our Lord by the word €~
E7rveva-ev. Luke uses the same word, prefaced by the saying,
" Father, into thy hands I commend my spirit," 7rapa,-£8eµai
TO 7rvevµa µov, which (except for the word "Father") is a
quotation from Ps. xxxi. 5. The phrase in which John describes
the death 7rap€oooice ,-o 7rvevµa is explicable as a conflated
recollection of Mark and Luk~
(2) The discrepancy between the Marean and Lucan accounta
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of the Mocking is striking-still more so if we accept the suggestion that Herod gave the robe as a compliment. 1 According
to Luke this was done by Herod before Pilate had condemned
Jesus; Mark places it after Pilate's condemnation and makes
it a spontaneous act of Pilate's soldiers. Now Luke represents
Pilate, hoping to placate the Jews, as twice making the o:ffer
"I will chastise him and let him go," as an alternative to the
death penalty. John makes Pilate, with the same hope, actually
chastise Jesus and bring Him out before them clothed with the
purple robe. Thus John agrees with Luke in placing this
incident before Pilate's final condemnation, and in connecting
it with Pilate's e:ffort to induce the Jews to accept less than the
death penalty. But, in the actual details of the incident, John's
version approximates more nearly to Mark's, especially in
assigning the mocking to Pilate's soldiers instead of to Herod.
This again suggests that John is conflating the two accounts.
(3) Assuming that Hort is right in omitting from the text of
Luke (xxiv. 12) the description of a visit of Peter to the tomb,
there remains in Luke (xxiv. 24) the statement by the Apostles
to the two from Emmaus, " Some of them with us went to the
tomb " (after the women had announced their discovery that
it was empty) and found it empty, "but him they saw not."
The visit of Peter and another disciple to the tomb recorded by
John gives detail and precision to this Lucan statement. Our
view on this point will depend on our view of the contents of the
lost ending of Mark. It certainly looks as if this told that the
women, in fear, " told no man " that they had found the tomb
empty, and that the Twelve first saw the Lord in Galilee. If
that is what happened, then the visit of Peter and the other
disciple to the tomb looks like an attempt by conjecture to give
the names of the disciples mentioned as visiting it in the Lucan
story, comparable to the identifications of persons or places left
nameless in Mark and Luke which have been already discussed.
1 Cf. A. W. Verrall in J.T.S. x. p. 321 ff.
convince me.

The suggestion does not quite
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To sum up. The interest shown by John in identifying
and connecting persons and places, or in elaborating incidents,
mentioned in Luke is more likely if they occurred in some
document regarded by his readers as a standard account of the
life of Christ rather than in a mere floating tradition.
But we have still to ask whether the source known to
John was our Gospel of Luke or the source Proto-Luke, which
we have seen reason to believe was incorporated in it. The
difficulty of answering this question lies in the rarity of passages
which show points of contact between Luke and John (cf. p. 404)
where we can be quite sure that Luke is not using the source
Proto-Luke. Suppose, for example, that we could be certain
that Luke's version of Peter's Denial and of the Entombment
was dependent on Mark alone, then the fact that John adopts
some of Luke's verbal modifications of Mark would prove that
he used our Luke. I am inclined to think that Proto-Luke
either omitted these incidents or treated them very briefly (cf.
p. 217) ; but the possibility being open that Luke's modifications of Mark may be due to a parallel version of the incidents
in Proto-Luke, we desiderate further evidence. But from the
nature of the case we have only infinitesimals to go upon.
(1) Objectors ask (Jn. vii. 41-42): "What, doth the Christ
come out of Galilee 1 Rath not the scripture said that the
Christ cometh of the seed of David, and from Bethlehem, the
village where David was 1 " No reply is given; yet the foundation stone of early Christian apologetic was the exact correspondence of details in the life of Jesus with Old Testament
Messianic prophecy. But if every one of John's readers knew
that, though His father was carpenter of Nazareth, He was of
the royal seed, and by a seeming accident had been born in
Bethlehem, we have a delicate piece of what in Greek tragedy is
called elproveia. That which is alleged as an objection to His
Messiahship is really its confirmation. But could John have
presumed this knowledge in his readers except in a Church
where Luke (or Matthew) was read 1

a
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(2) " What then if ye should behold the Son of man ascending
where he was before 1 " (Jn. vi. 62). This is addressed to
murmuring disciples. It gains much in point if we assume that
the story of the Ascension was familiar to John's readers. We.
have seen (p. 142) that the words in Lk. xxiv. 51 which mention the Ascension as taking place in sight of the Twelve are
probably original. In any case the Acts, by the same author,
describes the event.
(3) The Feeding of the Five Thousand is placed by John on
the East side of the Lake of Galilee, by Mark (but cf. p. 176 n.)
and Matthew on the West. It is suggested below that John
may have introduced into it details from Mark's Feeding of the
Four Thousand which takes place near Decapolis. But the
definite statement in Luke that the miracle took place near
Bethsaida, which is on the East bank of the entrance of the
Jordan into the Lake, would at least be an additional reason
for John's supposing it ~ook place on the East side. There is
another consideration. John's version of the Feeding of the
Five Thousand exhibits two of those Minor Agreements of
Matthew and Luke against Mark which we have already discussed (p. 313)-the allusion to the healing immediately before
the miracle, and the word 7repiuuevuavrn (Jn. vi. 2, 12). The
natural explanation of this would be that John had read the
story, not only in Mark, but also in either Matthew or Luke.
Seeing, however, that his knowledge of Matthew is extremely
doubtful, knowledge of Luke is the simplest explanation.
Neither singly nor together do these points amount to demonstrative proof that what John knew was, not Proto-Luke, but
our Gospel of Lake ; yet, to my mind, they make the balance
of probability incline very decidedly in that direction.

JOHN AND MATTHEW

The points of contact between Matthew and John are
extremely few; fewer still. are those which are of a material
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character. (a) John twice has the saying "The servant is not
greater than his master" (Jn. xiii. 16, xv. 20 ; cf. Mt. x. 24 =
Lk. vi. 40). John's phrase is slightly nearer to Matthew than
to Luke, and the corollary in John, "If they persecuted me they
will also persecute you," resembles that in Matthew, "If they
have called the master of the house Beelzebub, how much more
shall they call those of his household~ " But in view of the great
differences of the Lucan, Matthean, and Johannine versions of
the saying and also of its epigrammatic character-epigrams
easily circulate by word of mouth-there is no need to postulate a written source. The sentiment that Christians could
not expect the world to treat them better than their Master
must have been replete with practical consolation to the
average Christian, and a saying of Christ which put this in a
pithy form is likely to have been part of the stock-in-trade
of many a Christian preacher. (b) Twice (iii. 35 and xiii. 3)
John has the phrase " The Father has given all things into
his hands," which has close affinities to "All things have been
delivered to me by my Father" (Mt. xi. 27 =Lk. x. 22). But
as this saying occurs in Luke it is no evidence that John
used Matthew. (c) Again, the healing from a distance of the
Nobleman's Son (/3a<n).,uco<; perhaps =king's officer) at Capernaum (iv. 46 ff.} has a general resemblance to the story of
the Centurion's Servant (Mt. viii. 5 :ff. =Lk. vii. 2 ff.}. But, even
if John is describing the same incident, his representation of
the details is so different that he may well be giving a version
of the incident preserved in a different line of tradition, or
may, after his manner, be conflating it with another incident.
John's verbal agreements with Matthew and Luke are so slight
as to be easily explicable by accident-but, such as they
are, they are about evenly distributed between the two.
In no case is the verbal agreement between John and either
Matthew or Luke close enough to prove literary dependence.
But, even if this were otherwise, it would not be evidence
that John knew Matthew~/for the incident in question seems
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to have stood in Q; so that John could have derived it either
from Luke or from Q.
There remain to be considered .a few minor agreements of
Matthew and John against Mark. These are of very much the
same order as the Minor Agreements of Matthew and Luke
discussed in Chapter XI., and I believe they are to be
explained in exactly the same way.
(a) The story of the Walking on the Water does not occur
in Luke, but there is one small verbal agreement of John with
Matthew against Mark. Mark (vi. 47) says the boat was "in
the midst of the sea," John (vi. 19) that it was "about twenty
or thirty furlongs from the land," Matthew (xiv. 24) (in the text
of W.H.) that it was distant " many furlongs from the land."
This reading in Matthew is found in B, the Ferrar Group, and
the Old Syriac. But N C L, with the support of D and the
Old Latin, read." in the midst of the sea." Clearly assimilation
has been at work, either in B or in N and their respective supporters. If B is right, N has assimilated Matthew to Mark ;
if N is right, B has assimilated Matthew to John. Which is
the more probable 1 Obviously, since Mark was the least read
and John the most valued of the Gospels, assimilation of Matthew
to the text of John is more probable than to that of Mark;
while, since Matthew indubitably copied Mark, an agreement of
Matthew with Mark does not look like assimilation. Accepting,
then, the text of N D Old Lat., we discover, on comparing the
parallel versions, that the outstanding point is the agreement
of Mark and John against Matthew in saying nothing whatever
about Pater's attempt to walk on the water to meet Jesus,
with the notable moral it involves. John's ignoring of this
striking addition tells decidedly against his knowledge of the
Matthean form of the story.
(b) Jn. xii. 8, "The poor ye have always with you, but me
ye have not always." This occurs word for word in Mark,
Matthew, and John. But Matthew and John concur in omitting
the words "and when ye will ye can benefit them," which
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Mark inserts between the two halves of the antithesis. Coincident
omission, especially where the construction facilitates it, is not
enough to prove literary dependence. But since the whole
verse in John is omitted by the strong combination of D with
Syr. S., we seem to have evidence that even this slight
agreement of Matthew and John is due to textual assimilation.
Matthew and John each add many details not found in
Mark's account of the Passion. In particular both are concerned to throw the responsibility of the Crucifixion on to the
Jews, and, as far as possible, to exculpate Pilate. Here, then,
especially, if there was any literary connection between the two
Gospels, we should expect to find agreements in incident or
language. But the only points of contact I have noted are
insignificant.
(c) Matthew (xxi. 5) and John (xii. 15) agree in connecting
with the triumphal entry the passage in Zechariah ix. 9, "Behold,
thy king cometh, sitting on the foal of an ass." Seeing that
Christians were in the habit of ransacking the Old Testament
for Messianic prophecies, concurrence in such an obvious instance
proves nothing. What is significant is that the words as quoted
by John are so different from Matthew that they must either
represent a different translation of the Hebrew or be free
quotations from memory.
(d) Matthew (xxvi. 52) and John (xviii. 11) agree in saying
that Jesus commanded the person who cut off the ear of the
high priest's servant to put up his sword, a-rro0"7pe,Yov uou
T~V µ,axaipav el<; TOV TO'TrOV avTi}<; (Mt. xxvi. 52), /3aA.e T~V
µaxaipav <TOIJ el<; Tiiv e~ICT}V (Jn. xviii. 11). But they do not
use a single word in common except that for " sword " ; while
the reason given by our Lord in Matthew, "They that take
the sword shall perish by the sword," is quite different from
that given in John, "The cup which my Father hath given me,
shall I not drink it 1 "
(e) In the parallel Mk. xv. 17 =Mt. xxvii. 29 =Jn. xix. 2,
speaking of tile crown of thorns, Mark says they put it" on him,"
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Matthew and John agree in saying" on his head." Since crowns
are made to be worn on the head, the coincidence is not remarkable. What is remarkable, however, is the difference between
Matthew and John in this very same verse. Matthew's account
differs from Mark's in adding the detail that the soldiers put the
reed (as a mock sceptre) into our Lord's hand. This striking
departure from Mark is not reproduced by John-which makes
it very unlikely that the quite colourless addition of the word
" head " was suggested to him by familiarity with this verse
of Matthew.
(f) Jn. xix. 41," There was in the place where he was crucified
a garden, and in the garden a tomb," /CaLVOV, fV rp OVOf.'Tr© OV0€t<;
€r€87/. In Mt. xxvii. 60, Joseph puts the body €v Trp JCatvr{J avTov
µv'T]µe{rp. Has the fact that Matthew and John agree in using
the common adjective Kaivoi; (=new) any significance? If we
examine the passages more closely, we note that the point of
Matthew's statement is that the tomb belongs to Joseph, it
was his own new tomb; but the language of John implies that
he did not know to whom it belonged. This makes decidedly
against John having read Matthew. But there is a further
point. nsupp. 69 and several other MSS. read IC€VOV ( =empty)
for Kaivov in John. The confusion of ai and e is one of the
commonest errors in MSS., and even in inscriptions; in late Greek
they were, as in Modern Greek, pronounced alike. But if we
ask which of the two adjectives is more likely to be the original
in this passage, at once it is obvious that a scribe with the
phrase of Matthew running in his head would be more likely to
alter Kevov to Katvov than 'VWe versa. Again, so far as the
sense is concerned, Kevov, "empty," is slightly more appropriate
than Kaivov, "new" ; for the words which follow, "in which
no man had yet been laid," are a mere reiteration if preceded by
Katvov, whereas they add a new point if Kevov preceded-the
tomb was, not only one that happened to be empty, but one that
had never yet been used.
(g) There is one minor agreement which differs from those
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so far discussed, insomuch as the contexts in which the words
occur are not exactly parallel, since in John they occur in
the introduction to the Feedmg of the Five Thousand, while
in Matthew they occur immediately before the Feeding of the
Four Thousand.
Mt. xv. 29.
and going up into the hill country,
he sat there.

Jn. vi. 3.
and Jesus went up into the hill
country, and there sat with his
disciples.

This passage cannot be discussed apart from the observation
that there are several small points in which John seems to
combine the accounts of the Four Thousand and Five Thousand.
In the account of the Five Thousand in Mark and Matthew,
the disciples take the initiative in asking Jesus to deal with the
multitude, but with the Four Thousand the initiative is His ;
also in the Four Thousand EvxaptuT'ljuar; is substituted for
EvXo"f7J<TE Kal.. John introduces both these modifications into
his version of the Five Thousand. Such modifications are so
trifling and obvious that, if they stood alone, they would prove
nothing ; but, taken in connection with " went up into the hill
country, and sat there," they suggest that i:ri John recollection
of the details from the one miracle had become confused with
the other. But the words " went up into the hill country "
.stand in Matthew, but not in Mark. At first blush we seem at
last to have found definite evidence that John knew Matthew.
Not so, however, if the words in question originally stood
in the text of Mark. And the hypothesis that this was the
case seems to me much the easiest explanation of the fact that
they do occur in Matthew-a thing which, to the student of the
Synoptic Problem, really does demand an explanation. Note the
last lines of the parallels printed below-each of 26 letters.
Mk. vii. 31.
Ka.I 11'a>.iv €~e>.owv fK 'TWV oplwv Tvpov
7J>.fhv oia ~iowvos els
'TljV Oa>.a.<T<TQ.V ri)s ra.>.t>.a.fo.S
ava µf<Tov 'TWV iiglwv• ~EKQ.11'0>.ewt,

Mt. xv. 29.
Ka.I J.l.E'Ta.f3os EK•Wev 0 'I?/<TOUS
'fJMev 11'a.pa
'Tljv O&.>.a.<T<TQ.V ri)s ra.>.i>.ala.s Kal
~f3a.s •ls 'TO ~OS €K&.6..,To fKEi'.
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Matthew's suppression of the geographical details about Ty.re
and Decapolis is quite in accord with his general tendency to
compress Mark. Not so the line that he substitutes. Wherever
Matthew aJ,ds anything to Mark, it is a saying or an incident
of some special interest, or a turn of phrase which removes a
difficulty. The statement " He went up into the hills, and sat
there " is not at all like the explanatory editorial amplifications
he is in the habit of making ; nor, again, is it a fact of sufficient
moment to be preserved in floating tradition. I suggest that the
words stood in the text of Mark used by Matthew. If a line
beginning avct µeuov was followed by one beginning avaf3a<;, an
omission by homoioteleuton would be easy. Or suppose, as in
N, the average line in an early copy of Mark had 13-14 letters.
it might read :
ANAMECONTONOP
ION.dEKAnOAEOC
ANABACEICTOOP
OCEKA0HTOEKEI

Two lines, both beginning with ANA and ending with OP, form
an attractive invitation to homoioteleuton to a copyist inclined
to that error. Omissions of the second "likeness" do occur.
The suggestion that the words in question stood in the
original text of Mark is attractive for another reason. "Transference of formulae," that is, the repetition in more than one
context of phrases found in his source, is a notable characteristic
of Matthew. If the words "going up into the mountain, he
sat there " stood in this place in the copy of Mark used by
Matthew, we have the original of the phrase" He went up into
the mountain, and when he had sat down," which provides the
narrative framework of the Sermon on the Mount. Lastly,
conflation in John's memory of the Five Thousand with the
Four Thousand in Mark's rather than Matthew's version would
help to explain the fact that John places the Five Thousand
on the East of the Sea of Galilee, although Mark appears to place
it on the West shore. The Four Thousand is placed by Mark
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on the shore of the lake adjacent to Decapolis, which is on the
East side; but Matthew omits the mention of Decapolis and
does not give the slightest hint that the miracle took place on
that side of the lake.
(h) Matthew and John stand alone in representing the first
Appearance after the Resurrection as being to a woman. In
Matthew there is a mention of an Appearance to the two Maries
on their way from the tomb with the angel's message to the
Apostles, and our Lord's command, " Go, tell my brethren that
they depart into Galilee, and there they shall see me." In
John, after they have announced the angel's message to the
Twelve, and after Peter and another disciple have visited the
tomb, Jesus appears to Mary Magdalene alone in the garden,
and uses the words, " Go unto my brethren, and say unto them,
I ascend unto my Father. . . ." Nowhere else does Jesus use
the phrase " my brethren " of the Twelve ; but apart from the
coincidence in this rare expression, there is little that favours
a literary connection, since the first Appearance after the Resurrection is the kind of incident in regard to which parallel versions
in oral tradition would be likely to exist.
But this coincidence depends upon the authenticity of the
word aSe"Acpo'i<> in Matthew ; and µ,a(J71rn'i<> is substituted for
this in 157, 1555, and a citation by Cyril of Alexandria. The
possibility must be faced that aSe"Acpo'i<; in the accepted text of
Matthew is an assimilation to John; and, but for the fact that
µa(J71rn'i<> might also be explained by assimilation to Mt. xxviii. 7,
I should use a stronger word than "possibility." If, however,
the suggestion tentatively put forward above (p. 357 ff.) be
accepted, that the lost end of Mark contained an account of an
Appearance to Mary, Matthew and John will both be dependent,
either on the lost conclusion of Mark, or on an oral tradition
which represented what people could remember of its contents.
To sum up, the evidence that can be adduced to prove John's
knowledge of Matthew is quite inconclusive.
Professor Bacon, taking it for granted that the Gospel of
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Matthew cannot have been unknown to John, suggests that he
"ignored it" as being "the most anti-Pauline of the Gospels."
I am inclined to agree with this verdict in substance, but would
express it differently. Matthew cannot, I think, as a whole
be described as "anti-Pauline "--only the source M. But the
author of the Fourth Gospel, who had lived through the later
stages of the Judaistic controversy, would have been acutely
sensitive to the implications of commands-emphatic from their
position as the opening words of Great Discourses-like " Go .
not into any way of the Gentiles " (Mt. x. 5), " The Scribes and
Pharisees sit in Moses' seat : all things therefore whatsoever
they bid you, these do and observe " (Mt. xxiii. 2 f.). Again,
since in John's own interpretation of Christ's teaching the
spiritual Presence of the Paraclete is practically substituted for
the visible Return of Christ, there is another element conspicuous
in the Discourses of Matthew which he could not possibly accept
as authentic. But if (as on the whole I think probable) Matthew
was known to his contemporary, the author of the Apocalypse
(cf. p. 469 n.), it must have been already read in Asia. I recall
the interpretation (p. 19 f. above) of the Papias fragment on
:Matthew: the discourses (ra X6tyta) in the Greek Gospel are
characterised as being "only a translation, and that unauthorised," of whatever it was that the Apostle Matthew wrote. If this
is correct, the Gospel of Matthew has just reached Ephesus, but
John the Elder, a personage of great weight in that Church,
declines to accept it as having apostolic authority. Now if
John the Elder was himself the author of the Fourth Gospel he
could adopt no other attitude. Himself convinced that Christ
came to supersede the Law and that the Parousia is to be understood spiritually, he could not accept as Apostolic a Gospel
conspicuous for Apocalyptic and Judaistic sayings.
JERUSALEM TRADITIONS

The above comparison of John and the Synoptics leaves on
the mind the impression that besides Mark and Lu,ke (or con-

en. xiv

THE FOURTH GOSPEL AND SYNOPTICS

417

ceivably Proto-Luke instead of Luke) John used no other documentary source. Deduct from John what seems to be derived
from Mark and Luke and only a few odd incidents remain. Accordingly the departures from the Synoptic order and chronology,
which are such a notable feature of the Fourth Gospel, cannot
plausibly be explained by the influence of a third written source ;
for, if so, that source should have accounted for a larger proportion of his total narrative matter. It is in the direction, then, of
the personality of the author that we must look for an explanation
of the major divergences of the Fourth Gospel from the Synoptics.
A standing difficulty of New Testament scholarship has
always been to explain why the author of the Fourth Gospel goes
out of his way, as it were, to differ from the Synoptics on points
having no theological significance. First and foremost there is
his adoption of a chronological scheme glaringly at variance
with the other Gospels. To a large matter like this, or like the
day of the Last Supper, he may have attached special importance. But he also contradicts them on what seem quite trivial
points; affirming, for instance, that Bethsaida (not Capernaum)
was the city of Andrew and Peter, or that the Anointing at
Bethany took place four days earlier than the other Gospels put
it, and that Jesus departed and hid Himself (Jn. xii. 36) between
Palm Sunday and the Passion. But John's main purpose in
writing was clearly not historical but doctrinal. He is anxious
to commend to the Church a particular religious and theological
attitude. Now people who wish to gain a hearing for an unfamiliar, and possibly controverted, doctrinal position are usually
particularly careful to emphasise when possible their agreement
with what is already familiar to, and accepted by, their hearers;
they only dispute the accepted where it is necessary for their
purpose. Scholars who hold that John freely altered or invented
narratives for dogmatic ends have been curiously blind to the
consideration that the more the difference between the theological standpoint of John and the Synoptics is stressed, the
more inexplicable becomes John's policy of contradicting them
2E
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on details of history on which doctrinally nothing turns. But
from any point of view the historical discrepancies between John
and the Synoptics constitute a difficult problem.
The difficulty is considerably reduced in magnitude by the
result, to which a critical comparison of the documents seems to
point, that the only Synoptics used by John were Mark and
Luke. Where John throws over the Synoptic chronology, or
modifies their story in smaller details, he is not flying in the face
of a universal Church tradition embodied in three separate
Gospels, one of them ascribed to an Apostle ; he is only correcting Mark and Luke, neither of which was reputed to be the work
of an eye-witness. But if the author of the Fourth Gospel had
himself visited Jerusalem-which would naturally be regarded in
the Church at large as the fountain-head of authentic tradition.he might consider himself to be in a position to correct or explain,
as one having authority, the story as told in these two Gospels.
While the difficulty of explaining his boldness in so drastically
correcting the lives of Christ hitherto known in the Church for
which he wrote would disappear completely, if we could suppose
that he could claim in any sense to be himself an eye-witnesseven if that meant no more than that, as a boy of twelve, taken
by his father to the Passover, he had been one of the multitude
who beheld the Crucifixion. At any rate the hypothesis that
the author of the Gospel had a personal acquaintance with
Jerusalem tradition would considerably ease the critical difficulties arising from a documentary comparison of this Gospel
with the Synoptics.
There can be no reasonable doubt that the author of the
Fourth Gospel had a first-hand knowledge of the topography of
Palestine, and especially of the city of Jerusalem. He was, moreover, a Jew versed in Rabbinic tradition and the usages of
the Temple system. This has of recent years been generally
admitted by scholars; 1 but if any doubt on that point remained,
it has been removed by the linguistic evidence adduced by Dr.
1

Cf. B. W. Bacon, Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate, 1910, p. 385 ff.
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Burney in the book to which allusion has already been made.
That evidence does not, in my opinion, justify Dr. Burney's own
conclusion that our Gospel is a translation from the Aramaic;
but it puts it beyond reasonable doubt that the author was a
man whose thoughts naturally fell into the idiom of that language.
It does not, however, necessarily follow that he was a Jew of
Palestinian origin. Every Jew of the Dispersion endeavoured to
visit Jerusalem at one of the great Feasts to offer the sacrificeonce at least in his life, oftener if possible. The career of Paul
shows that in the first generation conversion to Christianity in
no way lessened the inborn passion of the Jew to see Jerusalem.
The question whether the author of the Gospel had more than a
pilgrim's knowledge of the city is one that cannot be answered
apart from a consideration of the date of writing and the
personality of the writer, but that he had at least a pilgrim's
acquaintance with Jerusalem may be taken as established.
THE JoHANNINE CHRONOLOGY

A pilgrim who visits sites hallowed by sacred association
always takes the opportunity of asking questions on the spot in
regard to persons or events connected with them. The answers
he gets are not always correct, but they are accepted as authoritative. A Jewish Christian pilgrim any time during the first
century would be able to gather much information of value ; but
it would not all be equally authentic. The identity of the village
of Martha and Mary, the name Malchus, the day of the Last
Supper, the fact of previous visits to Jerusalem, are the kind of
details that such an one would learn. Exact chronology is not
a matter in regard to which popular local tradition is apt to be
concerned; nevertheless the Johannine chronology may be
based on a conscientious attempt by the author to piece together
scattered bits of information picked up in Jerusalem. If the
visits of our Lord to Jerusalem were connected in the minds of
his informants with His appearances at feasts, the imperfect
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recollections of two different persons might easily connect the
same visit with two different feasts ; one visit might then be
counted twice in John's chronology. Again, if John started with
the idea that the Cleansing of the Temple occurred at our Lord's
first public appearance at the Passover, and subsequently learnt
that He had been present at more than one Passover, he might
infer that the incident had been wrongly placed by Mark. The
greatest difficulty in his chronology would then be explained.
And is it not possible that John had information that Jesus
the very first time He came to Jerusalem, after having at the
Baptism felt the call to Messiahship, vehemently denounced
the Temple traffic 1 We should certainly expect Him to make
some protest, although on the first occasion He may not have
followed His words by action. Assuming that he had information to this effect, John would at once relate it with the prophecy
in Malachi iii. 1-3, "The Lord whom ye seek shall suddenly come
to his temple ... he shall purify the sons of Levi ... "; he would
then be quite sure that Mark had misplaced the incident. The
a priori principle that a particular action of the Messiah is more
likely than not to show close conformity to some Old Testament
prophecy is certainly not one by which a modern critic would be
swayed in determining the choice between two apparently conflicting traditions. But to admit that an author's estimate of
probabilities is influenced by a priori principles does not prove
that he is indifferent to fact or to evidence. At least, we do not
usually say this of the Ti.ibingen School because they undertook
to correct the traditional dates of documents or events in the
light of the no less a priori principle that history advances by
" thesis, antithesis, and synthesis." A mistaken conclusion as to
what actually happened on a particular occasion by no means
argues a general indifference to fact. Again, if we suppose that
the source from which John derived the story of Lazarus was
without precise indication of date, but contained a remark that
the priests took alarm at the consequent reputation of our Lord
and His growing influence with the people, it would be very
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natural for John to infer that the story was connected with the
Passion, especially as, with the removal of the Cleansing of the
Temple, some other incident adequate to account for the alarm
of the authorities seems required to explain the course of events.
A minor difficulty is solved if we accept the suggestion
(p. 381) that chaps. v. and vi. have got accidentally transposed,
which removes the allusion to an unknown Feast of the Jews
(John v. 1) which has always puzzled commentators, by making
it refer to the Passover mentioned vi. 4 ; this would shorten
the total period of the ministry by some months. 1
Apart from these instances the Johannine chronology solves
more difficulties than it raises.
(1) According to the tradition embodied in Matthew, Christ
was born under Herod, who died 4 B.c. According to Luke he
was "about thirty years old when he began to preach." According
both to patristic tradition and most modern calculation He was
crucified A.D. 29 or 30. Simple arithmetic shows that these three
data can be reconciled with the
years' ministry implied in
John, but not with the one year which the Synoptics-though
they never actually name a period-are supposed to imply. '
(2) In Mark, Jesus is consistently represented as going to
Jerusalem, expecting to be rejected. Similarly Luke's peculiar
source has" It cannot be that a prophet perish out of Jerusalem,"
and again, "If only thou hadst known even in this thy day." Q
has "How often would I have gathered thy children . . ." 2
That is to say, three independent Synoptic sources agree in representing our Lord as approaching Jerusalem anticipating rejection.
But this surely is not the attitude one would expect of Jesus, who
was wont to hope the best of every man--,--unless, indeed, it was
based on the experience of failure on one or more previous visits.
(3) Mark explicitly says that the preaching in Galilee which
he records began after John the Baptist had been imprisoned

2t

1 It is possible that other accidental transpositions have caused an actual
multiplication of the number of visits to Jerusalem in the original text.
1 Lk. xiii. 33; xix. 42; Lk. xiii. 34-Mt. xxiii. 37.
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(Mk. i. 14). The author of the Fourth Gospel represents John
as still baptizing as late as the events in John iii. 23. Seeing that
he wrote for a Church which regarded Mark as a:n authority, this
can hardly be accidental. He intends to indicate that his story
opens at an earlier date than that of Mark. Calculations about
the season of the year implied in "the green grass" in Mark's
account of the Feeding of the Five Thousand (Mk. vi. 39) show
that, unless the event underlying this story is misplaced in Mark,
there must have been another Passover between it and the Last
Passover, as John says was the case. The story of the Mission of
the Twelve implies that the whole group of twelve was not always
with Jesus. It is indeed improbable that He ever went to Jerusalem accompanied by the whole band before the last visit ; but
that is no reason why He may not have gone there with one or
two. 1 If Peter was not one of these, Mark's silence on the subject
is explicable. It is at any rate a remarkable coincidence-if it is
mere coincidence-that John never mentions Peter in connection
with Jerusalem until the last week. The incident of the apparently prearranged signs by which the disciples would recognise
the man who would take them to the upper chamber (Mk. xiv.13) 2
is slightly more intelligible if Jesus had in Jerusalem friends,
gained on previous visits, to whom the Twelve were unknown.
(4) The majority of scholars have for a long while been agreed
that, on grounds of intrinsic. probability, the representation of
John, that the Crucifixion took place on the morning of the day
when the Passover was killed, is to be preferred to that of the
Synoptics, which identify the Last Supper with the Passover. It
is unnecessary to repeat the familiar arguments as to the improbability of secular business like the Arrest, the Trials, the buying
of spices, etc., being possible during the most solemn twentyfour hours of the Festival. The language of Paul, " Christ our
Passover is sacrificed for us . . . ," has been regarded as having
1 Cf. C. A. Briggs, New Light on the Life of JesUB, p. 40 ff. (T. & T. Clark.
1904).
2
Matthew's 1rpos -roP o.tva, xxvi. 18, makes still more clear the point that
it was a specified person.
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supplied John with a dogmatic motive for correcting the Synoptic
date. But if, on other grounds, we accept John's date as correct, then Paul's language becomes collateral evidence for the
Johannine story. Again, the words in Luke, "With desire I
desired to eat this Passover, but I shall not eat it . . .," suggest,
though they do not quite compel, the view that in his source the
Last Supper was conceived as taking place on the day before the
Passover. If so, Luke, in conflating his special source with the
Marean tradition, has misunderstood and obscured its original
purport. In that case John and Proto-Luke were in agreement,
but John preserves the original tradition in a clearer form.
Personally I incline to think that the Johannine incident of the
Washing of the Disciples' Feet by Jesus at the Last Supper is
similarly authentic. The saying, " I am among you as one that
serves," Lk. xxii. 27, is an echo of it which has attracted to this
context the saying about the kings of the Gentiles which Mk.
x. 42 gives in its true historical setting.
But to talk at all of comparing the J ohannine and Synoptic
chronology is really unmeaning. There is no " Synoptic chronology." Matthew, in the second half of his Gospel, follows the order
of Mark ; in the first half, while copying the narrative of Mark
closely, he rearranges the order of events in a way which shows,
either that he was completely indifferent to chronology, or that he
did not regard the order of incidents in Mark as chronological.
Luke takes Proto-Luke as his base, and-apparently without
appreciably altering the relative order of events in either of his
sources-fits extracts of Mark into the scheme of that document.
But there is no reason for supposing that Luke possessed, or
thought that he possessed, any key to the original order of the
sayings and events he records. The "order" which he speaks of in
his preface does not mean chronological order so much as literary
form, or, as we should say, "construction." 1 The resultant
scheme is a threefold division o~ the Gospel into a Galilean, a
1 Cf. Foakes-Jackson and Lake, op. cit. ii. p. 505; also F. H. Colson, J.T.S.
xiv. p. 62 ff.
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Samaritan, and a Judaean section. The long non-Marean section,
Lk. ix. 51-xviii. 14, is somewhat vaguely represented by Luke as a
series of wanderings through Samaria in the general direction of
Jerusalem. The notion that Luke thinks of it as the journey
through Peraea which Mark records is a misconception. 1
To speak, then, of a Synoptic chronology, as though there were
a three-to-one agreement against John, is quite misleading. The
chronology of the Life of Christ is simply a question of Mark
against John. Now of the last journey to Jerusalem, and the
events of Passion Week, Mark presents a clear, detailed, and
coherent account ; and this, dealing with the events of, at the
outside, three weeks, occupies about one-third of the whole Gospel.
The rest of the Gospel is clearly a collection of det~ched storiesas indeed tradition affirms it to be ; and the total number of
incidents recorded is so small that the gaps in the story must be
the more considerable part of it. Mark probably had information which enabled him roughly to fix the position of certain
outstanding incidents like Pater's confession at Caesarea Philippi,
but the term chronology is really a misnomer in connection with
a work of this character.
John is the first and the only one of the Evangelists who
attempts a chronology. It may be that his' chronology is not a
very good one-but it is the only one we have. Chronology is a
very difficult art. Success in it depends, not only on the existence
of abundant evidence, but also on complicated calculations, synchronisms, and inferences. In antiquity it was even more difficult
than it is now; and it is only to be expected that John's pioneer
attempt at a chronology of our Lord's life contains serious
inaccuracies. But to admit that is a very different matter from
saying that it is a wholly ideal construction.
FINAL RESULTS

The Gospels of Mark, Luke and John form, it would seem, a
series-Luke being dependent on Mark, and John on both the
1

Cf. p. 203; also J. Moffatt, Introd. to N.T. p. 273.
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others. This conclusion of documentary analysis is confirmed by
its correspondence with a parallel evolution in the doctrinal
emphasis in the several Gospels. Here also Mark, Luke and John
form a progressive series the characteristic direction of which is a
tendency to make more and more of the idea of Christianity as the
universal religion, free from the limitations of its Jewish origin,
and, along with this, to lay less and less stress on the original
Apocalyptic expectation of an immediate visible Return of the
Master. The Fourth Gospel is thus the climax reached in the
development of theology in the New Testament towards the
naturalisation of Christianity in the Hellenic world.
Matthew, on the other hand, though even more indebted to
Mark, represents an independent line of development. In regard
both to the universalistic tendency and to the Apocalyptic Hope,
Matthew, as compared with Mark, shows a movement in the
reverse direction to that shown in Luke and John. Matthew introduces, doubtless from his Jerusalem source, sayings of a distinct!y J udaistic and legalistic character. At times he even modifies
the actual text of Mark in this direction-adding, for example,
the demurrer " I was not sent but unto the lost sheep of the House
of Israel" to Mark's account of the Syro-Phoenician woman, and
the words" neither on a Sabbath" in the little Apocalypse. 1 Still
more noticeably he goes out of his way to elaborate the apocalyptic
detail in the same discourse and to emphasise the expectation of
a visible Parousia within the lifetime of the Twelve. 2
The dependence of the Fourth Gospel upon two earlier Lives
of Christ, neither of which purports to be the work of eye-witnesses,
would make it hard to accept the tradition which ascribes it to
an apostle, even if that ascription involved no other difficulties.
On the other hand, as we have seen, the masterful way in which
1 Mt. xv. 24=Mk. vii. 26, possibly from a parallel source, of. p. 260 above;
Mt. xxiv. 20=Mk. xiii. 18.
1 Cp. the additions Mt. xxiv. 30; xxiv. 31 (the trumpet); other instances
are given in Oxford Studies, 428 ff. The immediacy of the Parousia. is brought
out in three pa.BBages in Matthew, of which one is absent from, the others are
leBS emphasised in the nearest parallel in, Mark: Mt. x. 23; xxiv. 29; xxvi. 64,.
See the discussion p. 520 ff. below.
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the author deals with the narrative of his predecessors-considered
in connection with his evident familiarity with the topography of
Jerusalem and Rabbinic usage, and also with the fact that in some
points his corrections have a look of superior authenticity-is
much easier to explain on the hypothesis that he was a personage
who possessed, and was recognised as possessing, a claim to write
with independent authority.
It is with these conclusions in mind that the study of the
purpose and the authorship of the Gospel must be approached.

xv
SYNOPSIS
THE PROBLEM OF AUTHORSHIP
THE BELOVED DISCIPLE

The verse, xxi. 24:, which asserts that the Gospel was written
by the Beloved Disciple, is not by the original author; it represents
a later, and probably erroneous, identification.
The Beloved Disciple is the Apostle John idealised; the writer
of the Gospel a disciple of the Apostle.
JOHN THE ELDER

The writer of the Epistles 2 and 3 John styles himself "The
Elder": Papias speaks of an" Elder John, a disciple of the Lord."
The hypothesis that this John was the author of the Gospel adequately
explains the phenomena of the internal evidence ; it also accords
with (a) evidence that John the Apostle was martyred in Jerusalem;
(b) the silence of Ignatius as to his connection with Ephesus; (c) the
hesitation in some quarters to accept the Gospel as Apostolic. The
tradition that the Apostle lived in Ephesus easily explicable. Not
only John the Elder but also John the Seer (who wrote the Apocalypse) lived in Asia; the works of both were regarded as inspired,
and by the end of the second century inspiration and apostolicity
had become almost convertible terms.
THE HESITATION OF ROME

Hippolytus, c. 200, wrote a Defence of the Gospel and Apocalypse
A defence implies an attack. Evidence that the attack
came not from heretics outside but from a conservative group
within the Church. A scrutiny of the argument of Irenaeus against
those who would make the Gospels either more or less than four
in number leads to a similar conclusion. Similarly the Muratorian
of John.
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fragment on the Canon goes out of its way to defend the Fourth
Gospel.
The hesitation of Rome explicable from the popularity of the
Gospel with Gnostics and a suspicion of the Logos doctrine. Probability that Justin Martyr (who was converted in Ephesus) reconciled the Roman Church to the Logos doctrine. Justin quotes the
Fourth Gospel sparingly, as if it was an authority more valued by
himself than by his readers. Possibility that, though he attributed
the Apocalypse to the Apostle, he regarded the Gospel as the work
of the Elder.
IREN-'.EUS AND PoLYCARP

The letter of Irenaeus to Florinus conclusive evidence of a
connection between Polycarp of Smyrna and John "the disciple of
the Lord." Was this John the Apostle or the Elder 1 Considerations pointing to the Elder are: (1) Irenaeus heard Polycarp preach
as a boy, but was probably not a personal pupil. (2) Irenaeus
always calls John "the disciple of the Lord," never, except by
implication, "the Apostle." (3) For apologetic reasons he would
wish to ignore the distinction between the two Johns, supposing he
had heard of it. (4) Irenaeus states that Polycarp was consecrated
Bishop by "Apostles" - doubtless meaning John-the Eastern
tradition contradicts this. (5) The Apostolw Constitutions, possibly
drawing on the traditional local list of Bishops, names Timothy and
a John, other than the Apostle, as the first two Bishops of Ephesus.
PAPIAS

Conflict between the evidence of Irenaeus and Eusebius (who
quotes Papias against Irenaeus) as to whether Papias was" a hearer"
of the Apostle or of the Elder John. Eusebius is undoubtedly right;
but how account for Irenaeus' mistake 1 Explicable on the hypothesis that Papias quoted the Fourth Gospel, which Irenaeus
accepted as Apostolic, under the title "The Memoirs of the Elder."
Arguments in support of this hypothesis.
PoLYCRATES OF EPHEsus

Ambiguities in his evidence. Fragments of a tradition originally
appropriate to the Elder survive in a (probably recent) identification
of him with the Apostle.
ANTIOCH

The Gospel accepted under the name of John and as inspired
Scripture (doubtless, therefore, the Apostle is meant) by 180. Probably known to Ignatius, but by him not accepted as Apostolic.
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DATE OF WRITING

John the Elder had "seen the Lord." Supposing he did so as
a boy of twelve, he would be 77 years of age in A.D. 95. The Epistle
1 John implies that the writer was a very old man. Works of genius
have often been produced at a great age; no difficulty in dating the
Gospel A.D. 9~95.
The Logos theology not inconsistent with this date.
THE AUTHOR'S SIGNATURE

Undoubted genuineness of 3 John-by the Elder (author also of
2 John). If the Gospel and the Epistles are not by the same writer,
then we must assume two-one of whom is the pupil of the other.
Reasons for rejecting this assumption. The two epistles of the
Elder are thus the author's signature to the Gospel and the first
epistle.

CHAPTER XV
THE PROBLEM OF AUTHORSHIP
THE BELOVED DISCIPLE

FROM the literary point of view the way in which the Fourth
Gospel ends is curious. Elsewhere it is written in the third
person, but in the last two verses this suddenly changes to the
first person. What is still more strange, while in the last verse
but one the person is in the plural, in the last verse of all it is
in the singular.
xxi. 24. " This is the disciple which beareth witness of these
things, and wrote these things ; and we know that his witness is
true."
25. " And there are also many other things which Jesus did
the which if they should be written every one, I suppose that even
the world itself would not contain the books that should be written.''
We are compelled to ask, Did these verses stand in the Gospel
when it left the hands of the original author 1
In the note in his Commentary, Westcott-in matters of criticism the most cautious and conservative of scholars-answers No.
"These two verses appear to be separate notes attached to
the Gospel before its publication. The form of verse 24 contrasted with that of xix. 35 shows conclusively that it is not
the witness of the Evangelist. The words were probably added
by the Ephesian elders, to whom the preceding narrative had
been given both orally and in writing. The change of person in
verse 25 (I suppose compared with we know) marks a change of
authorship."
430
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It is notable that the second of the two verses is omitted by
the Codex Sinaiticus, and a double change of person in three
successive verses is so remarkable that-especially as the verse
is merely a somewhat magniloquent repetition of the simple and
natural "Many other signs did Jesus . . . which are not written
in this book " of xx. 30-we are perhaps justified in holding
on the evidence of this single MS. that it is an addition by a very
early scribe. But for the omission of verse 24, which is the one
that guarantees the authorship, there is no such MS. evidence.
But why, we ask, at the time when the Gospel was first published,
was any guarantee by the Ephesian elders of its authorship and
general credibility required 1 Early Christian writings (cf. p. 221)
were not addressed to a general reading public, but to particular
communities within a secret society frowned upon by the Law.
The Gospels of Matthew and Mark are anonymous ; so are the
three epistles which appear to be by the author of the Fourth ;
these obviously were addressed to a church or churches in which
the prestige and competence of the author were sufficiently well
known. If, then, in the Fourth Gospel we find an addition to
the text, admittedly not by the original writer, which makes a
definite statement as to authorship, is it not more probable that
it was made at some later date, perhaps also in some other
locality, and was intended to assert a view as to the authorship
of the book from which certain persons at that time or place
dissented 1 And that such dissent did exist in the second century
we shall see shortly. That being so, the addition of the words
"this is the disciple which . . . wrote these things" is to be
interpreted as an attempt to settle a debated question, and is,
therefore, additional evidence of the existence of doubts in regard
to the authorship of the Gospel.
Apart from these last two verses-which, on the admission
of so conservative a scholar as Westcott, 1 cannot be by the
original author-there is nqt a word in the whole Gospel to suggest
that it is, or claims to be, by the Apostle John. Quite the
1

I note that Bishop Gore accepts Westcott's View, Belief in ChriBt, p. 106 n.

432

THE FOUR GOSPELS

PT. III

contrary. That John should speak of himself, in contradistinction from all the rest of the Apostles, as "the disciple whom
Jesus loved," would be, to say the least of it, remarkable. But
it would not be unnatural for a devoted follower and admirer of
one particular Apostle so to speak of his idealised master. If the
Fourth Gospel had come down to us, as originally published,
without the last two verses, every one everywhere would have
taken it for granted that the author intended to distinguish
himself from the Beloved Disciple, and we should have inferred
that its author stood in much the same kind of relation to the
Beloved Disciple as Mark, the author of another of our Gospels,
stood to Peter.
But if the verse (xxi. 24) which identifies the actual author
with the Beloved Disciple is a later insertion, it is open to us to
surmise that it is a mistaken identification-indeed, in face of the
phenomena discussed in the last chapter, it is hard to suppose
that it is correct. We are, then, almost compelled to the conclusion that the Gospel was written, not by the Beloved Disciple
himself, but by some one to whom that disciple was an object of
reverent admiration.
There has been a great battle of the critics as to whether
the Beloved Disciple is intended as a synonym for the Apostle
John, the son of Zebedee, or whether he is meant to be understood
as a purely ideal figure-the perfect disciple who alone really
understood the mind of Christ. Our previous discussion of the
author's conception of the relation of the historical and the
eternal in all things concerning the earthly life of Christ makes it
reasonable to suppose that he intended both. It would have seemed
to him that the Revelation of the Word made flesh would not
have been completed unless at least one of the Twelve had understood it. The Beloved Disciple, then, will be an Apostle; but he
is that Apostle transfigured into the ideal disciple. And that the
Apostle the author had in mind was John can hardly, I think,
admit of serious doubt. Peter, James and John in the Marean
story repeatedly appear as a kind of inner circle of the Twelve-
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and the disciple that understood must have been one of these.
And since the Beloved Disciple was one whom the Church had
expected to tarry till the Lord's coming, James is ruled out by
his early death; while Peter's infirmities are too conspicuous a
feature in the tradition to make it possible for him to be selected as
the ideal ; only John is left.
There is indeed no reason why the author of the Gospel should
not in his youth have come into personal contact with John, who,
even if he was martyred (as some suggest) shortly after the outbreak of the Jewish War in A.D. 66,1 may well have been the last
survivor of the Twelve. If so, one of his temperament might
easily come to conceive . a mystical veneration for the aged
Apostle who had leaned on the Lord's breast at the Last Supper.
We need not suppose that he had seen a great deal of John, or
that more than a small number of the facts recorded in the
Gospel were derived from him; most of them, indeed, we have
seen reason to believe came to him by way of Mark or Luke.
We need only postulate for him a connection with the Apostle and
an attitude to his memory comparable to that of Irenaeus
towards Polycarp. A brief and, as it seemed in the halo of later
recollection, a wonderful connection with the Apostle-perhaps
also a few never-to-be-forgotten words of Christ derived from his
lips-would make the attitude towards the Beloved Disciple
expressed in the Gospel psychologically explicable.
JOHN THE ELDER

A critical study of the evidence afforded by the Gospel itself
has led us to the conclusion that the author, while making no
pretence of being an Apostle, did nevertheless claim to write with
authority, that he was certainly familiar with Jerusalem and
probably with a cycle of tradition current there, and lastly that
he may have bad some personal connection with the Apostle
John.
1 Cf. B. W. :Bacon, op. cit. p. 127 ff., and R. H. Charles, The Revelation of St.
John (T. & T. Clark, 1920), xlv. ff.
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Now we learn from Papias of the existence of a person who
seems to fulfil all these conditions-the Elder John. The Elder
John he describes, in the passage quoted above (p. 18), as a
"disciple of the Lord." Since Aristion and the Elder John are
distinguished by this description, both from the Apostles and
from the generality of less well-informed Christians, it must at
least imply that they had seen the Lord in the flesh. In another
passage (quoted p. 17 above) Papias speaks of "the Elder"
without the addition of the name John, as if the title-the Elder,
par exceUence-was in some way distinctive.
It is impossible not to connect the evidence of Papias with
that afforded by the three Epistles of John, which in style and
point of view are so closely connected with one another and with
the Fourth Gospel.
Dr. Charles, in his Commentary on Revelation, gives an analysis
of the language of the Epistles and the Gospel,1 which materially
strengthens the impression made by a first reading that the
three Epistles and the Gospel are by the same author. It is
thus of extraordinary interest to note that in the second and
third Epistles the writer styles himself "the Elder," as though
that were a sufficient and a distinctive title, and in the first he
writes to the Church as an old man to his " little children," and
claims emphatically to have seen with his own eyes the Word
incarnate. 1 John iii. 7 ; i. 1-3.
If the only evidence available were that afforded by the
Gospel itself and by the fragments of Papias, the hypothesis that
it was written by John the Elder would satisfy all the data.
But there remains to be considered the ecclesiastical traditionof which the addition" This is the disciple . . . which wrote these
things " (xxi. 24) is perhaps the earliest evidence-that the
author was the Apostle John who lived on in Ephesus until
(says Irenaeus) the reign of Trajan.
But tradition is not quite unanimous on the point. According to the "De Boor fragment" of Philip of Side, Papias in his
1

Op. cit. i. p. xxxiv. ff.
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second book says that John the Divine and James his brother
were killed by the Jews; 1 and the Syriac Martyrology states that
he was martyred in Jerusalem, which, if a fact, must have
happened before A.D. 70. And it would certainly give an added
point to the story in Mk. x. 35 ff. of the request made by those two,
with the prophecy by our Lord, " The cup that I drink ye shall
drink," if, at the time when Mark wrote, the prophecy had been
fulfilled. Certain minor pieces of evidence pointing in the same
direction are conveniently summarised by Dr. Charles. 2 The
amount of evidence that can be summoned in support of the
tradition of an early martyrdom of John is not considerable;
but of two alternative traditions the one which would be the
more acceptable would be likely to prevail. Homines facile, id
quod volunt, credunt esse, and the wonder is that any evidence at
all should survive of a tradition apologetically so inconvenient
as that of John's early death.
This positive evidence is further supported by two pieces of
negative evidence of a somewhat striking kind. (a) Of the seven
letters written by Ignatius of Antioch on his road to martyrdom,
two are addressed to the Apostolic Sees of Ephesus and Rome.
The letter to Rome contains a possible allusion to the connection
of that church with Peter and Paul ; the letter to the Ephesians
goes out of the way to emphasise their special claim to be an
Apostolic foundation on account of the peculiar affection shown
to them by Paul. If Ignatius had ever heard of a long residence
and death of the Apostle John at Ephesus, it is very remarkable
that he should make no allusion to it in that particular context.
(b) The hesitation, in some quarters, of which I shall speak
1 Similarly George Hamartolus, a late chronographer, writes: " Papias,
bishop of Hierapolis, who was an eye-witness of this, in the second book of
the Oracles of the Lord says that he (John) was killed by the Jews, and thereby
evidently fulfilled, with his broth~r, Christ's prophecy concerning them ••. ,"
and proceeds to quote Mark x. 39. It is probable that George is here dependent
on Philip of Side, but may have quoted him more fully than the De Boor
fragment, which is possibly an abbreviated excerpt. Both passages are printed
in full among the " Fragments of Papias " in Lightfoot and Harmer, 518 f.
• Op. cit. vol. i. p. xiv. ff.
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shortly, to accept the Ephesian Gospel as Apostolic, is hard to
explain if all the world knew that the Apostle John was still
living there in A.D. 96.
The tradition that the Apostle John lived and wrote in Asia is
presupposed in the Gnostic romance known as the Acts of John,
which Dr. James thinks may be as early as 150. It is also implied
in the precedence given to John in the EP,stula Apostolorum (which
places him first in the list of the Apostles) which may possibly
be no later than that date. But the tradition is one of which
the origin is easily explained. John the Seer, the author of the
Apocalypse-as was pointed out as long ago as Dionysius of
Alexandria (248-265)-must have been quite a different person
from the author of the Gospel, but he wrote from Patmos, and
addressed his work to the seven churches of Asia; and this John
is already identified with the Apostle by Justin Martyr. And if
John the Elder also lived in Asia and wrote the Gospel which,
already by A.D. 180, was generally regarded as inspired, it would
be almost impossible for tradition to keep these two Asian Johns
distinct from one another and from the Apostle of the same name;
more especially in an age when the double conflict with Gnosticism
and Montanism was forcing the Church to make inspiration and
Apostolic authorship more and more nearly identical terms.
THE

HESITATION OF

RoME

The view that the Fourth Gospel was the work of the Elder
John explains more easily than any other theory the evidence
of a certain hesitation in accepting the Gospel as authentic in
certain quarters. This otherwise complicated problem becomes
comparatively simple if, pursuing the clue previously found
fruitful, we study separately the history of the reception of the
Gospel in each of the Apostolic Sees-Antioch, Ephesus and
Rome. We may begin with Rome.
The most notable theologian of the Church of Rome during
the period A.D. 190 to 235 was Hippolytus. On his death a
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statue of him seated was set up, and this was discovered in an old
cemetery at Rome in 1551, and is still preserved in the Lateran
Museum. On the chair of the statue is inscribed a list of his
numerous works. Near the beginning of the list is mentioned a
"Defence of the Gospel and Apocalypse of John." 1 No one
defends what nobody attacks. We must, then, infer that there
were people who rejected both. The only question is, were these
heretics or members of the Church 1 Hippolytus was a vigorous
opponent of the Montanists and the various Gnostic sects. But
the Montanists not only accepted but attached special value to
the Fourth Gospel, for it was their authority for the doctrine of
the Paraclete, whom they believed to be specially manifested in
their own prophet. Most of the Gnostics accepted the Fourth
Gospel. Heretics who, like Marcion, rejected it, rejected other
Gospels also. The Ebionites accepted only Matthew, other
heretics only Mark. But, so far as we are aware, there was no
heretical sect which in any special way impugned the Fourth
Gospel. But in Hippolytus' Defence the Fourth Gospel and
Apocalypse are classed together; there is thus a slight presumption that the attack on both books was made by the same
persons. And in regard to the Apocalypse, we have long known
of a very vigorous attack made on it inside the Church by an
apparently orthodox Roman presbyter named Gaius.
Gaius, in this respect like Hippolytus himself, was a zealous
opponent of the Montanist heresy ; and, in a book against the
Montanist leader Proclus, he went so far as to say that the
Apocalypse was written, not by the Apostle, but by his notorious
opponent the heretic Cerinthus. Two late fourth-century writers,
Epiphanius and Philaster, both of whom had access to works of
Hippolytus now lost, speak of persons who ascribed both the
Gospel and the Apocalypse to Cerinthus, and who, among other
a.rg~ents to discredit the Gospel, stressed the discrepancy in
1
order between it and the Synoptics. Epiphanius names these
1 u?rop rov 1<0.ra 'Iw&.viiv eva.'Y'Y•'!l.Lou 1<0.l d.?ro1<0.M>/l•ws. Cf. Lightfoot, Clement,
ii. p. 325.

438

THE FOUR GOSPELS

PT. Ill

persons Alogi. In Greek this is a quite tolerable pun-since
&A.oryot may be translated equally well by "Anti-Logosites" or
"Irrationalists." Obviously they did not call themselves by
such a nickname, and we never hear of them anywhere else either
by that or any other name. This suggests that they were not a
sect at all, but merely a group within the Church who held their
own private opinions on a subject in regard to which no one view
was yet regarded as <le .fide. That the Gospel also was ascribed to
Cerinthus by Gaius himself is now known ; 1 thus the opposition
to it can be definitely localised in orthodox circles in Rome. 1
The existence within the Church of individuals who rejected
the Fourth Gospel explains the emphasis laid by Irenaeus in the
passage already quoted (p. 8) on his argument for the a priori and
eternal necessity that the Gospels could be neither more nor less
than four. The main object of this elaborate construction is to
establish a major premiss from which can be drawn later on the
conclusion that " all those are vain, unlearned and also audacious,
who represent the aspects of the Gospel as being either more in
number than four or fewer." He proceeds to condemn Marcion
who had only one Gospel ; Valentinus who admitted more than
four ; and, along with them, certain others whom he does not
name. These, he complains, " in order to make void the gift
of the Spirit which in the last times at the Father's good pleasure
was poured out on mankind, do not admit that aspect presented
by John's Gospel in which the Lord promised that he would send
the Paraclete ; but set aside at once both the Gospel and the
Prophetic Spirit." Since by the phrase about "the Prophetic
Spirit" he evidently means the Apocalypse, it seems that
Irenaeus, like his pupil Hippolytus, had occasion to defend both
the Gospel and the Apocalypse of John. But lrenaeus makes it
clear that the motive of the opposition to both these works was
hostility to the idea of the outpouring of the Spirit in the latter
days, i.e. to the Montanist movement towards which, at any rate
1 From the discovery of two passages in a commentary of Barsal1bl. The
evidence is conveniently summarised by H. J. Lawlor, EusebiUB, vol. ii. p. 208.
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in its more moderate form, he himself had considerable sympathy. 1
Thus, whether or not Gaius himself rejected the Fourth Gospel,
it is fairly clear that others who rejected both it and the
Apocalypse did so because the doctrine of the Paraclete in the
one, and of the Millennium in the other, seemed to give support
to Montanist extravagances. But the objectors are' nowhere
accused of being heretics, and it is implied that they recognised
the other three Gospels ; and, as no sect is known which accepted
these and rejected John, we should naturally conclude that they
were a party inside the Church.
We turn now to the Muratorian fragment on the Canon. This
may well, as Lightfoot argues, 2 be from another work of Hippolytus.
In any case it seems to represent the official view of the Roman
Church about A.D. 200.
In this document the Gospel of Luke, about which no one at
Rome had any doubts, is dismissed in seven lines; but twentyfive are given to John. Of Luke it is asserted "neither did he
(ipse) see the Lord in the flesh and he too (idem), as he was able
to ascertain (wrote)." Of what the author said about Mark only
the last line is preserved, which reads, "but at some he was
present, and so he set them down " ; but we must infer from the
emphatic ipse and idem in his somewhat disparaging remarks
about Luke that they are more or less a repetition of a similar
statement made about Mark, another Gospel accepted at Rome.
But while he goes out of his way to insist that Mark and Luke are
not eye-witnesses, in speaking of John the emphasis is all the
other way: "It was revealed to Andrew, one of the Apostles,
that John was to write all things in his own name, and they
were all to certify. And, therefore, though various elements are
taught in the several books of the Gospel, yet it makes no difference to the faith of believers, since by one guiding Spirit all things
are declared in all of them. . . . " A little later, quoting the
opening words of the first Epistle of John, the writer proceeds:
"For so he declares himself not an eye-witness and a hearer only,
1

Cf. Ba.con, op. cit. p; 241.

1

Clement, ii. p. 411 f.
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but a writer of all the marvels of the Lord in order." Surely all
this looks like a reply to arguments that the Fourth Gospel was
not by an Apostle on account of its divergences, especially in the
matter of order, from the Synoptics, which Epiphanius tells us
were put forward by the Alogi. The author says, in effect: there
are no real contradictions between the Gospels ; and if they
differ in the matter of order, John is to be preferred, since he was
an eye-witness, while the others were not.
At Rome, then, by the end of the second century, the Fourth
Gospel was accepted by the Church ; but there had been
opposition. Some of the opposition had been· unintelligent-the attribution of the Gospel and Apocalypse to Cerinthus is
grotesque. It had not denied the antiquity, only the apostolicity,
of the works in question ; for Cerinthus was a contemporary
of John. And the opposition was from a group of orthodox
and conservative leanings ; for it was not only anti-Montanist
in intention, it was equally (since the Gnostic Cerinthus was to
these zealots a name of reproach) anti-Gnostic. All the same,
the fact that it was possible to attribute the Fourth Gospel to
an arch-heretic and yet to regard oneself as championing orthodoxy is eloquent. It could not yet have been one of the Gospels
which the Roman Church accepted as authoritative.
Some hesitation of the Roman Church to accept the Gospel
is less remarkable than would at first sight appear. It was
partly the result of the cautiously conservative attitude which
it habitually adopted in such matters, and of which its attitude
towards the Epistle to the Hebrews-which was known at Rome
by A.D. 96 but not accepted as Pauline till the fourth centuryis the classical example. But it was probably more affected by
a general suspicion of the traditions of the Church of Ephesus,
due to the fact that the Ephesians were in the habit of quoting
Apostolic authority for a date and method of observing Easter
which Rome believed to be the reverse of Apostolic. Strange,
too, as it seems to us, the doctrine of the Logos would by
some be regarded as a hazardous speculation, savouring
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of that Gnostic theory of Emanations which threatened to
destroy belief in the Unityt of God, against which the main
battle of the Church was directed in the second century. And
it cannot be said that the phrase oe1J.repo~ 8e6~, " a second
God," used by Justin Martyr, the great champion of the Logos
doctrine at Rome, was altogether reassuring. Yet again, the
fact that the Fourth Gospel was highly appreciated by Gnostics
would tell against it. Heracleon, the Valentinian, is known to
have written a commentary upon it in Rome about A.D. 160.
Thus when, a little later, the Gospel and the Apocalypse became
the principal authorities quoted by the Montanists in support
of their view that their own prophets had a new revelation from
the Paraclete which superseded that of the official Church,
we can understand the desire of some conservatives to discredit
them completely.
There is a good deal to be said for the hypothesis that it was
Justin Martyr who first effectively commended both the Fourth
Gospel and the Logos doctrine to the acceptance of the Roman
Church. Justin had be~n converted to Christianity at Ephesus,
and his whole philosophy is based on the doctrine of the Logos.
But, apart from the Logos doctrine, he has only two quite
certain, along with half a dozen more doubtful, reminiscences
of the Fourth Gospel. But of Matthew and Luke he has over
a hundred reminiscences or quotations; and even to that small
part of Mark which has no parallel in either Matthew or Luke
he has two allusions. Moreover, there are cases where he quotes
to support his argument texts from the Synoptics very badly
adapted to prove his point, while forbearing to quote sayings
of Christ recorded in the Fourth Gospel which would have been
quite conclusive. In fact, he acts like a modem apologetic
writer trying to establish the pre-existence of Christ, but, in
deference to critical objections, attempting to do so without
reference to the Fourth Gospel.
Justin quotes the Apocalypse, and definitely refers to it as
the work of the Apostle John, but we may not infer that he
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attributed the Gospel to the same author. In his First Apology
he refers to the " Memoirs of the Apostles which are called
Gospels," and in the Dialogue with Trypho 1 he speaks of the
"Memoirs which were composed by them (the Apostles) and
their followers." This certainly would be an appropriate
description of the four Gospels known by the names of the two
Apostles, Matthew and John, and two followers of Apostles,
Mark and Luke. But in another context he gives two statements,
both of which are found in Mark and one in Mark only, as being
derived from the "Memoirs of Peter" (cf. p. 447). If, then,
that was the title by which he referred to the Gospel of Mark,
the phrase " Memoirs of the Apostles and their followers "
would be equally applicable to Gospels attributed to the two
Apostles Matthew and Peter and to the two followers of Apostles,
Luke and John the Elder. But whatever view we take on this
point we are not entitled to infer from Justin that all four Gospels
were as yet recognised in the Church of Rome. Justin is writing
a defence of Christianity in general, and is not concerned with
local diversities; hence his language would be perfectly justified
if, in his time, John was publicly read in Ephesus but not at
Rome. Moreover, in view of the statement, quoted in the Acts of
his Martyrdom, as to his paucity of following (to which attention
has been already called (p. 71)) and of the fact that he wore the
gown of the professional philosopher, it is not unlikely that
Justin himself, the Logos doctrine, and the Gospel which he
had imported from Ephesus, were all regarded with some suspicion
by the conservative element in the Roman Church. And it
may have required the glory of martyrdom, as well as a growing
appreciation of the apologetic merits of the Logos doctrine,
completely to dispel this.
lRENAEus AND PoLYCARP

We must now consider the evidence with regard to the
reception of the Gospel in Asia. For this we possess three
1

Apol. i. 66; Dial. 103.
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authorities-the fragments of Papias, some statements by
Irenaeus, and the letter of Polycrates, Bishop of Ephesus, to
Victor of Rome, A.D. 195. Of these much the most important
is the letter of Irenaeus written c. 190 to his old friend Florinus,
then resident in Rome, in which he endeavours to recall him
from Gnostic vagaries to the Apostolic faith that he had learned
from Polycarp in his youth. I extract the important passage :
For I saw thee, when I was still a boy, in lower Asia in company
with Polycarp, while thou wast faring prosperously in the royal
court, and endeavouring to stand well with him. For I distinctly
remember the incidents of that time better than events of recent
occurrence ; for the lessons received in childhood, growing with the
growth of the soul, become identified with it ; so that I can describe
the very place in which the blessed Polycarp used to sit when he
discoursed, and his goings out and his comings in, and his manner
of life, and his personal appearance, and the discourses which he
held before the people, and how he would describe his intercourse
with John and with the rest who had seen the Lord, and how he
would relate their words. 1
The letter to Florinus would be conclusive evidence of the
residence of the Apostle John in Asia, were it not that we know
from Papias, who according to Irenaeus was a contemporary
and friend of Polycarp, that there was at the time another John
who was commonly spoken of as a "disciple of the Lord." 2 That
being so, we must be cautious of drawing hasty conclusions.
There are a number of considerations which lend plausibility to
the suggestion that Irenaeus may have confused the two Johns.
(1) Clearly, Irenaeus is making the most of his connection with
Polycarp. Hence, in the absence of any express statement to
that effect, we are not entitled to infer that he was in any sense
Eus. H.E. v. 20.
Prof. Bacon makes two suggestions: (1) that John the Elder never lived
in Asia at all, but in Jerusalem; (2) that the text of Papias should be emended
so as to make the Elder the disciple, not of the Lord, but of the Apostles.
It is curious that so acute a critic should not perceive how much the acceptance
of these, in themselves improbable, hypotheses intensifies for him the difficulty
of explaining away the evidence of Irenaeus for the residence in Asia of the
Apostle himself.
1

2
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a personal pupil of Polycarp. Nor is there any reason to suppose
that Irenaeus was born, or long resident, in Asia; his language
would be justified if he had been at Smyrna on a visit fo.r oniy
a few months. While there, a keen and earnest lad, he would
have listened, as one of the congregation, to the sermons of the
famous Bishop. Since Papias calls John the Elder a "disciple
of the Lord," it is probable that Polycarp used the same phrase.
In opposition to new-fangled Gnostic theories, he would recur
again and again with passionate emphasis to what had been
handed down by this "John, the disciple of the Lord," or by
"John, and the others who saw the Lord." Polycarp may even
have read passages as from a Gospel by this John-in his extant
letter there is clear allusion to the first epistle and a possible
one to the Gospel. We ask, then, would it ever occur to a lad,
perhaps lately come to Smyrna, that this aged Bishop-a boy's
chronology is of ~he vaguest, and every greybeard is a Methuselah
-meant any one but the Apostle 1 Of course, if Irenaeus had
continued to live in Asia, he must sooner or later have corrected
such an impression. But if, after a short visit, he left for Gaul,
he would have found no one there able to correct his error.
(2) There is a curious fact about Irenaeus, which would be
explained by the hypothesis that he confused the Apostle with
the Elder John. He speaks of John (the son of Zebedee) some
sixteen times as " the disciple of the Lord," but only twice, and
that indirectly and by implication, applies to him the title
Apostle. It has been suggested that Irenaeus has ringing in
his head the description by the author of the Fourth Gospel of
himself as "the disciple whom Jesus loved." But surely in
this description the distinctive element is not the word" disciple,"
but the characterisation "whom Jesus loved." A more natural
explanation of the usage of Irenaeus would be that the actual
words of Polycarp which were printed on his youthful mind were
"John, the disciple of the Lord." 1
1 Dr. Burney, indeed (op. cit. p. 138 ff.), argues tha.t Irenaeus recognises
a distinction between the Apostle and the Elder, and attributes the Fourth
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(3) The argument that the tradition of the great Churches,
founded by Apostles, guaranteed the doctrine of the Catholic
Church was the very basis of the case against the Gnostics
developed in Irenaeus' great book. And the tradition of Asia,
guaranteed by Polycarp's connection with John, was, next to
that of Rome, the strongest point in it. If in boyhood Irenaeus
had taken it for granted that the John whom Polycarp had
spoken of was the Apostle, he had the strongest temptation to
continue to believe it. Thus his evidence is not that of an
impartial, nor, it would appear, of an exceptionally well-informed,
witness. But the less weight we lay on the value of the testimony
of Irenaeus to Apostolic authorship, the greater becomes its
value as evidence for the existence of another John in Asia who
had "seen the Lord"; for only by a confusion in his mind
between two such Johns could so gross a misunderstanding of
Polycarp be explained. ·
(4) There is, moreover, a definite reason for suspecting that
Irenaeus' connection with, and knowledge of, Polycarp was
slight. He states qnite definitely that Polycarp " received his
appointment in Asia from Apostles as bishop in the Church of
Smyrna." 1 Says Lightfoot, "We need not press the plural,"
and Tertullian-who had read Irenaeus, and is probably dependent on him here-definitely names John. But the Eastern
tradition knows nothing of all this. In the Life of Polycarp
ascribed to Pionius he is ordained deacon by the Bishop of
Smyrna, Bucolus ; and on his death-bed Bucolus, admonished
by a vision, indicates him as his successor. And even Bucolus
is not the first Bishop of Smyrna ; that distinction belongs to
Gospel to the latter. His argument is attractive, but this interpretation does
not seem to me quite to satisfy all the passages. But I could readily believe
that in the controversies about the Apostolic authorship of the Gospel, which
we know were still recent when Irena.eus wrote, some one had called attention
to a possible distinction between the Apostle and the disciple, and that Irenaeus,
though himself rejecting it, uses language which on either view would be
admissible.
1 Adv. Haer. iii. 3, 4; Lightfoot, Apostolic Fathers, part ii. vol. i. p. 4,u ;
Tertullian, De praucr. 32.
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Strateas (a brother of Timothy), and there were others between
him and Bucolus.1 Not much of the Pionian Life of Polycarp is
sober history, but that only makes it the more remarkable that an
author concerned to extol and magnify the Saint in every possible
way should not breathe a word of his connection with the Apostle.
Another and quite different tradition is embodied in the
Apostolic Constitulions, a fourth-century document, but largely
based on older materials, which appears to belong to Caesarea
or Antioch. In this work 2 are given the names of the bishops
of all churches appointed in the lifetime of the Apostles, i.e. before
A.D. 100, the reputed date of the death of John. 3 For Smyrna
the names given are "Ariston the first, after whom Strateas, the
son of Lois, and the third Ariston." Since the author can hardly
have been ignorant of the existence of so famous a saint as
Polycarp, we may presume that he supposed Polycarp did not
become Bishop until after the death of John.
Pionius and the author of the Apostolic Constitutions concur
with one another only in the name Strateas ; but, if Asiatic
tradition had definitely connected the name of Polycarp with
that of the Apostle John, it is strange that neither of them had
heard of it. The tendency of later writers is always to enhance,
not to minimise, the connections between the Apostles and the
early Bishops.
(5) It is remarkable that in the same context the Apostolic
Constitutions names as the contemporary Bishops of EphesusTimothy ordained by Paul, and John ordained by John. The
addition "ordained by John" may be due to the "tendency"
of the author; but, as there is a slight presumption that, at
any rate for the more famous Churches, the author had recourse
to the traditional lists of Bishops (with which the Churches had
already before A.D. 200 begun to provide themselves), it may
be that the Elder had already attained in Asia a position comparable to that of Ignatius in Syria a little later. Certainly
1

1 Lightfoot, Ignatius and Polycarp, vol. i. p. 463.
8 So Jerome, De Vir. Illustr. 9.
vii. 46, 8.
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2 and 3 John read appropriately as from the Bishop of the
mother, to a daughter, Church.
'----- PAPIAS

As regards Papias there are two standing difficulties: (a)
Irenaeus 1 says that Papias was a hearer of John-meaning
apparently the Apostle-and for this Eusebius takes him to task,
quoting against him the opening words of Papias' own Preface,
but suggests that Papias may mean that he was a hearer of the
Elder John. But how came Irenaeus to make the mistake 1
(b) Eusebius expressly tells us that Papias used "testimonies,"
i.e. proof texts, from the First Epistle of John ; if then, as is on
chronological grounds probable, Papias also used the Fourth
Gospel, why does Eusebius say nothing about it 1
Both these difficulties, I believe, can be solved by the simple
hypothesis that Papias used the Fourth Gospel, but quoted it
under the title "Memoirs of the Elder." Justin Martyr 2 seems
to quote Mark under the title "Memoirs of Peter," but this was
not the ordinary Roman usage; otherwise (such was the desire
to attach apostolic authority to books accepted as canonical) it
would certainly have prevailed. But if at Ephesus Mark was
commonly known as the ''. Memoirs of Peter," then " Memoirs
of the Elder" is just the kind of title by which we should expect
the Fourth Gospel to be then known.
Once assume a confusion in the mind of the youthful Irenaeus
between the Apostle and the Elder John, it follows that, wheD
in later life he first read Papias, he would take it for granted
that on all points connected with the apostolic tradition of
Asia there could be no essential difference between Papias and
his contemporary and friend Polycarp. Hence any reference to
John which Irenaeus found in Papias that was in the slightest
degree ambiguous he would invariably interpret on the assumption that Papias, like Polycarp, when speaking of the personality
or the writings of John, the disciple of the Lord, in Asia, could
1

Adv. Haer. v. 33, 4.

• Dial. 106 6:1roµv11µovevµa.ra. a.&rou {sc. Ilfrpov).
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only mean the Apostle and author of the Gospel. Besides,
Irenaeus, we know, accepted 2 John as the work of the disciple
of the Lord who wrote the Gospel, whom he identified with
the Apostle. The author of 2 John styles himself "the Elder."
By Irenaeus, then, " the Elder " would Raturally be taken as an
alternative title of the Apostle. If, therefore, he found in Papias
a text from the Fourth Gospel quoted as from the " Memoirs of
the Elder," even if it was clear from the context that Papias
meant the Elder John, it would only strengthen his belief that
the Elder John, so often spoken of by Papias, was identical with
the Apostle, and would only serve to counterbalance the prima
facie meaning of the passage quoted by Eusebius from Papias'
Preface as evidence that there were two Johns.
That Irenaeus did find in Papias an allusion to the Fourth
Gospel by the title " Memoirs of the Elder " is suggested by a
remark of Euseb~us. He states that Irenaeus, presumably in
some work now lost, mentions the " Memoirs of a certain
Apostolic Elder, 1 whose name he passes over in silence." Probably
the longer phrase "Memoirs of the Apostolic Elder" did not
stand in Papias, or Eusebius would hardly have noticed it as
characteristic of Irenaeus. But since Irenaeus identified the
Elder and the Apostle, he might naturally add the adjective
"apostolic" to Papias' phrase the "Memoirs of the Elder" in
order to indicate that the reference was to the canonical Gospel
written by the Elder who was also an Apostle.
The same hypothesis explains "the Silence of Eusebius." 2
Volumes have been written on this theme. But suppose Papias
did quote the Fourth Gospel, but with some such words as " The
Elder in his Memoirs says," what would Eusebius have made of
it ~ Long before Eusebius was born the tradition of the Church
1

H.E. v. 8.
In regard to Luke, the silence of Eusebius in regard to any mention by
Papias would be easily explained if Papias-whose allusions to the Synoptics
I suggest were all in the course of a discussion of the discrepancies between
them and John-had alluded to Luke in terms similar to those used in the
Muratorian Canon, emphasising his negative qualifications as an evangelist, in
a way which would be of no interest to .Eusebius or his readers.
2
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had become firmly established that the author of the Fourth
Gospel was the Apostle John, and also that that Apostle had
lived in Ephesus. Since, then, Eusebius, unlike Irenaeus,
distinguishes the Elder_from the Apo.citle, the last thing that
would occur to him, if he came across an allusion in Papias to
"The Memoirs of the Elder," would be to identify this work
with our Fourth Gospel. Eusebius expressly says that Papias
" was evidently a man of very mean capacity to judge from his
own arguments." If, then, Papias quoted as from the" Memoirs
of the Elder " a passage that occurs in the Fourth Gospel,
Eusebius would have thought it quite in keeping with Papias'
usual stupidity not to recognise a quotation from that Gospel
when he saw one.
We must never forget that in the matter of the identification
of the Elder with the Apostle John, Irenaeus and Eusebius have
precisely opposite interests. Indeed, it is merely in order to
confute lrenaeus on this point that Eusebius quoted the passage
from Papias' own Preface (printed p. 18). He does this expressly
that he may show that Papias distinguished John the Elder
from John the Apostle, and to demonstrate that Papias was not
"himself a hearer and eye-witness of the Holy Apostles."
Eusebius had a double motive for this. First, Papias taught
a millenarian doctrine which Eusebius strongly disapproved of;
it was, therefore, worth while to prove that Papias was not an
actual pupil of the Apostles. Secondly, Eusebius, like most
of the Greek Fathers of his time, disliked the Apocalypse, and
sympathised with the attempt-which, so far as the Greek
Church was concerned, was for a time successful-to exclude
it from the Canon of the New Testament. But that was only
possible if its apostolic authorship could be impugned ; and this
could only be done by accepting the theory of Dionysius of
Alexandria that it was the work, not of the Apostle, but of
another John, who also lived at Ephesus. But this passage in
the Preface of Papias was, by the third century, the only evidence
that could be produced for the existence of such a person.

2G
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Irenaeus, on the other hand, revered the Apocalypse and
enthusiastically accepted the millenarianism of Papias. He had,
therefore, no motive for distinguishing the two Johns. On the
contrary, the identification of the John of Asia, of whom Polycarp
and Papias had spoken, with the Apostle had become by his
time the sheet-anchor of the claim of the Churches of Asia against
the Gnostics to be the true depositaries of the apostolic tradition,
as well as the main evidence for the apostolic authorship of the
Fourth Gospel. Incidentally it left the personality of Polycarp
the single link in the chain between himself and the Apostles.
By the time of Eusebius Gnosticism had ceased to be formidable,
and nobody any longer disputed the apostolic authorship of the
Gospel. Thus Eusebius had nothing to lose, and much to gain,
by distinguishing the two Johns. Irenaeus, given that other
passages of Papias admitted of their being identified, would find
some means to explain away his language in the Preface-as
has been done in modern times by no less learned apologists
than Provost Salmon and Dom Chapman.1
The view that Papias regarded the Fourth Gospel as the
1 It would seem probable that Irenaeus was mistaken in inferring from
Papias that Papias was himself actually a hearer even of the Elder John.
The language of his Preface clearly implies the contrary, though if the present
tense "what Aristion and the Elder John &ay" (A.t!')'ovO'<) is to be pressed,
these worthies were still alive when Papias was making his inquiries. And
Eusebius, who had read the rest of Papias' book, after remarking that he
"says that he was himself a hearer of Aristion and the Elder John," adds
significantly, " at all events he mentions them frequently by name, and besides,
records their traditions in his writings." Certainly few of the surviving
fragments of Papias (including an undefined number preserved by Irenaeus
as" Sayings of the Elders"), which are mainly crudely millenarian in charaeter,
suggest intimacy with the author of the Fourth Gospel ; but we may probably
infer that this material came mainly from Aristion, for it is noticeable that
Papias puts his name first. Indeed Eusebius, if we press the strict meaning
of the language used, appears to imply a distinction between " words of the
Lord" derived from Aristion and" traditions" (?about other matters) derived
from John. After alluding to a materialistic millenarian statement attributed
by Papias to our Lord, he adds that Papias "gives in his own work other
accounts of words of the Lord (Twv ToO Kvplov M')'wv o''ll'Y'70'm) on the authority
of the aforementioned Aristion; and traditions (7ra.pa.o60'm) of the Elder John."
Then he at once gives, as an example of such 7ra.pa.o60'<LS from the Elder, the
famous statement about the origin of Mark.

OH. XV

THE PROBLEM OF AUTHORSHIP

451

work of the Elder John explains another curious fact. Papias
puts the names John and Matthew together at the end of the
list of the Apostles mentioned as those whose teaching he tried
to collect from tradition. Lightfoot argues that this implies
that the names of these two Apostles were connected with
Gospels read in the Church in his day. To my mind it implies
the contrary. " For I did not think," says Papias, "that I
could get so much profit from the contents of books as from
the utterances of a living and abiding voice." But if Papias
possessed two Gospels, which he felt sure had been actually
written by these Apostles, it would have been too incredibly
foolish of him to suppose that such second-hand oral tradition as he could himself collect would be a more accurate
record of their teaching. His attitude would be perfectly
rational if he knew of works attributed to Matthew and John
of which the authenticity was a moot point. I have argued
above (p. 19 :ff.) that Papias' allusions to Matthew and Mark
imply that the problem of the divergence between the Gospels
had already within the lifetime of the Elder John given rise
to the question whether the first Gospel, said to be by Matthew,
really gave a reliable account of what Matthew himself taught
about the Parousia, or was only a translation of doubtful accuracy.
1£ this question was still being discussed when Papias, as a young
man, was collecting traditions, it would be very natural for him
to think that people who had actually met Matthew might settle
the point. But Papias mentions John along with Matthew.
1£ then we hold that he speaks of Matthew because there was
attributed to that Apostle a Gospel whose complete authenticity
some were inclined to question, must we not say the same thing
of the Gospel of John 1 Not necessarily, for there was another
book bearing the name of John current in Asia about the authorship of which a similar question must have been raised-the
Apocalypse. Its millenarianism was so completely in accordance
with Papias' own views that there is no doubt that he would
have liked to accept it as apostolic ; but he would be aware
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that there were people in Asia who took another view. These
would allege the tradition, which Irenaeus repeats-and which,
since it is almost certainly correct, must ultimately rest on Asian
tradition-that " the vision was seen under Domitian," and
probably connected this with the other tradition which, according to the De Boor fragment, was also referred to by Papias,
that " John and his brother James were killed by the Jews."
What solution Papias arrived at we do not know; possibly he
may be the ultimate source of the extraordinary suggestion
that John's exile to Patmos took place before Paul had written
his earliest epistles (i.e. about the year A.D. 50), which appears
in the Muratorian Canon. 1 Perhaps, however, Papias' reference
to the death of John contained no explicit reference to the time
and place ; in that case it would be open to readers of his book,
who, like Irenaeus, wished to effect an identification of the
author of'the Ephesian Gospel with the Apostle John, to suppose
that John was killed by Jews in some riot at Ephesus in his
old age.
PoLYCRATES OF EPHESUS

This stage had certainly been reached in Asia by the time of
Polycrates, probably several years earlier. Polycrates, Bishop
of Ephesus, in his letter to Victor of Rome A.D. 195, says, " Moreover John, who was both a martyr and a teacher and who leaned
upon the bosom of the Lord and became a priest wearing the
sacerdotal plate (TO 7rfra).ov)-he fell asleep at Ephesus." Polycrates must have read Papias and probably, like Irenaeus,
identified the two Johns. He doubtless found there, besides the
statement that John and James were put to death by the Jews,
references to the great teacher John who wrote "the Memoirs"
and died in Ephesus. The description of John as both martyr
and teacher is a necessary inference from the identification of
the two Johns. Quite possibly in the last part of the sentence
1
"The blessed Apostle Paul himself, following the order of his predecesBor
John, writes only by mune to seven churches.''
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Polycrates is substantially reproducing Papias, only with the
substitution of the words " leaned upon the bosom of the Lord "
for some phrase of the original like "wrote the Memoirs." But
Polycrates is hardly an unbiassed witness. He is writing to
Victor of Rome, who had just excommunicated the Churches of
Asia for declining to conform to the Roman practice in regard to
the keeping of Easter. Victor, presumably, had touched on the
possession of the tombs of Peter and Paul-we know these were
shown near the Vatican and on the Ostian road before A.D. 200 1
-as guaranteeing the apostolic priority of the Roman tradition.
It was hard lines on the Ephesians that Rome should possess-in repute, if not in fact-the body of their own particular Apostle
Paul. But Polycrates will put up a good fight. "Great lights,"
he replies, "have also fallen asleep in Asia . . ."and he proceeds
to claim for Asia the graves of Philip and his daughters, John,
Polycarp, and various lesser worthies. He describes Philip as an
Apostle; John has no title but is identified as one" who leaned
on the bosom of the Lord." But it is a curious coincidence that
both Philip the Apostle and Philip the Evangelist, one of the
Seven, should have had daughters who were prophetesses; and,
if we remember that as late as the Didacl1e the title "apostle" was
in some parts of the Church applied to many outside the number
of the Twelve, the possibility that tradition has effected a confusion in the name of Philip as well as John is not remote. We
must not forget that Asia and its customs had been on the defensive against Rome for many years. The controversy about the
date of Easter goes back as far as the time of Xystus, who became
Bishop of Rome c. 114. Of one stage in it, the friendly " agreement to differ" by Polycarp and Anicetus, 155, we are sufficiently
well informed to know that the controversy depended on the
antiquity, and therefore apostolic authority, which could be
claimed for the custom of the several churches. How could Asia
defend its ancient usage against traditions said to derive from
Peter and Paul unless it too could quote Apostles among its
1

Gaius, ap. Euseb. H.E. ii. 25,
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founders 1 And it was historic fact that a disciple of the Lord
named John had ruled the Church of Ephesus till Trajan's days;
it was indisputable that an apostolic person named Philip had
moved from Palestine to Hierapolis and died there. Ninety
years had elapsed between the death of this John and the
letter of Polycrates, and for more than threescore of these
the claim of Asia to inherit apostolic custom had been at
stake. Tradition always errs on the patriotic side, and in
much less time than that would have contrived to identify
both the "Evangelist" with the Apostle Philip, and John of
Asia with the one Apostle who could compare with Peter
in prestige.
But there is a tell-tale point in Polycrates' defence. Philip
stands first, then his daughters, then John. Does not this look
like a survival of a traditional order of precedence among the
Saints of Asia which dates from a time when the John in question
was not yet supposed to be an Apostle and was therefore
inferior in years and importance to Philip~

ANTIOCH

Our evidence for the Church of Antioch in the second century
consists of the Epistles of Ignatius c. 115, and the treatise of
Theophilus, ad Autolycum, c. 181. Theophilus, we have seen
(p. 7), in this, his sole surviving work, quotes the Fourth Gospel
under the name of John as inspired scripture. Bishops of
Metropolitan Sees are not the kind of men who rush after the
latest thing in doctrine ; and in the second century the preservation of the ancient tradition of the Church against infiltration
from outside was regarded as the supreme function of the Bishop.
We are entitled, then, to infer that at Antioch the Fourth Gospel
had been recognised as an authority, even if not actually attributed
to an Apostle, for a good many years before Theophilus.
This probability is raised almost to certainty when we study
the reminiscences of the language and thought of the Gospel and
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First Epistle already occurring in Ignatius. These are discussed
in all books on the subject; but their extent and significance can
only be duly weighed if the student has before him, printed in
parallel columns, both those where the actual resemblances are
close and those where they are less so.1 The conclusion forced
upon my own mind by a survey of the parallels is, that the relation
of Ignatius to the Fourth Gospel is exactly the same as that ascribed
above to Justin Martyr. His whole outlook and his theology
have been profoundly influenced by the study of this Gospel ;
but his use of it suggests that it is not yet recognised in his own
Church as on the same level of authority as Matthew. And this
is just what we should expect if the Gospel had reached Antioch
but was not yet attributed to an Apostle. But seeing that, as
the use made of it by Ignatius shows, John was already known
and valued at Antioch, it is at least probable that Antioch, while
still regarding Matthew as the highest authority, would have
been inclined to accept John as on the same level as Luke. But
once it was accepted and regularly "read" in the Church, in
order to distinguish it from the other Gospels, it must be known
by the name of John. Even in A.D. 120 there would be very few
at Antioch who had ever heard of John the Elder; in another
thirty years there would be none at all. Thus before very long
it would be taken for granted that the John who wrote a work of
such stupendous merit, so long accepted as authoritative by the
Church, was the Apostle. At Rome the Logos doctrine was an
obstacle to some, but at Antioch the doctrine had been welcome
as early as Ignatius. Its apologetic value dawned slowly on the
mind of the prosaic Roman; but it was obvious at once to the
philosophic mystic mind of the Graeco-Oriental East. Thus it
is probable that at Antioch, earlier even than in Ephesus, the
attribution of apostolic authorship would become, first an
accepted belief, then an immemorial tradition.
1 Cf. the passages set out in The New Testament in the ApoBtolic Father.,,
and more fully and conveniently in an appendix to Dr. Bumey's Aramaic
Origin of the Fourth Go8pel.
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DATE OF WRITING

John the Elder is described by Papias as a "disciple of the
Lord," by Polycarp as one" who had seen the Lord." He may
have known Him (1 Jn. i. 1) in Jerusalem; he may have done
little more than " see " Him, brought by his father as a boy of
twelve years old on pilgrimage to the Passover. And he may have
been among the crowd that looked on at the Crucifixion-people
in those days were not careful to keep such sights from children.
In that case, by A.D. 95 he would have reached the age of seventyseven. The First Epistle of John was obviously written by a
man of advanced years, who can pass quite naturally from
"brethren" to "my little children" in the same paragraph
(1 Jn. iii. 13 and 18). This last phrase would hardly have been
written by a man under seventy. Again, the Fourth Gospel is
clearly the summary of a lifetime of thought and mystic communion. It is the sort of book that might indeed have been
actually written currente cal,amo in a mood of inspiration-but it
embodies the concentrated meditation of a lifetime. Great men
sometimes die early, but, when this does not happen, their latter
years are often marked by extraordinary vigour. Gladstone at
the age of eighty introduced the second Home Rule Bill into the
House of Commons in a four hours' speech not inferior to the
oratorical triumphs of his middle age. Temple did not become
Archbishop of Canterbury till he was seventy-five, and yet had
the energy to leave a permanent mark upon the Church of England. Titian, to quote the classic instance, died at the astounding
age of ninety-nine, producing masterpieces to the very end.
There is, then. no difficulty on this score in supposing that John
the Elder wrote the Gospel A.D. 90-95 at the age of seventy or
more.
But is it possible that the theological standpoint of the
Fourth Gospel could have been reached by A.D. 90 ~ At first
sight it seems a far cry from the theology of Thessalonians to
the Prologue of the Fourth Gospel. But so far as the theological
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development is concerned, Paul himself has gone almost all the
way in the epistles of the captivity. Hebrews is a stage farther
on than Paul, or, at least, its Christology is more defined-and
Hebrews is fully accepted in Rome, always far slower to move
than Asia, before the time of Clement. The difficulty which
the Logos doctrine is an attempt to meet is one which must
have arisen at a very early date. The ordinary Gentile would
find no intellectual difficulty in worshipping Christ as "Kyrios"
or " Lord," that is, as a Divine Being other than the Supreme"Gods many and Lords many" were being worshipped in the
various cults of the period. But the Christian was committed
to the Old Testament with its central emphasis on the doctrine,
"The Lord thy God is One." And the Jew, the bitterest of
all the opponents of the Church, was always there to " rub this
in" ; he was for ever challenging the Christian to explain why
and how to worship Christ did not mean the abandoning of
monotheism. What a triumphant reply it was to say, " But
did not your own great Philo, the most famous Jew of the age,
the man the Jews of Alexandria chose as their spokesman to
Caligula in A.D. 40, at a crisis affecting the whole Jewish race,
himself distinguish between God and the Divine Word 1 Was
Philo a polytheist 1 And if not, then neither are we, when we
worship the Word made flesh." The question we have to ask
is, how many years of further theological development must
be allowed to a Church which already possessed Colossians,
Ephesians and Philippians, to reach the point when it could
make this reply 1 And the answer is a conditional one-five
hundre~ years in a community that could produce no single
mind above the commonplace ; five years, if a man of genius
should arise so soon. The category of development, in the slow,
patient, biological sense of that term, does not apply in cases
of this sort. The Logos doctrine is consistent with almost any
date for the Gospel.
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AUTHOR'S SIGNATURE

There can be no doubt that 3 John is a genuine letter of
some one who was regarded by his contemporaries as a person
of importance. It cannot possibly be a forgery, for it would be
a forgery without motive. It maintains no special doctrine, it
enforces no general moral duty, it tells no interesting story.
It alludes obscurely to a rebuff received by the author from a
certain Diotrephes (who we may infer must have been a local
bishop, since he had the power not merely to exclude from the
Church brethren travelling with recommendations from other
Churches, but also to " cast out " resident members), and
it commends a certain Demetrius who appears to be on the
side of the writer. But no hint is given of the name of the
Church or of the upshot of the affair. That such a document
should have been preserved at all is strange; indeed it is only
explicable if it was cherished as a kind of relic of a person regarded
by some section of the Church with special reverence and
affection.
But the writer of this obviously genuine personal letter calls
himRelf simply "the Elder "-that is its importance, for the
three Epistles and the Gospel of John are so closely allied
in diction, style, and general outlook that the burden of proof
lies with the person who would deny their common authorship.
The minute differences in thought or temper which some scholars
think they have detected between the Gospel and the first
Epistle are far less than those which divide the earlier, middle
and captivity epistles of Paul, or the Dial-Ogues written by
Plato at different periods of his life. It is only a dead mind
that shows no change. In regard, however, to the two epistles
-2 John is obviously by the same hand as 3 John-which
bear the Elder's name, it is clear that, if they are not by the
same author as the Gospel, then the relation between the two
authors is that of teacher and pupil.
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But if they are by two authors, which of the two is the
teacher and which the pupil 1 and to which of the two are we
to assign the First Epistle 1 The opening verses of the First
Epistle presuppose the main ideas of the author of the Gospel ;
they are the work of the same man or his pupil. Again, the
author of the Gospel is one of the world's creative minds, and
if there is dependence, the shorter epistles are secondary. The
Gospel and First Epistle cannot be explained as a development
of creative ideas found already in germ in the shorter letters.
These two brief notes are either by the author of the longer
works himself, recurring almost incidentally to ideas which are
of the very texture of his mind, or they are a mere echo by a
docile pupil of that mind. But a pupil who is dominated, not
only by the ideas but by the actual language of his master, to
the extent that, on this hypothesis, the Elder who writes 2 and
3 John is dominated by the author of the Gospel and First
Epistle, must be a man considerably the junior of his master,
or else one lacking sufficient initiative to develop any individual
thought and style of his own under the overmastering influence
of the older and stronger mind.
But neither is it possible to date the author of the Fourth
Gospel a generation earlier than John the Elder; nor do the
two shorter letters leave on one the impression of being written
by a man dominated by some other master mind. On the
contrary, he is evidently a leader of outstanding prestige and
position, for the one is addressed to a Church which he takes
it upon him to congratulate on the purity of its doctrine and to
warn against false teachers, the other implies the claim to an
authority which Diotrephes (apparently the local bishop) has
ventured to flout.
It is often said that the similarity in style, in thought, and
in general outlook can be explained on the assumption that the
authors belong to "the same school." The word "school" is
one of those vague seductive expressions which it is so easy to
accept as a substitute for clear thinking. In the sphere of art
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in all ages there have been schools ; and in antiquity examples
can be found in philosophy. But these two Epistles are not
treatises in philosophy or theology ; they are actual letters
called forth by an actual crisis 1-occasioned by an insult to
certain friends of the writer which to his mind constituted, not
only a challenge to his own authority, but an attempt to suppress
the propagation of true doctrine. That is to say, they are the
product of wounded feeling and therefore reveal character. It
is a highly individual character, quite as individual as that of
Paul, and it is the character of a man who could have written
such a Gospel. This is not the kind of thing that is covered
by the phrase " a school." Besides this, " a school " in art or
philosophy only comes into existence when there is a considerable
body of work by the founder which serves as a model and a
standard for the pupils. But 2 and 3 John are not long
enough to have been the model for the writer of the Gospel and
I John, nor, as we have seen, can the writer of the shorter letters
be the pupil of the other author. Must we then assume that a
model-some work greater and nobler than the Gospel-once
existed and has since disappeared 1 It must have been a marvellous production! Moreover, a" school" of Johannine literature
did as a matter of fact arise, something of which survives in
the Acts of John-and this is obviously what artists call "school
work," an inferior imitation. We are forced to conclude that
all four documents are by the same hand. And few people,
I would add, with any feeling for literary style or for the
finer nuance of character and feeling, would hesitate to affirm
this, but for the implications which seem to be involved. For
the admission that the second and third Epistles are by the
same hand as the· Gospel and the first Epistle does lead to very
far-reaching consequences. It means that we do really know
1 Dr. Stanton (op. cit. p. 107 f.) doubts their being by the same author as
the Gospel, since there are several of the great Johannine doctrines to which
they make no allusion. But in letters written to announce a visit on urgent
business, and respectively 13 and 14 verses in length, one does not expect
theology.
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who wrote the .Fourth Gospel, and therefore, approximately, the
date at which it was written.t
Sabatier speaks of the Epistle to Philemon, which is so
closely interwoven with Colossians (and Ephesians), and which
is itself so obviously genuine, in these words: 2 "This short letter
to Philemon is so intensely original, so entirely innocent of
dogmatic preoccupation, and Paul's mind has left its impress
so clearly and indelibly upon it, that it can only be set aside
by an act of sheer violence. Linked from the first with the
two epistles to which we have just referred, it is virtually Paul's
own signature appended as their guarantee, to accompany them
through the centuries." When the Elder penned the little
notes we speak of as 2 and 3 John, did he not similarly affix
to the Gospel and First Epistle the author's signature 1
1 The identification of the author of 2 and 3 John with the Elder John is no
modern idea. Jerome (De Vir. Illustr. 18) states it as the official tradition;
and it is ·authoritatively.affirmed in the Decreta.l of Pope Dama.sue A.D. 382,
which, if genuine (cf. Turner a.nd Howorth, J.T.S. i. p. 544ff., and xiv. p. 321 ff.),
is the first official pronouncement on the Ca.non of the NT. ever ma.de
in the Western Church. JohanniB apostoU epistula una, aUerius Johannis
presbyteri epistulae duae. The apparent separation in the Mura.tonia.n Ca.non
between the first epistle, mentioned a.long with the Gospel, from "the two," is
perhaps earlier evidence of the as.me view-possibly a compromise between
those who wanted to identify the Elder with the Apostle, and those who clung
to the tradition that he wa.s the author of all four documents.
2 A. Saba.tier, The Apostle Paul, p. 227.

XVI
SYNOPSIS
AN OLD MAN'S FAREWELL
THE CONSOLIDATION OF THE CHURCH

The Catholic Church conquered the Roman Empire because it
achieved an intellectual adaptation to its environment, which saved
it from becoming merged in the general welter of syncretistic religion,
before the generation brought up in Jewish ethical monotheism had
died out. John the Elder the most striking leader in this process.
Speculative character of the remainder of this chapter.
THE CONSERVATIVE OPPOSITION

Both the Logos Doctrine and the spiritualising of the expectation
of the visible Return of Christ likely to arouse opposition. Evidence
of this in the Papias fragments and in 3 John.
THE APPENDIX TO THE GOSPEL

(1) The addition spoils the effective climax of eh. xx. It must
therefore have been made to meet an acute need.
(2) Partly an attempt to reconcile Galilean and Jerusalem
tradition of Resurrection appearances.
(3) It also corrects with great emphasis a current misapprehension
that "this disciple should not die." Why was such correction
urgent 1
THE HOPE THAT FAILED

The revival of Apocalyptic fervour due (a) to persecution of
Domitian; (b) to prophecies of John the Seer, author of Apocalypse.
This led to popular belief that Christ would return before the death
of the Elder John-the fast survivor of the generation that had seen
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Him in the flesh. The author desires to forestall the dangerous
disillusionment which he foresees will inevitably result from the
non-fulfilment of this hope.
THE YouNGER GENERATION

The Logos doctrine is making possible the adhesion to the Church
of the educated classes ; but there is danger lest the progressive
younger clergy may forget the primary command, " Feed my
lambs."

XVI
AN OLD MAN'S FAREWELL

(.A Reverie on John xxi.)

THE CONSOLIDATION OF THE CHURCH
THE Catholic Church could not have become an institution
competent to conquer the Roman world unless, in the critical
formative period that followed the fall of Jerusalem and the
removal of the original Apostles, there had been " raised up "
one or more men of genius capable of realising the new situation
and responding to it rapidly and effectively-both in the sphere
of thought and of organisation. In the sphere of thought the
necessity arose for an intellectual basis for a theology w~ch
could hold its own in the educated Greek world. To loniathat is, to the Greek cities of the coast of what Rome called Asia
-we trace the first beginnings of philosophy in Europe. The
torch was handed on to Athens, and later on to Alexandria;
but the flame was still alight in the old home, and the old Greek
search for the immanent Reason behind the Universe had not
lost its interest there. Alexandria, behindhand in welcoming
Christianity-perhaps for want of such intellectual interpretation-was not yet ready ; Athens was too fondly wedded to its
immortal past. But Paul had planted a Christianity in Asia
sufficiently reasoned to make an appeal to the Greek mind.
Hence at Ephesus it first became necessary, and was also possible,
for Christians" to give a reason for the hope that was in them." 1
1

1 Peter, where that phrase occurs, was written either to, or in, Asia Minor.
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Here where the need was earliest felt it was first supplied, by
the Logos doctrine of John.
In the sphere of practice the problem was solved by the
development of the quasi-military organisation provided by the
" monarchical episc-0pate " in the local churches, subordinated
to the patriarchs of the great sees. This made possible a worldwide unity of fellowship, which no persecution could stamp out,
and also an effective unity of doctrine and tradition which was
proof against the attraction to the half - educated of Gnostic
theosophies with their mixture of Persian dualism, Babylonian
astrology, Hellenistic speculation, and primitive magic. But
the Church, originally Jewish in mentality, and for the first
generation mainly inspired by Apocalyptic hopes, had perforce,
if it was to survive at all in the Roman Empire, to adapt its
theology as well as its organisation to a wholly new and wholly
alien environment.
But though without any adaptation Christianity must have
remained an unimportant sect, with too ready an adaptation it
would have become merged in the welter of syncretistic religions
characteristic of the period. This last was the greater danger.
The Early Christian Church was a Mission Church, but it had no
"home base." The first generation of missionaries were Jews
inheriting centuries of ethical monotheism. But in the great
centres of Gentile Christianity the breach with the synagogue
was very early a complete one; and after the fall of Jerusalem
it is not likely that many Jews became converted. Thus, unlike
the Mission Churches of the present day, the early Church lacked
the inspiration and the guidance of an old-established community,
the continuous influence of which could keep the newly founded
churches true to type and check the reinfi.ltration of pagan
ideas from school and club and social custom. It had no
collection of sacred books specifically Christian,. no coherently
thought-out theology, and very little in the way of organisation.
Its salvation was that it acquired all these things bej&re that
generation had died out which had been bred up in the Jewish
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monotheism, Jewish ethical intensity, and the Jewish consciousness of being a separate people.
John the Elder was a Jew; probably the last Jew to be
the dominating spirit in a great Gentile Church. His age, his
personal gifts, the fact that he had seen the Lord, and the importance in Asia of the Church of Ephesus, would give him
personally, especially towards the end of his life, an authority
all but apostolic. His Gospel is the climax of the development
of theology in the New Testament. It gave the Church an
expression of its belief intellectually acceptable to the Greek
mind, yet true to the Jewish thought of God as personal and
as one.
To the theory that John the Elder is the author of the Gospel
it is often objected that he is "a very shadowy figure." There
are few characters in history who would not become " shadowy "
if all their writings were assigned to someone else, and if all
the information available about their character and career were
supposed to refer to that other person. But the man who wrote
the Gospel and First Epistle, who was esteemed as, and acted
like, the author of the two minor epistles, and of whom
stories such as that told by Clement of Alexandria about John
and the robber,1 even if not actually historical, seemed to a
succeeding generation to be "in character," is a man of whose
personality and position we get a very definite impression. Of
course if the Apostle John did live in Ephesus, and if all these
things are rightly referred to him, then the other John is a person
of whom extremely little can be said. But if the Apostle never
was in Ephesus, these things can only belong to the Elder Johnand after Peter and Paul, John the Elder is the most striking
figure in the early Church.
This having been said, I will-for the rest of this chapterpermit myself to stray from the paths of stern historical method,
and, in the absence of determinative evidence, allow the
1

Quis Dives, xlii., also Eus. H.E. iii. 23.
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historical imagination to wander freely in the pasture-land of
speculation.
THE CONSERVATIVE OPPOSITION

The Fourth Gospel was quite a new departure, and we
must not assume that, even backed as it was by the immense
prestige of the revered Elder who was known to have seen the
Lord Himself, so startling a novelty would be welcomed at once
and by every one, even in Asia. That has never been the fate
of creative ventures in the history of religion.
The doctrine of the Logos, as the author of the Gospel saw,
made it possible to present Christianity to the educated Greek
world in a way that it could accept. It was the boldest " restatement " of Christianity in terms of contemporary thought
ever attempted in the history of the Church. True, it did not
in substance go far beyond the later epistles of Paul. But the
word Logos, though possibly familiar in lecture and discussion,
had never been used in anything like an authoritative church
document. Just as the insertion into the Nicene Creed of the
term oµoovuiov (of one essence) on the instance of Athanasius
was resisted by the more conservative bishops as unscriptural,
so, we may be sure, the unapostolic term Logos would have been
regarded with suspicion when first the attempt was made to use
it in an official document of the Church by Athanasius' greatest
predecessor.
But a feature in the Fourth Gospel which we may be sure
would have been resented in some circles, far more even than the
doctrine of the Logos, was the attempt to interpret the prophecies
of our Lord about His Second Coming in a spiritual sense. It
is true that John does not absolut-ely deny an Apocalyptic Judgement ; nevertheless, for all practical purposes he substitutes the
Coming of the Comforter for the visible Return of Christ. It
may be argued with some plausibility that in this matter John
was nearer than Matthew to the spirit, if not to the form, of our
Lord's teaching ; but the book of Revelation, produced about
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the same time, sh9W5 that this was by no means the universal
view in Asia. Dr. Charles holds that John the Seer knew the
Gospel of Matthew,1 and it is very likely that by this time copies
of Matthew were being circulated in Asia. If so, this Gospel
would certainly be appealed to by those who clung to the more
literal Apocalyptic view in their attempt to stem the current of
the "rationalism" of John. And for Matthew's Gospel the
claim of apostolic authorship was made. The fragment of
Papias, " Matthew composed the Logia in the Hebrew language,
and each one interpreted them as he could," represents, I have
argued, the substance of the Elder's reply; asserting that the
Discourses in the Greek Matthew-he is thinking mainly of
the Apocalyptic sayings-are not a first-hand report of what
Christ said, they are only a translation.
The authority of John the Elder would commend the new
Gospel to the more advanced circles in the community ; in the
city of Ephesus itself, where he had lived and taught so long,
there would be nothing in it particularly novel. The Epistles to
the Colossians and Ephesians contain phrases which, even if they
do not imply Paul's own familiarity with some of the ideas which
Philo (and no doubt others whose works do not survive) had
made current coin in the Judaism of the Dispersion, would be
widely interpreted in that sense. The conception of the Divine
Logos, as hammered out by Philo to form a synthesis between
Jewish and Neo-Platonic thought, was just the concept needed
in a place like Ephesus, not only to interpret Christianity to the
Greek in terms of Divine Immanence, but also to meet the
standing taunt of the Jew that those who worshipped Christ
were setting up a second God. Ephesus itself would be familiar
with the idea, for John the Elder had of course preached his
1 R.H. Charles, op. cit. p. lxxxiv. ff.
The difficulty of being quite sure of
literary dependence is unusually great where the common matter consists in
apocalyptic sayings of a kind which were "in the air," even though it includes
a similar combination of two separate 0 T passages, since this may have been
derived from a collection of Messianic proof-texts. Nevertheless, in my opinion,
the balance of evidence inclines in favour of Charles's view.
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Gospel there for many years before he wrote it ; but in some
of the smaller centres it would probably sound both new and
dangerous. In any case, to put it down in black and white as
the Preface to a Gospel was a bold step forward.
Progressive movements usually begin in cities; the small
towns and villages lag behind. The new Gospel would require
commendation in the smaller cities of Asia. That, we may
conjecture, was, partly at any rate, the purpose of the First
Epistle of John. It is a letter intended to follow up the Gospel
and commend its general standpoint and teaching, in the first
place to Ephesus, but more especially to the smaller Churches.
Its opening words, "That which we have seen with our eyes
and our hands have handled," are intended to make it clear
from the start that, for all his sympathy with the philosophic
intellectuals, the author will have nothing to do with any kind
of Gnostic " docetism " which makes the humanity of Christ
unreal. Later on, again, the protest that the Christ came both
"by water and by blood" (1 John v. 6) brings home the point
that he is on the side of the tradition of the Church against
innovators like Cerinthus.
A religious community is always conservative in regard to
its sacred literature. At the time when the Fourth Gospel was
published, Mark had already been the Gospel, read aloud at
the weekly services, for perhaps five-and-twenty years. It was
not as yet regarded as inspired scripture, but already it was
looked upon with perhaps the kind of affection and prestige which
attaches to the Book of Common Prayer in the Church of England.
Here, then, is the most natural explanation of the other Papias
fragment about Mark; it shows us the Elder John put on his
defence in regard to the chronology of his own Gospel-though,
of course, what reached Papias must be taken as a summary of
the general purport of his defence rather than the actual words
he used. The Elder replies to his critics with an affirmation of
respect for Mark's accuracy in points of fact; but he puts forth
a reason-Mark's dependence on casual utterances of Peter-to
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account for its defect in the matter of the order and arrangement
of events. The intro<juction of a new Gospel would be regarded
at Ephesus much as tb.at of a new Prayer Book in the Church of
England. Some would be inclined to welcome, others to resent
it. But a Gospel so unlike Mark as that of John must have been
regarded even by the moderates without enthusiasm, and by the
conservatives as a highly dangerous concession to that tendency
to philosophising mysticism which, popularised by Gnostics, was
at the moment the greatest peril of the Church. To old-fashioned
Church members the Logos doctrine would be " the thin end of
the wedge"; Gnosticism must follow.
It would look as if in 3 John we catch a glimpse of an incident
in this struggle with the conservative party. I have shown above
that this correspondence implies that Diotrephes, the local Bishop,
had taken upon himself to exercise the right of exclusion--early
conceded to the episcopate as a safeguard against wandering
Gnostic prophets-against the authorised delegates of John the
Elder. This would be quite explicable if Diotrephes was one of
those who regarded the Johannine theology as dangerously akin
to that of the Gnostics. It is the first, but not the last, instance
on record when one who has grasped the vital necessity of interpreting the Christian message in terms of the thought of the age
has been accused by certain of the country clergy of " selling the
pass" to the Church's enemies.
THE APPENDIX To THE GosPEL

Numberless hypotheses have been put forward concerning
the purpose and authorship of the last chapter of John. All
those which do not begin by recognising that the chapter is a
work of genius may be dismissed. Critics who have bemused
their faculties by the study of one another's theories so far as to
think that any purely mechanical editing or any pettifogging
controversial motive has here found expression need not be
listened to. The style of the added conclusion to Mark is
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pedestrian; the Appendix to John is great literature. Hence no
hypothesis need be taken seriously which is not, from a religious
and literary point of view, a worthy one. But just for that very
reason any hypothesis that we entertain must be recognised
as tentative. For of the laws which govern genius we know little.
There are, however, three points which seem reasonably clear.
(1) The Gospel was originally intended to end with the concluding verses of chapter xx.-and a magnificent ending it is.
"Thomas answered and said unto Him, My Lord and my God.
Jesus saith unto him, Because thou hast seen Me, thou hast
believed: blessed are they that have not seen and yet have
believed." • . . " Many other signs therefore did Jesus in the
presence of the disciples which are not written in this book:
but these are written that ye may believe that Jesus is the Christ
the Son of God; and that believing ye may have life in His name."
But, granted that chapter xxi. is of the nature of an afterthought, was it added by the author himself or by some later hand?
The last two verses, we have already seen, by the change from the
third person to the first, advertise themselves as by a different
author from the Gospel. But the style, the gift of imaginative
description, and the spiritual elevation of the rest of the Appendix,
suggest the work of the same master mind that conceived and
wrote the Gospel. There are, however, certain minutiae of
diction 1 which point rather to some other hand, unless indeed it
was written by the author of the Gospel after some considerable
interval of time. But, if we accept the former alternative, the
points of contact in general outlook and in large ideas are so
marked that this other hand must have been that of a pupil of
the author saturated in his master's spirit-putting in writing,
perhaps after that master's death, what he knew to be the
substance of his last message to the Church he had loved and
served so long. But would such a pupil, any more than the
author himself, have been likely to make an addition which so
mars the effect of the impressive conclusion of the original
1

These are conveniently given by Moffatt, Introduction to the N.T. p. 572.
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work 1 Not unless something had happened in the meanwhile
which made what he had to say in the Appendix of vital importance for the Church of the time. The Appendix then, we
may surmise, was added to meet a new need.
(2) Apart from the Appendix, John only records Resurrection
Appearances in Jerusalem. But we have seen some reason to
believe that the recension of Mark current in Ephesus represented
the first Appearance to any of the Twelve as that to Peter and
others by the Sea of Galilee. Now John frequently corrects,
and still more frequently ignores, statements in Mark. But we
may well imagine that on a question like the evidence for the
Resurrection a serious discrepancy between two Gospels, both
by this time " read " in the Church, might cause disquietude.
The Appendix, by its emphatic assertion "This is the third time
Jesus appeared to His disciples," seems to be insisting that the
Fourth Gospel is right in placing .the Jerusalem Appearances
first, while at the same time recognising the substantial historical
correctness of Mark in recording an Appearance by the Sea of
Galilee. This, be it observed, is exactly in the spirit of the
Elder's comment on Mark preserved by Papias-Mark is correct
as to facts, but not as to their order. But we ought also to
explain the immense emphasis thrown, by the way in which the
story is told, on the threefold commission to Peter, "Feed my
sheep." It would look as if there were people at Ephesus who,
in the author's opinion, would do well to draw a practical moral
from the incident. I shall return to this point later.
(3) The last two verses (Jn. xxi. 24-25), we have seen, are a still
later addition ; so the Appendix would originally have ended as
follows: "Peter therefore seeing Him, saith to Jesus, Lord, and
what shall this man do 1 Jesus said unto him, If I will that he
tarry till I come, what is that to thee 1 follow thou me. This
saying therefore went forth among the brethren that that
disciple should not die: yet Jesus said not unto him that he
should not die; b~t, If I will that he tarry till I come, what is
that to thee 1 "
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The Gospel is thus made to end on a mere correction of a
popular misapprehension of one of our Lord's sayings ; this is
the author's last word ! The Greeks, like the French and Italians
at the present day, could not tolerate anything rhetorically
ineffective. And we are considering the work of one who was not
only a writer of great literary and dramatic sense, but must also
have been an experienced preacher. We can only conclude that
the removal of this particular misconception was the main reason
for adding the Appendix.
We ask, then, what special circumstances, what vital need,
of the Church could adequately be met by an Apllendix the
climax of which deals with a difficulty connected with a supposed
prophecy of Christ with regard to the death of the beloved
disciple and His own Return.
THE HOPE THAT FAILED

I reiterate that the evidence at our disposal only justifies
inferences of a very tentative character. But as a" provisional
hypothesis " the following would, I think, adequately account for
the facts to be explairied. The Gospel, I suggest, was originally
published without the Appendix shortly before the persecution of
Domitian,1 say about the year A.D. 90. Next to' the Logos
doctrine, its most noticeable contribution to contemporary
Christian theology was the endeavour to interpret the Apocalyptic
expectation of a visible return of Christ in a spiritual sense.
This was by no means the ordinary view, but as time went on,
and the Lord did not visibly return, Christians became more and
i The fact of a persecution under Domitian is denied by Prof. E. T. Merrill,
Easays on Early Church History, eh. vi. (Macmillan, 1924). He admits, however, that Domitian was "more urgent about enforcing conformity than were
his predecessors on the throne and most of his successors," especially in the
matter of emperor worship; since, then, Asia was specially devoted to this cult,
the Apocalypse is sufficient evidence of a revival of persecution in that
Province. He admits also that Domitilla, the wife of Flavius Clemens, died
a Christian; if so, it is pure special pleading to say that the" atheism" (i.e.
non-conformity to the State religion) of which her husband was accused is
more likely to have been Jewish than Christian.
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more concerned at the apparent non-fulfilment of their hope.
John believes that the coming of the Spirit, the Comforter, was,
if not the whole, at any rate the only immediate, fulfilment to
be expected to the prophecies of Christ in regard to His second
coming. To those perplexed by the delay of the Parousia John
says, " You are making a mistake, the promise has already been
fulfilled in the coming of the Paraclete ; both Eternal Life and
Judgement have already begun, though neither is completely
consummated in this life."
This doctrine would have found a welcome among a very
large section of Christians about the year A.D. 90. It provided
the answer to the outstanding practical religious difficulty of
that age. And it did so on conservative lines, for it was merely
a further development, a more definite formulation, and a new
application, of the doctrine of the Spirit already to be found in
Paul's Epistles.
But the outbreak of persecution under Domitian changed the
situation. The whole history of Jewish literature during the
three preceding centuries shows that, whenever there was a
period of acute persecution, the fact that older writers had
foretold a great tribulation as a necessary prelude to a catastrophic intervention of God to deliver His people from their
oppressors, led to a revival of Apocalyptic expectation, accompanied by a republication of older Apocalypses and the composition of new ones. The world-wide tribulation of the recent
Great War has produced in many circles an immense revival of
interest in the doctrine of the Second Advent, Apocalyptically
conceived. This gives an analogy which illuminates the psychological conditions of such a revival of Apocalyptic interest in
earlier times. That the persecution of Domitian had this effect
is not a matter of mere hypothesis. Irenaeus tells us that the
Revelation of John, which I need hardly repeat cannot possibly
be by the same author as the Gospel, was "seen" toward the end
of the reign of Domitian ; and modern critics are practically
unanimous, on grounds of internal evidence, in accepting this
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date. There is, moreover, the fact that the majority of the
sayings of the Elders reported by Papias are strongly Apocalyptic
in character. Papias himself is evidence how deeply rooted this
became in the Christianity of Asia.
The symbolism, and indeed the whole world of thought in
which the mind of the author of Revelation moves, is extraordinarily remote to the educated man of the present day. But,
in spite of that, no one can read it without feeling the tremendous
force and power of conviction that lies behind it. In that age
and in those circles it came with a claim to be a direct revelation
-a claim taken quite literally when made by a " prophet "
recognised as such in the Church-and it came at a moment when
the comparative tranquillity of the last twenty years had been
brought to an end by Domitian's attempt to promote the worship
of the Emperor in the Provinces, and to enforce it by strong
methods. We can hardly over-estimate the tremendous impression which such a book, at such a crisis, would produce
upon the Churches to which it was addressed. Throughout the
province of Asia there would follow a wild revival of Apocalyptic
hopes, and of a fanatical conviction that the visible return of
Christ was to be expected in the immediate future-doubtless,
it would be argued, within the 1290 days spoken of by Daniel
(Dan. xii. 11 ; Rev. xi. 2, xiii. 5).
But Domitian was assassinated in A.D. 96, and the persecution
died down; and the 1290 days within which the return of the
Lord was expected passed, and the Lord did not return. As
usual under such circumstances, perplexed believers sought a
new interpretation of the old prophecies, and especially of the
words of Christ which stood in the old Ephesian Gospel of Mark,
as well as in the new arrival, Matthew. "There be some here of
them that stand by, which shall in no wise taste of death, till
they see the Kingdom of God come with power" (Mk. ix. 1).
The original Apostles had passed away; but perhaps the Lord
had meant that His return would be within the lifetime, not of
the Twelve, but merely of some who had been alive at ·the time
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and had seen Him in the flesh. There was one man at
Ephesus who had seen Christ-the Elder John. Inevitably
the idea would get about that the prophecy of the Lord
would be fulfilled if this one disciple should tarry till He
came, and that this was the true meaning of the original
words in Mark.
There are those alive who can remember the feeling of
trepidation with which members of the Irvingite Church watched
the declining years of the last survivor of those twelve "Apostles "
within the lifetime of whom Edward Irving, the founder of the
community, had prophesied the visible return of Christ. And
when the last of these did die, and the Lord did not return, that
community received a grievous shock. A similar situation
seemed likely to develop in the Church of Ephesus about the
year A.D. 100. The Elder John knew that, if he died before
the Lord returned, the faith of many would receive a staggering
blow. Long ago he had made up his own mind that Christ's
prophecy of an immediate coming bore another interpretaticm,
and that no visible Return was to be looked for. But experience
had shown him that it was not possible directly to confute the
fanatic hope of an immediate Return, recently revivified by
the passionate prophecy of John the Seer. Besides, the Elder
was by now an old man with failing powers. All that he could
do was to add something to his Gospel which would provide,
as it were, a reserve trench against the hour of disillusionment
which he saw to be inevitable-to append to it a word of the
Master, which would be there when he was gone, as an evidence
that it was, not the Lord, but their own misunderstanding that
had misled them; "yet Jesus said not unto him, that he
should not die " ; but, " if I will that he tarry . . ."
"There be some which shall not taste of death." Is it fanciful
to suggest that it was the death, many years ago, of John the
Apostle, the last survivor of the Twelve, that had awakened the
Elder himself from Apocalyptic dreams 1 The last of the Twelve
had died, and the Master's words were unfulfilled; the shock of
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disillusionment would be intense. To most of that generation
the Return of the Lord in glory to inaugurate the new world
order was " the Gospel "-it constituted the great good news
for a despairing world. For a time, perhaps, his belief in
Christianity was shattered. Then he had set out on a quest
for an alternative interpretation of the Master's words-the
quest which led him at last to the doctrine of the Paraclete.
Perhaps-for we have seen that he was a " prophet "-while
wrestling with the problem he had slipped into a mystic
trance, and it was revealed to him 1 that what the Lord
had really said to that Apostle was not, "He shall tarry
till I come," but, " If I will that he tarry • • • what is that
to thee 1"
The doctrine of the spiritual Return-reached in a great
religious crisis in his own earlier life-he had in its positive aspect
set down in his Gospel. That was all that seemed needed at
the time when that was written. But circumstances had changed.
Now its negative aspect is of equal importance; it is vital that the
Church should have it authoritatively on record that there was
no foundaJ:ion in the words of Christ for the belief that He would
return visibly within the lifetime of those who heard Him. The
belief, which a generation ago had centred round John the
Apostle, the last survivor of the Three, perhaps also of the Twelve,
was now attaching itself to John the Elder as the last survivor of
the generation who had seen the Lord. But the Elder himself
--0r an understanding pupil, if the Appendix was written by such
an one-knew that it was certain a second time to bring many
to disillusionment and perhaps despair. The Appendix to the
Gospel is an attempt to forestall this. It is a last message
to the Ephesian Church, which, written and made public before
the time, might, for some at any rate of his " little children,"
break the force of the inevitable shock.
1 For an illustration of how a contemporary mystic, in a similar way, finds
the solution of difficulties presented by Scripture, especially in regard to
Apocalyptic, see The Sadhu, Streeter and Appasamy, eh. v.
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YOUNGER GENERATION

The Apocalyptic reaction, of which the book of Revelation
and the sayings of Elders which Papias reports are evidence, was,
perhaps, not the only element in the religious situation which the
Appendix has in view. We may surmise that, in spite of the
storm which the publication of the Gospel had aroused in conservative circles, its doctrines had made rapid progress elsewhere. If,
in the lack of definite evidence, we may allow ourselves to frame
an imaginative reconstruction of the situation, we may conjecture
that, since this "modernism" of John had become the fashion,
it was noticed that more men of the professional classes were
beginning to join the Church. Presbyters who had felt that the
Elder was inclined to go a little too far, were reassured by finding
that the attitude of educated pagan opinion was beginning to
change. Christianity was becoming intellectually respectable ;
the Church was making headway among the student class, a
number of young men from the school of Tyrannus, or rather his
successor, had been baptized-a thing hitherto unheard of. All
this was to the good; but there was another side. John's
doctrine of the Divine Logos and his spiritualising of the Apocalyptic hope had made Christianity a possible religion for an
educated Greek ; but it had .also opened the door to the
intellectualism, the passion for eternal argument, to which
the Greek mind was all too prone - witness that series of
controversies which in the following centuries were the Church's
bane. Already some of the younger presbyters, clever argumentative Greeks, were spending half their days in hair-splitting
discussion.
That, so the old man may have reflected, was one reason why
the obscurantist party was gaining ground-especially with the
poorer classes. Hell fire, and the Immediate Coming with exact
date given-these the working man could understand. Uncompromising traditionalism inspired by sincere conviction was, no

480

THE FOUR GOSPELS

l'T.

m

doubt, with its "definite teaching," winning souls. But what
would become of those souls won by that teaching about the
Second Coming-definite enough, but definitely untrue-when,
as in the course of a very few years or even months was bound to
happen, they discovered its untruth 1 What would happen to
these then 1
It might avail something to have put on record a saying
that would show them that it was not Christ but their teachers
who had misled them. But how many of the poorer sort would
ever hear the new ending of the Gospel read, or, if they did, would
grasp the point 1 And, their old teachers discredited, to whom
would they go for help 1 These young presbyters, who had grasped
the new theology, were the only hope-but could they be depended
on 1 Would they be ready, as, to do them justice, the reactionaries had been, to meet the poor and simple on their own level, to
go out to seek and save, to comfort and befriend 1 Or were
"the little children," for whom he had lived and Christ had
died, to fall away-between the earnest teachers of beliefs
the complete discrediting of which was merely a matter of
time, and the bright young progressives interested only in things
intellectual 1
The future of the Church depended on the men who would
face, frankly and boldly, the intellectual problems of the daybut did the men who saw this see also that, though absolutely
vital, this was neither the one nor the first thing necessary 1 And
yet everything depended on them. Perhaps they might listen
to him, or rather to a word of the Lord, if he emphatically recalled
it to their notice as his own last message to them. To some
of them he was already become something of the old fogey now,
but to most he was still the great leader, the founder of a truly
scientific theology. The word he wanted them to ponder may
have stood at the end of the Ephesian copies of Mark, but that
was the old-fashioned Gospel now. When originally he wrote
his own Gospel it had not seemed worth while to reproduce this
-it was so familiar. But he will do so now. He will add it to
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his own Gospel to make it clear that he too thought it worth
while to emphasise, as the last will and testament of Christ,
the appeal three times repeated : "Simon, son of Jonas, lovest
thou me 1 " " Yea, Lord, thou knowest that I love thee." "Feed
my lambs."
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PART IV
SYNOPTIC ORIGINS

XVII
DATE AND LOCAL ORIGIN OF MARK AND MATTHEW
SYNOPSIS
PART 1.-MARK
EXTERNAL EVIDENCE

The language of Irenaeus may imply that both Mark and Luke
were written in Rome-and he was so understood by some of the
ancients. Clement's stat.ement that Mark wrote in Rome may be
derived from Irenaeus. But 2 Timothy and 1 Peter both connect
Mark with Rome at about the date of the writing of the Gospel.
The evidence of 1 Peter is of value, even if it be held (a) that the
epistle is not by the Apostle; (b) that Peter never came to Rome.
The inclusion of this Gospel in the Canon is easier to explain if it was
specially connected with Rome.
THE LITTLE APOCALYPSE

The dating of Apocalyptic literature. Mark xiii. is a Little
Apocalypse, partially made up of authentic sayings of Christ. The
Abomination of Desolation (Mk. xiii. 14), a prophecy that the AntiChrist (cf. 2 Thess. ii. 3 ff.) will appear in the Temple at Jerusalem.
Probability that this " Apocalyptic fly-leaf" was composed some
years before A.D. 70, but was slightly modified by Mark when inserting
it into the Gospel in the light of the later experiences of Paul, and
perhaps also of the Neronian persecution. This fits in with Irenaeus's
statement that Mark was written "after the death of Peter and
Paul."
THE GOSPEL AND THE APOSTLE

Rome as a distributing centre for the ea.rliest Christian literature.
The biographical Gospel an invention of Mark, suggested by Gentile
485
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rather than Jewish practice. The expectation of the end of the
world unfavourable to historical writing.
An interest in recording the past first awakened after the
N eronic persecution and the death of the Apostles.
A new suggestion as to the origin of the title " Gospel."
The Gospel of Mark, with Romans, 1 Corinthians, and, perhaps,
Ephesians, became the nucleus of the New Testament in its two main
divisions. Historical importance of this body of common literature
for preserving the unity of the Church.
PART II.-MATTHEW
THE ANTIOCHENE ORIGIN OF MATTHEW

The tradition that Matthew was written in Palestine a deduction
from Papias' statement about the Hebrew .\oyLa, nevertheless it is
evidence that the Gospel came from the East.
The anonymity of the Gospel shows it was written for a definite
local Church-the name Matthew a later accretion due to its
embodying a document by that Apostle. This Church must have
been one of great influence, or the Gospel would not have secured
universal acceptance so soon.
Reasons for excluding Rome, Alexandria, Ephesus, Caesareaand indeed any Church in Palestine. Antioch the only important
Church left, and to this there are no objections. Positive considerations favouring Antiochene origin.
EVIDENCE OF IGNATIUS

Antiochene origin confirmed by an exaininat.ion of certain
passages in Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch, which suggest that he not
only knew Matthew, but quotes it as " the Gospel."
QUOTATIONS IN THE DIDACHE

The Didache a Syrian document, probably not later than A.D. 100.
Its author knew Matthew, and referred to it as "the Gospel."
THE PETRINE COMPROMISE

The hypothesis of Antiochene origin is borne out by internal
evidence afforded by the analysis of sources in Chap. IX.
Many Christian refugees from Jerusalem would come to Antioch
about A.D. 66, bringing with them the Jerusalem tradition we have
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styled M, about the same time that the first copy of Mark reached
Antioch. These documents represented the moderate liberal
(Petrine) and the Judaistic (James) party as against the more liberal
(Pauline) tendency. Evidence that the Gospel of Matthew represents
a careful compromise, based on the idea of Peter as the supreme
interpreter of the New Law(" bind and loose").
Such a compromise might well have taken twenty years to reach.
ANTIOCH AND THE ANTI-CHRIST

Reasons for placing Matthew after A.D. 70.
The effect on Jews and Christians of the shock of the Destruction
of Jerusalem and the Temple.
Three different ways in which John, Luke, and Matthew solve the
problem of the non-fulfilment of prophecies about the Parousia and
the Anti-Christ.
The Didache correctly interprets the " Abomination " in Matthew
as the "World-deceiver," i.e. Anti-Christ. The omission by Syr. S.
of" standing in the holy place" (Mt. xxiv. 15) probably correct: in
that case Matthew disconnects the Anti-Christ prophecy from the
Temple, making it possible to connect it (as is done in the Apocalypse,
etc.) with the" Nero-redivivus myth."
Enhancement of Apocalyptic interest. a conspicuous feature of
Matthew. Evidence of this briefly summarised. This partly
accounted for by fact that Antioch was the gate of the East and,
therefore, peculiarly exposed to the psychological influence of the
popular belief that Nero, alive or to be revived, was about to lead
the hosts of Parthia across the Euphrates against Rome.
DATE OF WRITING

The use of Matthew in the Didache and the probable knowledge
of it by t'he authors of the Fourth Gospel and of the Apocalypse make
a date later than A.D. 85 improbable. Both the relation of Matthew
and Mark, and the reconciliation of parties previously discussed,
suggest a date twenty years later than Mark. Thus from two sides
the year A.D. 85 is fixed as the approximate date of writing.
ACCEPTANCE BY R01rIE

119 the possible date of official recognition.
The four stages in the evolution of the Gospel Canon at Rome
paralleled by four stages in the Canon of Pauline Epistles.
A.D.

ADDITIONAL NOTE

The Date of 1 Clement

CHAPTER XVII
DATE AND LOCAL ORIGIN OF MARK AND MATTHEW
PART I.-MARK

EXTERNAL EVIDENCE
lRENAEUS had read Papias ; but, as his strongest weapon against
Gnosticism is his appeal to the open tradition of the Roman
Church, and as he had himself resided in Rome, we may reasonably ascribe to that tradition the additional fact (especially as
the addition has no apologetic value) which he adds to Papias'
account of Mark-namely, that that Gospel was written after the
death of Peter and Paul. Irenaeus does not actually name the
place of writing, but he is arguing in the immediate context
(quoted page 8) that Mark and Luke wrote with the idea of
carrying on the work of Peter and Paul(" preaching and founding the church in Rome ") presumably in the same part of the
world-indeed, the most natural interpretation of his language
would be that both Mark and Luke were written in Rome. This
would seem to have been the interpretation current at one time
in Alexandria ; for in Codex Y, 473, and other cursives there are
"subscriptions "--obviously in the main dependent on Irenaeus
-which profess to be derived from Cosmas Indicopleustes, a
retired Alexandrian sea captain, who probably gives the view
accepted there by the Church authorities in his time, c. 522.1
1 The "subscriptions" of 473 (Soriv. 512) are in Scrivener's Introd. to the
Oriticiam of the N.T., 4th ed. i. p. 66, cf. Tiachendorf, iii. p. 456; those in Y
in W. C. Braithwaite's article, ExpoBitory Timea, Dec. 1901. They assert,
among other things, that Mark was dictated by Peter in Rome, and Luke
by Paul in Rome.

488

cH.XVII

ORIGIN OF MARK AND MATTHEW

489

As regards Mark, we have the statement of Clement of
Alexandria, c. 200, who says that Mark wrote in Rome in the
absence of, but during the lifetime of, Peter. But as Clement
had undoubtedly read Irenaeus, he is not an entirely independent
witness. But there are two pieces of evidence of a much earlier
date. (1) In an admittedly genuine portion of 2 Timothy (iv. ll),
written during Paul's last imprisonment, Mark is summoned by
the Apostle to Rome. (2) The first Epistle of Peter presents us
with Peter and Mark as .together in Rome.1 The authenticity of
the Epistle is disputed ; but if the Epistle is not by Peter, then
these personal details have been added by its author expressly in
order to give an air of verisimilitude to the claim of Apostolic
authorship; but they would not have furthered that object unless
the presence of Peter and Mark in Rome together had been
already an accepted belief at the time when the Epistle was
written. If the Epistle was not written by the Apostle himself,
it may be as late as, but can hardly be later than, A.D. 110, for it
is quoted by Polycarp, A.D. ll5, more clearly and more often
than any other book of the New Testament, so that we may
reasonably infer that it was regarded by him as Apostolic. The
belief, then, that Peter and Mark had been together in Rome was
current before A.D. 110.
Some critics have rejected the tradition that the Gospel was
written in Rome on the ground that it is merely an inference
drawn by some early Christian from the connection of Mark with
Peter, and the other tradition (which they also reject) that Peter
was martyred in Rome. But, if we suppose that Peter did not
1 "She that is in Babylon elect together with you" (1 Peter v. 13) can only
mean the Church in Rome. Babylon as a symbolic name of Rome is found
in contemporary Jewish writings (cf. Sibylline Oracles, v. 143; 2 Baruch xi. 1)
and occurs six times in the Apocalypse. If any tradition had existed that Peter
visited the Mesopotamian Babylon, the Syriac-speaking Church would have
claimed him as a founder. As a matter of fact they claim Thomas ; while the
third-century canon of the New Testament, in the Doctrine of Addai, implicitly denies the personal presence of Peter and implies the Roman tradition:
"The Gospel (i.e. the Diatessaron) and the Epistles of Paul which Simon Kepha
sent you from Rome." Cf. R. A. Lipsius, Die apokryphen Apostelgeschichten
(Braunschweig, 1887), ii. 2, p. 193.
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die in Rome, how are we to account for the tradition that he did
so 1 Professor Merrill 1-on the assumption that (a) Babylon in
I Pet. v. 13 means the Mesopotamian city, (b) the letter is a
genuine work of the Apostle-argues that the belief that Peter
visited Rome was an inference first made by Hegesippus
c. A.D. 160, from the mention of Babylon in I Peter. If, however, Babylon in that Epistle does mean Rome (cf. p. 489 n.),
then it follows that, either Peter did visit Rome, or the Epistle
is not authentic. But if the Epistle is not authentic, then the
belief that Peter came to Rome was well established before
the Epistle was written, and we must again ask the question,
How (supposing it to be untrue) did such a belief arise 1
The only answer I can suggest is to say that it arose as an
inference--it is not certain that it is a mistaken one-from the
epistle of Clement (v.-vi.), which mentions the deaths of Peter
and Paul in close connection with the Neronian persecution, and
which had a wide and immediate circulation in the East. But if
it is a mistaken inference, the prior belief that a Gospel, representing Peter's reminiscences, had emanated from Rome would
obviously be a material factor, both in Rome and elsewhere, in
bringing about the acceptance of that interpretation of Clement
which affirmed that Peter himself had been in Rome--a view
which was held by Dionysius of Corinth by A.D. 170, and possibly
even by Ignatius. 2 Thus the hypothesis that Mark was written
in Rome is a legitimate inference from the tradition that Peter
and Mark were together in Rome, if that is historical ; or, if
that tradition is not historical, then it helps to explain its
origin. At any rate, the evidence of 2 Timothy, that Mark was
sent for to Rome, just before the date which internal evidence
suggests as probably that of the composition of the Gospel,
affords sufficient justification-there being not a shadow of
i Op. cit. p. 311 f.
• Cf. the letter of Dionysius quoted Eus. H.E. ii. 25.

Ignatius, Rom. iv. 3,
"I do not enjoin you like Peter and Paul (ws Ilfrpos Ka.I IIa.ilXos)," supposing
this implies the bodily presence of Peter in Rome. Dionysius certainly,
Ignatius probably, had read 1 Clement.
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evidence to the contrary-for the acceptance as authentic of the
undoubtedly very early belief in the Roman origin of the Gospel.
Lastly, the inclusion in the Canon of a Gospel containing
hardly anything not found in the more popular Gospels of
Matthew and Luke (cf. p. 10 f.) is easier to explain if it had
some special connection with the important See of Rome.

THE LITTLE APOCALYPSE

The statement of Irenaeus that the Gospel of Mark was written
" after the death of Peter and Paul " fits admirably with what
we should infer from a study of the Apocalyptic chapter,
Mark xiii.
Apocalyptic is a type of literature which has a long history in
Jewish religion. It has certain conventions of its own. One of
these is the practice of ascribing the authorship of a writing and
the visions and prophecies it contains, not to the real author, but
to some great prophet or hero of olden time; another, almost as
persistent, is the incorporation and reaffirmation of previous
prophecies, with such modifications as will bring out what the
later author believes to have been their original meaning. And
he always supposes these to have been written with reference to
the events of his own time, not that of the original writer, and to
foretell the Great Deliverance which he anticipates as near at
hand. This fact often makes it possible to determine the date
of an Apocalypse by its references (usually symbolic) to wellknown historical events.
The first two verses of Mark xiii. probably belong to the same
cycle of tradition as the rest of the Gospel. But the remainder
of the chapter reads as if it were a "little Apocalypse," attributed (in accordance with the above-mentioned convention of
Apocalyptic writers) to some great one of the past-in this case
to Jesus himself-and incorporating as usual a certain amount of
older material which in this case consisted largely of actual sayings
of Christ. Mark xiii. is thus really a mixture of early Christian
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Apocalyptic expectations and genuine utterances of our Lord ;
but it was, of course, incorporated by Mark in his Gospel in the
belief that it was wholly authentic. Until quite recently commente.tors and critics (myself among them) 1 interpreted the
passage about the Abomination of Desolation (Mk. xiii. 14) as a
reference to the destruction of Jerusalem by the Romans in
A.D. 70, and therefore supposed the Gospel must be subsequent to
that date. That idea has been exploded by the researches of
Bousset and others into the origin and prevalence of the " AntiChrist" legend. It is now recognised that the Greek text (xiii.
14) which gives a masculine participle ecrT1JtcDTa agreeing with
the neuter noun fJ0€Av1µa is not, as would appear at first sight,
an atrocious grammatical blunder, but is intentional. It
is comparable to the use in the Fourth Gospel of the masculine
Jice'ivo<; (Jn. xvi. 13)-or the relative &v, NcLX Chrys., (Jn. xiv.
26)-when speaking of the Holy Spirit in order to emphasise the
fact that the writer regards the neuter substantive as the name
of a person, not a thing. It is definitely intended to make it
clear that the author interprets the neuter word fJoeA,v1µa,
" abomination," in the prophecy of Daniel (Dan. xii. 11) as
a title of a personal Anti-Christ. Modern critics, doubtless
correctly, suppose that the passage in Daniel has reference to
the desecration of the Temple at Jerusalem by Antiochus Epiphanes, which provoked the Maccabean revolt in 167 B.c. But
neither Mark nor the author of this chapter was versed in the
methods of the Higher Criticism, and the meaning they were
likely to attach to Daniel must be ascertained by studying the
ideas of their age, not ours. To them Daniel was a prophet and
was supposed to have written centuries before Antiochus; and
the Abomination of Desolation was a mysterious horror which an
inspired prophet had foretold as destined to appear 1290 days
before the coming of the Messianic Kingdom. The Apocalyptist
who wrote chapter xiii. was convinced that he had found the
true interpretation of Daniel. The mysterious horror was no
1

Oxford Studie;1, p. 182.
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other than the Anti-Christ. And, as in 2 Thess. ii. 3-10, the AntiChrist is expected to set himself up as supreme in the Temple of
Jerusalem until the real Christ appears from heaven to destroy
him and all his works.
But if, when Mark wrote, the Anti-Christ was expected to
appear in the Temple at Jerusalem, the presumption is that the
Temple was still standing. Since the same expectation is to be
found in 2 Thessalonians, written about A.D. 52, we have conclusive evidence that the belief was current among Christians at
least a dozen years before Nero's persecution. It would seem,
then, that the Apocalypse of Mk. xiii., so far from proving, as
was once thought, that the Gospel was written after the destruction of Jerusalem in A.D. 70, is more naturally explicable if it
was written before that event. Indeed, the Little Apocalypse
may well have been composed some years before Mark wrote;
and I would venture the suggestion that it, or something very
like it, was known to Paul, and was accepted by him too as an
authentic utterance of Jesus. That at any rate would explain
the teaching about the Man of Sin in 2 Thessalonians. This expectation of an .Anti-Christ is not at all the kind of thing which
a mind like Paul's would have spontaneously introduced into
Christian teaching ; for it was precisely the original and creative
element in Paul's thought which, as time went on, drove him to
make less and less of Apocalyptic.
But even if the Little Apocalypse was already a document of
some age and authority, it would have been contrary to the
editorial methods of the time had Mark incorporated it in his
Gospel without adding some minor touches to emphasise its
appropriateness to the contemporary situation. The convenient
modern devices of explanatory footnotes, inverted commas,
different forms of type, etc., had not been invented; and the
ancient historian could not without clumsy circumlocution distinguish between the actual text of an authority and his own
interpretation. An age which enjoys these facilities properly
demands that they shall be scrupulously used, bu.t it ought not
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to condemn the literary conscience of an age in which they were
unknown. But while we have no right to condemn ancient
writers for conforming to the usage of their time, we must always,
in framing historical conclusions, be on the look-out to make
adequate allowance for the difference between their methods and
our own.
Now if we compare Lk. xxi. 20-24 with Mk. xiii. 14-20, we
see how Luke has not scrupled to modify the phraseology of
the Abomination of Desolation passage so as to make quite
clear (what he, of course, with his presuppositions believed to
be the true explanation) that the words were really intended to
be a prophecy of the fall of Jerusalem-an event which must,
then, have taken place in the interval between the publication of
Mark's Gospel and the time at which he was himself writing.
It is probable that Mark, in his turn, had introduced similar
modifications in reproducing the text which stood in the original
Apocalypse, especially in the section xiii. 9-13. Much of this
chapter (e.g. 7-8, 24-27) is part of the commonplace of
Apocalyptic tradition. But the phrase " ye shall stand before
governors and kings for my name's sake " is so ,suggestive of the
experience of Paul; the idea of " witness," resulting from this, so
resembles what Paul himself (2 Tim. iv. 17) regards as having
been the divine intention in overruling the circumstances of his
preliminary trial, and verses 12 and 13 might so well be an allusion
to the Neronian persecution, that one suspects that Mark has
retouched the older source to some extent. 1 If so, the traditional
date, after the death of Peter and Paul, is subtly reflected m
the text in the phrases just quoted.
1 The rebellion of children against their parents appears Micah vii. 6.
In
Lk. xii. 53 the emphasis is rather on divisions resulting from some members of
a family accepting, others rejecting, Christ. Mt. x. 34-36 looks like a conflation of Lk. xii. 49-53 (i.e. Q) with the passage in Micah. Mk. xiii. 12 f. reads
liko a parallel version of the Q saying, slightly modified by a recollection of the
delation by the Christians first arrested of further victims and the accusation
of odium humani generia, which Tacitus mentions Ann. xv. 14.
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THE GOSPEL AND THE .APOSTLE

Rome was the most convenient " distributing centre " for the
civilised world. The Christian mate of an Alexandrian grain
ship, or the confidential freedman of some Antiochene merchant
at Rome on his master's business, would hear a reading from the
new Gospel at some Sunday gathering. .At once he would take
steps to acquire a copy of such a treasure to take back to his
fellow-Christians at home. But I doubt whether things would
have been thus left to chance. The whole Church at this epoch
was passionately missionary in character ; and it is very likely
that the leaders of the Roman Church themselves took measures,
and that without delay, to share their treasures, Epistles as well
as Gospel, with the other churches-and that is how Mark came
to be a source drawn upon by the authors of the other Gospels.
An interval of something like thirty-five years seems to have
elapsed between the Crucifixion and the publication of what, so
far as we know, was the earliest Life of Christ. That the Church
should have been content to wait so long for a thing which seems
to us a sine qua non of Christian teaching is a fact that calls for
explanation. The question is one to which inadequate attention
has been given. Indeed, there are scholars who go out of their
way to make it more acute by trying to drag down the date of
this Gospel to the latest possible date. These do not perceive
that to the historian the real problem is how to explain the
lateness of the date to which the Church tradition assigns its
official Lives of the Founder ; and not only that, but also to
account for the naive and primitive character of the representation of Christ embodied in Mark, assuming it to have been written
after many years of the development of cultus and theological
speculation of the kind presupposed in the Epistles of Paul.
Ecclesiastically, even if it be assigned to A.D. 65, the Gospel of
Mark was already ten years out of date, so to speak, at the time
that it was written. Its naivete and primitive characteristics
can only be explained by the dependence of its author on early
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and unsophisticated tradition. But there are two reasons which,
taken together, are perhaps sufficient to account for the late date
of the appearance of the earliest Life of Christ.
(1) The first disciples were brought up in Jewish habits.
Jewish religious tradition, while treasuring with the utmost care
the words of a great teacher, was strangely indifferent to the
biographical interest. No "Life" of any Prophet or Rabbi has
been preserved. The Greeks and Romans, on the other hand,
were intensely interested in biography-particularly so at this
period, witness the names of Plutarch, Suetonius, and Tacitus.
This striking contrast will partly explain why the earliest Life
of Christ was written in a Gentile Church, and also why the
writing of it was postponed until the great leaders who were
dominated by Jewish tradition had passed away. 1
(2) The primitive Church lived in daily expectation of that
visible return of Christ which would bring the present world order
to an end. They believed that their utmost efforts should be
directed towards bringing the knowledge of a few central truths
to as many as possible before it was too late and repentance
would be fruitless since the Judgement had begun. At a time
when any day might be the last day, it would have seemed absurd
to compile history for the benefit of a posterity which would never
be born. But as the years passed by it was inevitable, human
nature being what it is, that the past and the remoter future
should both reassume their normal importance. Theoretically
Christians still thought the End at hand, practically it interested
them less. But when a change in the focus of interest is taking
place in the subconscious mind, it usually needs some kind of
shock to bring about such conscious realisation of the change
as will lead to definite action. Such a shock came to the Roman
Church with the Neronian persecution. Catastrophe and tribulation, as a prelude to the supernatural Messianic deliverance, was
1 Burkitt has called attention to the originality of Mark as the inventor
of the biography type of Gospel, Earliest Sources of the Life of Jesu8, 2 p. 128
(Constable, 1922). See also my remarks, Oxford Studies, p. 216 f.
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part of the Apocalyptic expectation which the Church had
inherited from Judaism. Catastrophe and tribulation of an
unheard-of character had supervened, but the End had not. And
the great leaders of the first generation, the only two Apostles
whom the Gentile world had ever really known, had passed away.
For the first time since the Day of Pentecost a Christian community, instead of concentrating its gaze wholly upon the future,
finds it necessary to look backward. The Church of Rome becomes interested in history ; it demands at least a record of the
Founder's life.
The Gospel of Mark is the response to that demand. The
story told by Clement of Alexandria (ap. Eus. H.E. vi.14), how the
Roman Christians besought Mark, as the disciple of Peter, to produce such an account, may be only a conjecture. But since Mark
seems to have been in Rome about this time (2 Tim. iv. 11), it is
exactly what we should have expected to occur, though we need
not, like Clement, suppose that everything in Mark's Gospel was
derived from Peter. Once a Gospel like that of Mark had been
composed, its utility and interest-more than that, its indispensability-would _have been obvious to all. Christians would
have wondered, just as we to-day wonder, how the churches had
managed to get along at all without some. such work. Everywhere, throughout the Empire, a Life of Christ by a disciple of
Peter would have been hailed as the satisfaction of what had
been for long a half-conscious need.
The world-wide circulation of Mark affords an easy and
natural explanation of what, from the purely linguistic point of
view, is the rather curious usage by which the word " Gospel "
became the technical name for a biography of Christ. The
Greek word evangelion means simply " good news," and in the
New Testament it is always used in its original sense of the
good news of the Christian message. Commentators have tried
elaborately to trace a gradual evolution in the meaning of the
word until it acquired this new usage. No such gradual evolution is necessary, or even probable. Among the Jews it was a
2K
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regular practice to refer to books, or sections 0£ books, by a
striking word which occurred in the opening sentence. That is
how Genesis and Exodus derived the titles by which they are
known in the Hebrew Bible, i.e. " In the Beginning " and " (these
are the) Names." As soon as portions of Mark were read in the
services of the Church-and that would be at once-it would be
necessary to have a name to distinguish this reading from that
of an Old Testament book. Mark opens with the words apx~
TOV euaryrye'Alou, "The beginning 0£ the Gospel." apx~ would be
too like the Hebrew name for Genesis, so eua"frye'Atov (nom.) would
be an obvious title. When, fifteen or twenty years later, other
Lives of Christ came into existence, this use of "Gospel " as a
title would be an old-established custom (p. 559 n.) and would
be applied to them also. Then it would become necessary to
distinguish these " Gospels " from one another-hence the usage
TO euaryrye'Awv /CaTa Map1Cov, /CaTa Aou1Cuv, the Gospel acoording
to Mark, to Luke, etc.
There is a problem in early Church history which few historians
have £rankly faced, and which those who have tried to date
the books of the New Testament in an unreal abstraction from
their environment in history have strangely felt themselves
absolved from even raising. How are we to account for that
broad general consensus on the main lines of belief and practice
to be found, amid much local diversity, throughout the loose
federation of communities known as the Catholic Church which
appears all over the Roman Empire by the end of the second
century 1
Consider the weakness of the Christian position, once . the
generation contemporary with the Apostles had passed away,
and when Jerusalem, the natural local centre, was destroyed.
What common basis of unity was there 1 What was there to ·
point out some one common guiding and controlling principle
or line 0£ development 1 There was the Old Testament. That
was for many purposes of unique value, but it gave little clear
guidance towards the solution 0£ the really burning problems of
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the early Church. Was the Law of Moses binding on Christians,
and, if not, why not 1 Was Christ a merely human Messiah
exalted to the right hand of God, or was He the pre-existent Son
of God incarnate 1 Was the body of Christ real human flesh
and blood, or formed of some divine impassible material 1 Did
Christ really suffer and die upon the Cross, or was this merely
semblance 1 Does the Church teach the immortality of the soul
alone, or the resurrection of the body also, and, if so, in what
sense 1 These were the questions that agitated the Christian
communities scattered over the Roman world ; these were the
points on which heresies and schisms arose. For their solution the
Churches were compelled to turn, not to the Old Testament, but
to Mark, Romans, and I Corinthians. 1 Incidentally I Corinthians,
with its account of the Resurrection Appearances, made up for the
most striking lack in Mark. So diverse and conflicting were the
influences operating in different parts of the Roman world that,
had the Church possessed no other literature than the Old
Testament to provide a common standard of practice and
belief, no kind of union could have been maintained. It was
the acceptance by the leading Churches at an early date of an
authoritative Life of Christ, interpreted in the light of the great
Epistles of Paul, that made it possible for some kind of unity
in the direction of doctrinal development to be preserved.
Thus at once, from sheer necessity, the "Gospel and the
Apostle," the legacy of Peter and of Paul, became the rudder of
the Church. Later on, the Gospel becomes a fourfold one, and
the collection of Apostolic writings expands ; but the nucleus of
the New Testament in both its great divisions is there before
the catastrophe of A.D. 70.
1 I am inclined to think Ephesians also was included in the earliest Corpua
Paulinum; it has probably influenced Clement and Hermas, and certainly the
other Apostolic Fathers; if intended as a. "circular letter," a. copy would have
been kept for use in Rome. There a.re possible traces of Philippia.ns in Clement.
On the development of the Pauline canon see p. 526 f,
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PART II.-MATTHEW
THE ANTIOCHENE ORIGIN OF MATTHEW

The Patristic evidence that Matthew was written in Palestine
in Hebrew is impressive-until we reflect that all the Fathers
had read the statement of Irenaeus, quoted p. 8 (either in the
original or as reproduced by Eusebius), and that Irenaeus himself had read Papias' dictum on Ta A.6ry£a. Thus the tradition
can be traced back to a single root; and, quite apart from the
correctness of our interpretation of Papias, it cannot be authentic,
for our Gospel of Matthew being based on the Greek Mark cannot
be a translation from the Aramaic. At the same time the
evidence of Irenaeus and Papias has a negative value. It proves
that Matthew was not produced either in Rome or in Asia Minor,
but was believed to have originally come from the East.
We can be sure, however, that Matthew originated in an
important Church for the simple reason that, apart from the
title, which, of course, forms no part of the original text, it is
anonymous. The significance of this anonymity is apt to be
overlooked. The Apocryphal Gospels all try to claim authority
by definite and often reiterated assertions of Apostolic authorship in the text itself. The spurious Gospel of Peter (2nd
century A.D.), for instance, goes out of its way to introduce "I,
Simon Peter," just before the account of the Resurrection.
Matthew is anonymous ; it makes no claim to authority, gives
no hint of authorship. Now a poem or a pamphlet may lose
little by being anonymous-sometimes, indeed, it may gain in
effect ; but a record of events, many of them of a marvellous
description, purporting to give an authentic account of one whose
deeds, words, and divine nature were a matter of acute controversy, would carry no weight at all if by an unknown author.
In a work of this kind, therefore, anonymity implies that it was
originally compiled for the use of some particular church which
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accepted it at once as a reliable authority, simply because it
knew and had confidence in the person or committee who produced it. It is improbable that in the first instance direct
Apostolic authorship was ascribed to the First Gospel. But
the substitution of the name Matthew for the Levi of Mark
(Mt. ix. 9)-confirmed by the back reference "Matthew the
publican " (x. 3)-makes him the one apostle, besides the two
pairs of brothers, of whom any incident is recorded. This
forcible effort to make Matthew prominent in the story is most
naturally explained, if the author of the Gospel knew one of
his sources to be the work of that Apostle. If, however, the
Gospel incorporated a document which was popularly ascribed to
Matthew (I suggest Q), the book as a whole would soon come to
be regarded as his in the Church for which it was first written.
But the Gospel would not have been generally accepted as
Apostolic unless it had been backed by one of the great Churches ;
for the Canon of the Gospels was fixed in the second century for
the express purpose of excluding Gnostic Gospels which, like
that of Peter, not only were ascribed by certain persons to
Apostles, but affirmed the claim in their text. People often
talk as if the early Church accepted with avidity any and every
book as Apostolic. The evidence points the other way. The
Church in the second century had taken fright ; and the primary
purpose of the Canon was to exclude. It took centuries for
2 Peter and James, documents of considerable antiquity and unimpeachable orthodoxy, to be generally received, and even the
backing of Alexandria could not induce Rome to accept Hebrews
as Pauline till the time of Athanasius. That the Church accepted
as Apostolic certain writings which in point of fact were not so,
is undoubted-the Gospel we are discussing is an instance.
But we quite misconceive its attitude unless we recognise that
the production by the Gnostics of a quantity of literature claiming Apostolic authorship made the Churches, especially the
Church of Rome, almost as suspicious of such a claim as a modern
critic-though the test of authenticity applied was not the same.
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For the determination of Apostolic Doctrine the Church appealed
against the Gnostics to the open tradition of the Apostolic Sees ;
similarly for the determination of the genuineness of writings
reputed Apostolic it appealed to the same tradition. The
tradition of either Antioch, Ephesus, or Rome would be a sufficient guarantee of Apostolic authorship-but it is doubtful
whether anything less than that would have sufficed.
Matthew, then, must have been vouched for as Apostolic by
some very important Church. But which Church could this be 1
Of the greater Churches all but Antioch are excluded. Rome and
Ephesus have been already ruled out. Alexandria is an impossible city in which to place the most J udaistic of the Gospels ;
Barnabas, the only certainly Alexandrian writing we possess of
early date, is violently anti-Jewish in feeling; and all we know
of the early history of that Church shows that its sympathies
were, if anything, in the Gnostic direction. Caesarea has been
suggested by some scholars. But we have only to look at the
map to see that the official Gospel of a Church which was the port
of entry of Samaria was not very likely to have contained the
command, " Enter not into any city of the Samaritans," for
its author had no scruples in omitting anything likely to cause
apologetic difficulty. Besides, as we have seen already, Caesarea
is clearly marked out as the home of the specifically Lucan
tradition.
There is a further consideration, which seems to me to rule
out, not only Caesarea, but any Church in Palestine.t The
narratives peculiar to Matthew, unlike those peculiar to Luke,
so rarely look authentic. Leaving out of account for the
moment the Infancy, the only story peculiar to Matthew which
stands, so to speak, " on its own legs " is the Stater in the Fish's
Mouth. The rest are all, in a way, parasitic; they stand to
Mark as the mistletoe to the oak. The story of Peter walking
1

Burkitt points out (J.T.S., July 1913, p. 545) that the use of the verb
Mt. xxviii. I, implies the Gentile mode of reckoning time, and
suggests Antioch.
i7r1</>w<rKEL11,
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on the water, for example, is an expansion of the Marean story
of Christ walking on the water, and implies the previous existence
of the Marean story. Matthew's additions to the Passion story
are similarly of the nature of embellishments of the Marean
account which presuppose Mark as their basis. It is noteworthy
that not a single one of them looks like a genuine historical
tradition; while some of them are clearly legendary, e.g. 1 the
temporary resurrection of saints in Jerusalem at the time of the
Rending of the Veil, or Pilate's washing his hands before the multitude-an action as probable in a Roman governor as in a British
civil servant in India. The commonest device of the preacher
or Sunday School teacher who wishes to bring an incident of
Scripture vividly before the minds of his audience is to retell t~e
story with little additions derived from his own imaginative
reconstruction of the scene. This kind of thing was familiar to
the Rabbis in the popular exposition of the Old Testament, so
much so that it has a technical name, "Haggada." The additions
which Matthew makes to Mark's story of the Passion are precisely analogous to the Rabbinic Haggada of Old Testament
stories. It is improbable that the editor of Matthew made them
up himself; rather they represent the "happy thoughts" of a
long series of preachers and teachers. Those which happened to
" catch on " would be remembered ; in the course of time their
" Haggadic " origins would be forgotten and they would be
aecepted as authentic traditions. But if this is so, Mark must
have been known in the Church where Matthew wrote long enough
to have become an established authority-a document which
teachers and preachers expounded by methods familiar in the
exposition of Scripture. Incidentally I may remark that this
compels us to suppose a considerable interval of time between
the composition of Mark and Matthew. Ten years seems an
absolute minimum, and twenty would be none too many.
But, if the origin of Matthew must be sought in an important
Church outside Palestine, Antioch is the only one left. And to
1

Mt. xxvii. 51·53, 24-25.
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the view that Matthew was written there, there are no objections.
Antioch must have had a Gospel, and the guarantee by a Church
of that importance is the best explanation of an anonymous
work being accepted as indubitably Apostolic by Rome and the
other Churches. Again, an Antiochene origin would account for
the extraordinary interest shown by its author in the doings and
in the primacy of Peter, who is far more prominent in this Gospel
than in Mark, although that was written by his own disciple.
Antioch follows Peter and stands for the via media between the
Judaistic intolerance of those who called James master and the
all but antinomian liberty claimed by some of the followers of
Paul. Lastly, in the Church of Antioch, a city with an enormous Jewish population, we seem to have just the atmosphere
of the Gospel of Matthew, which, though frankly recognising
that Christianity is for all nations, is yet saturated with Jewish
feeling, preserves so many sayings of a particularist Jewish
Christian character, and altogether is less touched by the spirit
of Paul than any other book in the New Testament. For
Matthew Christianity is the" new Law."
One infinitesimal point in favour of an Antiochene origin may
be added : the stater varied in weight and value in different
districts. The commentators say that only in Antioch and
Damascus did the official stater exactly equal two didrachmae,
as is implied in Mt. xvii. 24-27. The story itself reads like an
adaptation of a popular folk story, of which one version appears
as the Ring of Polycrates ; 1 and it solves a problem which the
Jew of the Dispersion in a city like Antioch must, when converted
to Christianity, face, whether or no he should continue to pay
the annual levy of the Temple Tax.
EVIDENCE OF IGNATIUS

The conjecture that Matthew is the Gospel of the Church of
Antioch is borne out by the use made of it in the epistles of
1

Herodotus, bk. iii. 41-42.

1

(JJl.XVII

ORIGIN OF MARK AND MATTHEW

505

Ignatius, Bishop of that city (c. 115). Ignatius has a couple of
possible allusions to Luke, but they are very uncertain. He has
some rather remarkable points of contact with John; but even
if these are quotations, he quotes John rarely, and refrains from
doing so in certain doctrinal arguments where we should have
expected it if he regarded the Fourth Gospel as an authority.
But in his seven short letters there are about filteen passages
which look like reminiscences of Matthew.
Sometimes the language of Ignatius recalls sayings which
occur in Mark or Luke as well as Matthew; but in these cases
his wording is usually nearer to Matthew's version. 1 Six of the
clearest reminiscences are of passages peculiar to Matthewtwo of them being passages which critics unanimously attribute
to the editor of Matthew rather than to his sources, e.g. "being
baptized by John in order that all righteousness might be fulfilled in him " (Ignat. Smyrn. i. I ; cf. Mt. iii. 15) ; " bear all
men as the Lord does thee . . . bear the sicknesses of all "
(Polyc. i. 2-3 ; cf. Mt. viii. 17). Other passages are significant,
less from the fact that they are reminiscences than from the
manner of the reminiscence. "Be thou wise in all ways as a
serpent, and at all times harmless as a dove" (Polyc. ii. 2;
cf. Mt. x. 16) ; "For if the prayer of one and a second has such
avail " (Eph. v. 2 =Mt. xviii. 19-20). The point of allusions in
this style consists precisely in the fact that, while recalling, they
slightly modify, the original wording of a well-known saying to
adapt it to the reader's situation. They would have been pointless unless that original wording was to be found in a book already
accepted as a classic, a knowledge of which the writer could take
for granted in his readers.
Ignatius, again, is the only one of the Apostolic Fathers who
refers to the Virgin Birth-and he does so several times and
lays stress on its importance (Eph. xviii. 2, xix. I ; Smyrn. i. I;
1 For complete list of parallels cf. The New Testament in the Apostolic
Fathers, by a Committee of the Oxford Society of Historical Theology (Clarendon
Press, 1905). N.B. esp. rf>ur<la. nrp6s Trall. xi. l; Philad. iii. l ; cf. Mt. xv. 13.
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TraJ,l. ix. I). Now Matthew has a great deal to say about the
virginity of Mary; but in Luke (cf. p. 267 f.) it is extraordinarily
little emphasised. Specially significant is the passage in which
Ignatius congratulates the Christians of Smyrna on their orthodoxy in that they are "fully persuaded as touching our Lord that
He is truly of the race of David according to the flesh, but Son
of God of the Divine Will, truly born of a virgin and baptized by
John that all righteousness might be fulfilled in him" (Smyrn. I).
Here three points characteristic of Matthew come togetherDa vidic descent, virgin birth, baptism to "fulfil all righteousness," of which the last is only found in Matthew, while Matthew
opens his Gospel with the words, "The genealogy of Jesus
Christ, the son of David, the son of Abraham." Luke's
genealogy lays no special stress on David.
Lastly, Ignatius frequently speaks of "the Gospel" as if
this were the name of a book. Certain heretics, he tells us, say
eav µ,~ ev Tots- apx€io£s- [v.l. apxato£s-] €1Jpro, ev 'TiJ €varyry€A.lrp ov
7r£<T'T€vro (Philad. viii. 2) : "If I find it not in the archives (v.l.
ancient writings) I believe it not in the Gospel." Evidently" the
Gospel " is the title of a book, the authority of which they are
not prepared to put on the same level as the ancient Scriptures.
Just before this, the triad, "the Gospel," "the apostles," and
"the prophets" are put side by side in a way which makes the best
sense if these are read as titles of sacred books (Philad. v. 1-2).
Lightfoot and Harnack, influenced by the a priori notion that
this use of the word Gospel must have been a gradual development and is therefore improbable at this date, say that the usage
here is transitional. But this whittling away of the natural
meaning of the passages is quite unnecessary. If the use of the
term" Gospel" to denote a Life of Christ originated (as suggested
p. 497 f.), owing to the occurrence of the word "Gospel" in the
opening verse of Mark, out of the Jewish practice of using the
first striking word of a book as its title, no period of development is required. At once, from the earliest time, Mark would
have been spoken of as "the Gospel." When Matthew was
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written, the author or committee of authors who produced it
aimed at producing a new and enlarged edition of Mark, that is
to say, Matthew was intended to supersede Mark ; and in the
Church of its origin it no doubt did so for a time, though later on
Mark would be reintroduced as part of the Four Gospel Canon
accepted by the whole Church. Hence as soon as Matthew was
published the title "the Gospel" (see also p. 559 n.) would
naturally be transferred to it from Mark.
The real significance, then, of the use of the term "the Gospel"
in Ignatius is that it probably implies that at Antioch in his
day there was as yet only one Gospel recognised as" the Gospel"
by the Church-a state of things which still existed among
Aramaic-speaking Christians in Jerome's time. And since,
whether or no Ignatius had glanced through other Gospels,
Matthew is certainly the one he knew best, it is a reasonable
inference that when he speaks of the Gospel he means Matthew.
QUOTATIONS IN THE DIDACHE

The Didache presents a number of difficult problems, and these
have been made more difficult owing to the fact that certain distinguished scholars have allowed themselves the luxury of proposing what I can only call "fancy solutions." 1 For the purposes
of what follows I shall assume as reasonably certain (a) that it
arose somewhere in Syria or Palestine; (b) that, apart from
certain (probable) interpolations, it is not later than A.D. 100.
The author of the Didache seems not only to have read
Matthew, but also, like Ignatius, to refer to it under the title of
" The Gospel." But one passage looks as if, alongside of the
official Gospel, there still existed an oral tradition of sayings
of our Lord, perhaps derived from recollections of Q.
1 The student will find a fair and well-judged statement of the facts in
Hastings' Dictionary of the Apostolic Church, art. Didache. Prof. Turner dates it
A.D. 80-100 (Studies in Early Church History, Oxford, 1912, p. 31); and (p. Sn.)
suggests that Ignatius knew it. To his parallels I would add Mag. v. 1 (the
Two Ways). Doe,s d.7rocrr6Xo1s (Philad. v. I)= Paul's epistles+ Didache?
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For the purpose of our study there are certain passages the
text of which is not sufficiently certain to bear the weight of an
important conclusion. (a) The section i. 2-iii. I is omitted in
the Latin version as well as in the related documents Barnabas
and the Apostolic Church Order, and is probably a very early
interpolation. (b) The same may be true of the Matthean
saying, "Give not what is holy to the dogs" (Did. ix. 5), since
it does not occur in the parallel section of the Apostolic Constitutions which incorporates the Didache almost entire. (c) The
command to baptize "in the name of the Father, the Son,
and the Holy Spirit," which occurs in Matthew only in the New
Testament, is a point of contact between the Didache and that
Gospel; but in view of the importance attached in later times
to baptism in the name of the Trinity, we may be pretty sure
that, even if the original author of the Didache had written
something different, later scribes would have substituted the
orthodox formula. Obviously, then, the passage cannot be
quoted as evidence that the author had read Matthew.
There remain, however, certain reminiscences or allusions to
texts in Matthew whlch are so deeply embedded in the argument
of their context in the Didache that they cannot be suspected of
being later interpolations.
(I) Did. viii. I f., "And let not your fastings be with the
hypocrites, for they fast on the second and third day of the week ;
but do ye keep your fast on the fourth and on the Friday
(7rapauKev1]). Neither pray ye as the hypocrites, but as the Lord
commanded in his Gospel thus pray ye: Our Father," etc. (the
Lord's Prayer practically as in Matthew). The relation of this
passage to Mt. vi. 5-16 is clear. It is an interpretation according to
the letter, but in flagrant discord with the spirit, of the Sermon on
the Mount. Such interpretations only arise where there is a letter
to misinterpret, and would compel us to assume that the words
stood in some recognised official document, even if the author did
not expressly quote them as from "his (i.e. the Lord's) Gospel."
(2) Did. xi. 3-4, " But concerning the apostles and prophets,
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do ye according to the ordinances of the Gospel. Let every
apostle, when he cometh to you, be received as the Lord."
Jiere " the Gospel " is referred to as containing an ordinance
concerning the reception of touring "apostles." It is difficult
not to see here a direct allusion to the Address to Apostles
about to go on a Mission Tour (Mt. x.), and in the words" Let
every apostle coming to you be received as the Lord" a particular
reference to Mt. x. 40, " He that receiveth you receiveth me,
and he that receiveth me receiveth him that sent me."
(3) Did. xi. 7, "And every prophet speaking in the Spirit ye
shall not try nor judge; for every sin shall be forgiven, but this
sin shall not be forgiven." The saying referred to occurs in all
three Synoptists; but the application of it in the Didache implies
knowledge of it in a context like that in Matthew or Mark rather
than as in Luke. The wording agrees with Matthew against
Mark ; and this agreement is unusually significant because, as a
glance at a synopsis of the Gospels will show, the wording in
Matthew (xii. 31£.) is determined by the fact that he is conflating
Mark (iii. 28-29) with Q (Lk. xii.10), so that this precise wording is
individual to Matthew, since no two people would independently
hit upon the same way of conflating two parallel sources.
(4) Did. xiii. 1, " Every true prophet desiring to settle
amongst you is worthy of his food. In like manner a true teacher
is also worthy, like the labourer, of his food." The way in
which the saying " The labourer is worthy of his food " is referred
to implies that it was familiar in its application to Christian
missionaries, i.e. as it appears in Mt. x. 10. In Luke's version,
though the context is similar, the word "hire" is substituted
for " food " ; and there is the same substitution in I Tim. v. 18.
(5) Did. xiv. 2, " Let no man having his dispute with his
fellow join your assembly until they have been reconciled, that
your sacrifice may not be defiled." There is a significant relation
between "that your sacrifice may not be defiled" and "leave
there thy gift before the altar" (Mt. v. 24); the reference in
Matthew to the Jewish sacrifices has been spiritualised to refer
80
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to the Christian Eucharist. But such a reference implies that the
Didache is related to a saying like that in Matthew as commentary
to text ; it must therefore have stood in some document regarded
as authoritative by readers of the Didache.
(6) Did. xv. 3, "And reprove (lA.eryxeTe) one another, not in
anger but in peace, as ye find in the Gospel "-an express
reference to " the Gospel " for further instructions in regard to
procedure, i.e. to lA.ery~ov avTOV ICTA. (Mt. xviii. 15 ff.). The
author continues, " But your prayer and your almsgiving
(cf. Mt. vi. 2-15) and all your deeds, so do ye as ye find in the
Gospel of our Lord." With this reiterated reference to "the
Gospel " he concludes his general instructions. It is as if he
said, " The present work is intended merely as an introduction
to Christian practice ; for a full treatment you must refer to the
Gospel, especially the Sermon on the Mount."
(7) Did. xvi. The book ends with an Apocalyptic passage-obviously based on Matthew :
Be watchful for your life; let not your lamps go out (Mt. xxv. 8) and
your loins be ungirded (Lk. xii. 35), but be ye ready; for ye know not the
hour in whwh our Lord cometh (Mt. xx:iv. 42, 44). And ye shall gather
yourselves together frequently, seeking what is fitting for your souls ;
for the whole time of your faith shall not profit you, if ye be not
perfected at the last season. For in the last days the false prophets
and corrupters shall be multiplied, and the sheep shall be turned into
wolves, and love shall be turned into hate (Mt. xxiv. 11 f., 24). For as
avoµ,la increaseth, they shall hate one another (Mt. xx:iv .10, 12) and shall
persecute and deliver up. And then the Wodd-deceiver shall appear
as a Son of God, and shall work signs and wonders (Mt. xx:iv. 30; Mt. xx:iv.
24), and the earth shall be delivered into his hands; and he shall do
unholy things, which have never been (Mt. xxiv. 21) since the world
began. Then all created mankind shall come to the fire of testing,
and many shall be offended and perish ; but they that endure in their
faith shall be saved (Mt. xx:iv. 13) by the Curse Himself. And then
shall the signs of the Truth appear (Mt. xx:iv. 30) ; first a sign of a
rift in the heaven, then a sign of a voice "of a trumpet (Mt. xxiv. 31),
and thirdly a resurrection of the dead ; yet not of all, but as it was
said (Zech. xiv. 5): "The Lord shall come and all His saints with
Him." Then shall the world see the Lord coming upon the clouds of
heaven (Mt. xxiv. 30).
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Passages in the above quotation of which the reference number
is underlined occur only in Mattliew.
In the foregoing parallels there is one passage, and one only,
which is closer to Luke than to Matthew, "and your loins," etc.
(cf. Lk. xii. 35). But Lk. xii. 35-38 is a passage which on other
grounds we assigned to Q (p. 279), accounting for its omission
by Matthew by the fact that its moral, and even some of its
language, occurs in a more striking form in the parable of the
Virgins. If our hypothesis that Q was the original gospel of the
Church of Antioch be correct, and if the Didache was composed
in Syria, for some years after Matthew was written certain
sayings would still be remembered in their Q form. A work like
the Didache would certainly be composed by senior members of
the Church in whose recollection turns of phrase in the older
document would be likely to be deeply embedded, and all the
quotations in the Didache are clearly made from memory. 1
To sum up. Both Ignatius and the Didache, the earliest
Syrian documents we possess, habitually speak of "the Gospel"
as if it was the name of a book having a certain authority;
also whenever the same sayings occur in Matthew and in either
of these, their versions are always secondary. They stand to
Matthew as the preacher to his text.
THE

PETRINE COMPROMISE

I proceed now to show that the hypothesis of an Antiochene
origin illuminates the facts which were revealed by our critical
analysis of the sources of the Gospel, and certain features in the
author's presentation of the Apocalyptic hope.
The growing hatred of Rome, which led to the Jewish revolt
of 64, was accompanied by a revival of religious fanaticism.
Naturally, nationalism and religion were the same thing to the
Jew. Hitherto the Palestinian Christians, who zealously observed the Law of Moses and worshipped in the Temple, of whom
1 The section Did. i. 2-iii. I presents close parallels with both Mt. v. 39-4 7 and
Lk. vi. 27 -33. If not an interpolation, this also is best explained as a conflation
of Matthew and Q, since (p. 249 ff.) Luke is here nearer to Q than Matthew.
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James "the Just," the brother of the Lord, was the leader, had
been tolerated. But in the year 62 James was massacred by
the mob. And in obedience, we are told by Eusebius, to an
oracle, most of the Jerusalem Christians fled across the Jordan
to Pella before the Roman armies began the actual siege. During
the first persecution of Christians in Jerusalem-that which
followed the death of Stephen-some had fled to Antioch ; and it
was they (Acts :xi.- 19 f.) who founded the Church there. What
more natural than that some of the refugees from this far worse
persecution should make their escape to the same Church-a
Church which had always (as for instance in the great famine of 46
foretold by Agabus (Acts xi. 28)) shown such practical sympathy
with fellow-Christians in Jerusalem 1
As so often in history, the refugees would bring with them
the books they valued most. If there were already in use in the
Jerusalem Church written summaries of our Lord's teaching,
these would be among them.· If, as is not impossible, Jerusalem
had been still content with collections of His sayings learnt by
heart, the retentive memories of the refugees would still have
much which would be of great interest to the brethren at Antioch.
And their tradition, coming as it did with all the prestige of
the parent Church of Christendom, would seem to the elders at
Antioch far too precious not to be rendered into Greek and set
down in writing without more delay.
But this tradition, corresponding to that element in Matthew
which we have styled M, included sayings of a strongly Judaistic
character. The fact is one which has often been misconceived.
It cannot be too emphatically insisted that this element in
Matthew reflects, not primitive Jewish Christianity, but a later
Judaistic reaction against the Petro-Pauline liberalism in the
matter of the Gentile Mission and the observance of the Law.
At Antioch, as elsewhere, there were parties in the Church: the
immediate result of the advent of the Jerusalem refugees would
be to strengthen the hand of the party of the stricter observance
of the Law. It was very hard not to accept as Apostolic a
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tradition which came authenticated, as it were, by the recent
martyrdom of James.
Mark's Gospel, coming from Rome practically at the same
time, would be hailed at once by the more liberal and pro-Gentile
party as the Gospel of Antioch's own Apostle.
Q, so far as we can judge, was fairly neutral on the legalistic
issue, and, we have seen, Q may well have been the original Gospeldocument of the Church of Antioch ; at any rate Q is admittedly
older, probably a good deal older, than Mark, and, whatever
its original language, the same Greek version was known to
"Matthew" as to Luke, so that, even if this Greek translation
was not produced in Antioch, the greatest Greek-speaking Church
of Syria, it would have reached there at a very early date.
But for some years Mark and M would have existed side
by side, and would have been read together with a consciousness
of partisanship something like that which in the eighteenth
century was attached to the " Whig " and " Tory " collects for
the King in the .Anglican Communion Service. Religious conservatism has always great capacity of resistance; but in the
Jew-especially as regards the Law for which he and his fathers
have bled for centuries-this capacity is raised to the nth power.
As late as the fourth century a large section of the vernacular
Jewish Christians of Palestine rejected the Epistles of Paul; but
at Antioch in the quarter of a century that followed the Fall of
Jerusalem circumstances were unusually favourable to conciliation. (1) The living spirit of the Christian mission had not yet
lost its original momentum. (2) It was known that Peter, Paul,
and James, the revered leaders of the different parties, had in the
last resort never repudiated one another ; and within a year or two
of one another all three had died for Christ. (3) The destruction
of the Temple in 70 meant that at least half the requirements of
the Law could no longer be fulfilled. Did this mean that Paul
was right then after all, and that Christ had intended to supersede
the Law 1 (4) It daily app~ared that the bitterest of all the
enemies of Christianity were the Jews who stood by the old Law.
2L
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All these circumstances were favourable to a rapprochement
between the parties in the Church. Neither side could abandon
accepted records of the teaching of Christ ; but the possibility
that there had been some misinterpretation of the sayings most
used in controversy could be explored. Perhaps another meaning could be found for those apparently Judaistic words of
Christ which the James party were always quoting.
By the time that Matthew wrote, a new exegesis which could
reconcile the parties had been evolved. It was admitted on the
one hand that the Master had said, " I was not sent but unto the
lost sheep of the house of Israel " ; that He regarded the healing
of a Syro-Phoenician as an exception, and that He had not
Himself (as Mark's story would imply), even on that occasion,
stepped outside the sacred soil of Palestine-for the woman had
come across the border to Him (Mt. xv. 22). It was conceded
also by the liberal party that in His first Mission Charge He had
forbidden the Twelve to go into any way of the Gentiles or any
city of the Samaritans (Mt. x. 6) ; in return, the other side admitted that this limitation was only intended for the time during
which He walked the earth ; after His Resurrection He had on
the contrary bade them " go and make disciples of all the
nations" (xxviii. 19). Again, as the context (Mt. viii. 11) in which
the prophecy is placed makes clear (quite a different one from
that which, from its position in Luke (xiii. 28), we may conclude was original in Q), it was now agreed that Christ was
referring to Gentiles, not Jews of the Dispersion, when He said,
" Many shall come from the east and the west, and shall sit down
with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob in the kingdom of heaven: but
the sons of the kingdom shall be cast forth into outer darkness."
Finally, the fear-a very practical one-of antinomianism is met
by a presentation of Christ's teaching as the New Law: the
Sermon on the Mount is a counterpart to Sinai, and the five Great
Discourses (p. 261 ff.) are, as it were, "the five books" of His
"law of liberty."
Thus complete reconciliation of the two parties of the James
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and Paul tradition, once hardly even artificially held together by
Peter as a middle term, is now effected. That is much the most
probable explanation of the famous saying, "Thou art Peter, on
this rock I will build my Church" (cf. p. 258). How far the words
of this highly controverted saying as preserved in the First Gospel
were actually uttered by Christ, and, if so, with what exact
significance, it would be profitless to inquire. The form in which
we have it is the version as remembered, repeated, and in repetition doubtless not a little modified, by those who disapproved
alike of the undue conservatism of James and of Paul's too liberal
attitude towards the Law, but were content to accept the via media
of Peter. 1 At Antioch all could rally round the name of Peter.
He is the supreme Rabbi in whom resides the final interpretation
(the power "to bind and to loose") of the New Law given to
the New Israel ("my (i.e. the Messiah's) Church") by Christ.
Extremists, of course, on both sides would repudiate the
compromise. They always do. They became the forbears on
the one side of Ebionites, and on the other of Antinomian
Docetae. But if Matthew represents the agreement of the
main body of the Church of Antioch, how long a period must be
allowed for the settlement to be reached 1 When Paul wrote
to the Philippians (c. 63) the Judaisers were actively, openly, and,
from his language, one might infer unscrupulously, attacking
him. And in the Church of Antioch the Jewish element was
much more powerful than at Rome. Would twenty years have
sufficed for the Church of Antioch to reach the degree of peace
and unanimity which the Gospel of Matthew implies 1 Most
1 I owe to Prof. Burkitt a reference to Anecdota Oxoniensia (Relics of the
Pale8tinian Syriac Literature), 1896, pp. 85-87, for a homiletic exposition of
Mt. xvi. 18, which denies that the Rock was Peter. This whole Palestinian
Syriac literature was used in the Patriarchate of Jerusalem, which looked to
James as its founder, as against Peter, in whose chair sat the Patriarch of the
really much more important border See of Antioch. The claim of Rome to be
in a special sense the See of Peter is not found in the second century; it is
always Peter and Paul If, as is possible (cf. p. 490), the death of Peter in
Rome is a mistaken inference from 1 Clem. v., the claim of Rome to have any
connection at all with that Apostle must· be subsequent to the date of writing
of Matthew
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probably it would-having in view the favouring circumstances
enumerated above. But it is a consideration we must bear in
mind in estimating the date of the Gospel
ANTIOCH AND THE ANTI-CHRIST

That Matthew was written after A.D. 70 may be deduced
from an addition to the parable of the Marriage of the King's
Son, "and the rest laid hold on his servants, and entreated
them shamefully, and killed the~. But the King was wroth; and
he sent his armies, and destroyed those murderers, and burned
their city" (Mt. xxii. 6-7). There is nothing at all about, either
the persecution of the messengers, or the King's vengeance, in
the parallel parable of the Great Supper in Luke (xiv. 16 :ff.).
Besides, the words "their rity" do not fit into the rest of the story;
for the invited guests would either be citizens of one or more of
the King's own cities, or, if they were representatives of foreign
powers, would inhabit more than one city. But the insertion is
intelligible if it is regarded as an attempt to point the moral of
the parable by interpreting it as a prophecy by Christ of the
destruction of the city of Jerusalem, regarded as the judgment
of God-the King in the parable-and in particular as a punishment for the persecution by the Jews of the Christian apostles
and missionaries, who are the messengers sent to them by Him
to invite them to the " wedding feast " of His Son the Messiah.
Such a modification of the parable (which Luke preserves in
what is clearly a more original form) would be very natural after
the Fall of Jerusalem, but not before. The considerations which
follow suggest that the Gospel was written some time after that
event.
It is impossible for us nowadays to realise the shock of A.D. 70
to a community in which Jewish and Gentile members alike
had been reared in the profoundest veneration of the immemorial sanctity of the Holy City and the Temple. True, it
was expected that before the Great Deliverance there would be
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the Great Tribulation, in the course of which the " Man of Sin,"
the Anti-Christ, would take his stand in the Temple ; and Christ
Himself, it was recorded, had prophesied a destruction of the
Temple as the immediate prelude to His own return. But the
stupendous fact in the situation was that Jerusalem and the
Temple had been destroyed and neither Anti-Christ nor Christ
had come. Wars and rumours of wars, world-wide catastrophes,
had taken place. Huge armies had tramped from the utmost
parts of the Roman world. Three Caesars had been set up and
three had perished in a single year. And the accumulation of
horror and desecration connected with the siege of Jerusalem had
seemed to match in actual fact the final "tribulation" which
Apocalyptic expectation had foretold. These things had come
to pass-and still the Lord did not return. To such a crisis
different minds would react differently. To some it would
induce an intensification of Apocalyptic expectation and a more
fanatic conviction of the immediacy of the End. Others would
slowly awake from Apocalyptic dreams and see the necessity,
before it was too late, of collecting and preserving the surviving
records of the mighty past. In the Gospel of Matthew both
these tendencies are seen reflected.
That the Fall of Jerusalem did produce an intense revival
of Apocalyptic interest and a new output of Apocalyptic literature, both among Jews and Christians, there is some evidence.
For our present purpose the most important point to note is
that calculations of the exact date of the End, based on the
three and a half years of Daniel xii. 11-12, were actually preoccupying Christians about the year 70. Whatever other views
critics hold about the date and sources of Revelation, there is
practically unanimous agreement that Rev. xi. 1-2 was written
at that date, and that the author expected the End within three
and a half years of the Fall of the City. 1 Now the prophecy of
1 Daniel gives the figure 1290, Rev. xi. 3.4 has 1260 ; this, the author explains, corresponds to 42 months ( = 3! years); he reckons 30 days to a month,
but does not add the "intercalary month," no doubt because he wrote since
the introduction of the Julian Calendar.
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which Rev. xi. 1-2 is part must have had a wide circulation, as it,
or something very like it, seems to have been known to Luke;
for he adds (Lk. xxi. 24) the words, "Jerusalem shall be trodden
under by the Gentiles," which are not contained in the parallel in
Mark. So that we cannot assume that it was unknown at Antioch.
Since, then, Jerusalem fell on 4th September 70, the End of
the World would in wide circles be expected to take place early
in 74. But the year 74 closed and the End did not come. This
made a change in the situation. When Mark wrote (c. 65) it
seemed possible that the prophecies of the appearance of the AntiChrist and the Return of Christ within the lifetime of the first
generation might be fulfilled. But with every year after A.D. 75
the non-fulfilment of these prophecies became a more grievo~s
difficulty to the early Church. It is interesting to notice that
each of the three later Evangelists solved the problem in a
different way. John at Ephesus does so by a spiritual interpretation which practically gets rid of the Apocalyptic idea; the
Return of Christ is fulfilled (or for all immediate and practical
purposes fulfilled) by the coming of the Paraclete ; while the
prophecy of Anti-Christ, instead of being referred to a single
half-human, half-demoniac monster, is interpreted as the spirit
of the false prophets who deny that Christ has come in the flesh
(1 John iv. 2-3): "This is the spirit of the antichrist, whe,reoj
ye have heard that it cometh; and now it is in the world already."
Luke partly solves the problem by getting rid of the Anti-Christ
prophecy altogether, interpreting the Abomination of Desolation
as a synonym for the Desolation of Jerusalem by the Roman
armies: the Return of Christ he still thinks near, but it is
postponed "until the times of the Gentiles be fulfilled" (xxi. 24).
Matthew, in the Jewish atmosphere of Antioch, is more conservative ; he takes both the ·Anti-Christ and the Parousia in
their most literal sense, and he insists that both are overdue.
But, as we shall see shortly, he has his own solution of the
problem: he disconnects the Anti-Christ from any local connection with the Temple.
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We have seen that the last chapter of the Didache is, in
effect, a hortatory commentary on the Apocalyptic discourse in
Mt. xxiv. But what of the sentence (Did. xvi. 3), " and then
the World-deceiver (tcoa-µo7rXav~i;) shall appear as a Son of
God ; and shall work signs and wonders . . . " 1 In the context, and in the light of the fact that the rest of that context
is all dependent on Mt. xxiv., the "World-deceiver" can only
be an equivalent, intelligible to the plain man, of the enigmatic
"Abomination of Desolation." In fact, the author of the Didache
has taken the advice "let him that readeth understand" (xxiv.15)
-he has read, and thinks he has understood. This is evidence
that in Syria about A.D. 95 the Abomination was supposed to
mean the personal Anti-Christ; the older interpretation of
Daniel (that given in Mark) had either been revived or had
never been discarded.
Now the author of the Didache is, I feel sure, quite correct in
his interpretation of Matthew. To Matthew, as to Mark, the
floeXvryµa Ti/'> €p71µwa-eooi; is, not the Fall of Jerusalem, but the
Anti-Christ. In the ordinary text Matthew's alteration of Mark's
masculine into the neuter participle (ea-T71tc6Ta into €a-T6i;) improves the grammar but does not necessarily imply a desire
to change the sense. I believe, however, that the true text of
Matthew is that preserved in Syr. S (supported by one cursive of
fam. 1424) which omits "standing in the holy place." Syr. S,
representing the old text of Antioch, is an especially good
authority for the Antiochene Gospel of Matthew (cf. p. 135 ff.).
Against the genuineness of the reading ea-Toi; Jv 'TD7r<p arytrp,
B ~etc., is the absence of any article with TD7r<p arylrp. But such
an omission of the article, though unaccountable in a literary text,
would be quite natural in a note scratched in the margin 1 by
some one who had loo~ed up (as advised to do in the text)
Daniel ix. 27 in the LXX (the English Bible follows the Hebrew,
which differs here from the Greek), where the words €7rt To lepov
1 If so, e~Tws, D and Byz., is original, since it naturally reads as nominative
masculine, though in late Greek it may be neuter also.
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f3o€7w7µa Tow €p'T}µwuerov occur, and had the parallel passage

in Mark in his mind. A marginal gloss, especially if also an
assimilation to the parallel in Mark, would be certain to slip
into the text. If the true reading is that of Syr. S., Matthew
has solved the problem of the non-appearance of the Anti-Christ
before the destruction of Jerusalem by the simple expedient of
omitting Mark's veiled reference (l57rOV OU oe'i) to the Temple.
The Anti-Christ expectation is thus entirely detached from any
local connection with Jerusalem, and the possibility is left open
of interpreting the Abomination prophecy in the light of the
Nero-redivivus myth, 1 which, as we shall see shortly, must for
geographical reasons have had a peculiar vitality in Antioch.
No Gospel makes so much as does Matthew of the expectati<!n
that the visible Return of Christ will be within the lifetime of
those who saw and heard Him. It is often said that this is
merely the result of a conservative use of the earlier sources
which Matthew reproduces. But Matthew never hesitates to
omit from or alter Mark, if thereby he can avoid an apologetic
difficulty (p. 162), and he often does this to get rid of quite
trifling difficulties ; much more, then, would he have toned down
the passages implying an immediate Parousia if he had desired.
But as a matter of fact he has done the exact opposite. He adds
a striking passage, " Ye shall not have gone through the cities of
Israel, till the Son of Man be come " (Mt. x. 23), which is not
in Mark at all. He twice repeats the saying (conflated from
Mark and Q), "Watch, for ye know not the day nor the hour."
In reproducing Mark he often enhances the immediacy implied.
Thus Mark writes, " There be some of them which stand by
which shall not taste of death till they see the Kingdom of God
come with power" (ix. I). Luke avoids the difficulty involved
in this saying by omitting the last three words, thus interpreting
the "Kingdom of God" as the Church; 'but, as if to preclude any
1 On the development of the Anti-Christ idea, and the prevalence in
Christian circles of an identification of Nero with Anti-Christ, see R. H.
Charles, op. cit. ii. pp. 76-87.
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such interpretation, Matthew substitutes "till they see the Son
of Man coming in his kingdom." Again, in two other passages
(Mt. :xxiv. 29 and Mt. xxvi. 64) he adds words of immediacy
(eMJEw<> and chr' llpn) to the text of Mark. 1
Again, quite apart from this underlining of passages which
speak of the immediacy of the Parousia, Matthew shows his
interest in Apocalyptic in other ways. He frequently makes
minor alterations in the form of any sayings of Christ of an
Apocalyptic character in his sources which bring them more
closely into conformity with the conventional model. In the
Appendix to the Oxford Studies I argued that Q, Mark, and
Matthew show an ascending scale in the tendency to emphasise
and conventionalise our Lord's Apocalyptic teaching. The
cogency of the argument has been questioned so far as it concerns Q, on the ground that, as we do not possess the original
text of Q, we cannot say what it did not contain. But at least
it holds good in the series, Lk. xii. 9 =Mt. x. 33 (representing Q),
Mk. viii. 38, and its parallel Mt. xvi. 27. The saying in Q contains
the purely ethical warning, "Whosoever denies me before men,
him will I deny"; Mark's "Whosoever shall be ashamed of me,
etc.," has the same ethical point, reinforced by an Apocalyptic
statement, " when he cometh in the glory of his Father with
the holy angels." In Matthew the ethical point is omitted, but
the Apocalyptic statement is further elaborated. But, whatever
may be true of Q, it cannot be denied that as between Mark and
Matthew there is a heightening of Apocalyptic interest. Thus
in Mt. xxiv. 29-31 = Mk. xiii. 25-27 we find the addition by
Matthew of various details, like the trumpet, derived from the
conventional scenery of Jewish eschatology. Again, Matthew
five times uses the phrase c;uvr~A.eia rov alwvo<;, " the end of the
world," which does not occur elsewhere in the Gospels; he six
times speaks of" weeping and gnashing of teeth," a phrase which
1
Burkitt (J.T.S. xii. p. 460) argues that, read in the context, Matthew's
<MNws does not imply an earlier date than Mark's "in those days." Nevertheless that Matthew, having taken the trouble to alter Mark at all, should use
the word " immediately " is significant.
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occurs only once in Luke and nowhere else in the New Testament.
Nor is it without significance that in chapter xiii. he refrains from
pointing the moral of the parables of the Mustard Seed, Leaven,
Hid Treasure, and Pearl of Great Price, to all of which it is
difficult to give an Apocalyptic interpretation, but goes out of
his way to add an explanation in terms of catastrophic eschatology to the parables of the Tares and the Drag Net.
The enhancement of Apocalyptic interest in Matthew is the
more remarkable since in other Christian documents-whether
earlier than Matthew, like the later Epistles of Paul, or later,
like the Fourth Gospel--the delay in the Second Coming was
obviously causing less and less emphasis to be laid on this particular element in early Christian belief. Even in the Apocalyptic
chapter of Mark the emphasis is on" the end is not yet." Mark,
like Paul in 2 Thessalonians, urges Christians not to mistake
present or recent tribulations for the immediate prelude of. the
Second Coming. The real prelude will be the appearance of AntiChrist, and even after his appearance there will still be an interval.
With Matthew it is otherwise. Urgency is the note all through
his Gospel. But his Apocalyptic is subservient to a moral
purpose. For him " Repent, for the Kingdom of God is at
hand," sums up the teaching of John, of our Lord Himself, and of
the Twelve-it is the essence of the Christian message. " Not
every man that sayeth unto me, Lord, Lord ; but he that doeth
the will " : the Gospel of Matthew is a call for moral reformation
on the basis of the ethic of the Sermon on the Mount, in view of
the immediacy of the Great Assize-between which and the date
of writing perhaps not more than four short years remained.
Indeed, from the occurrence of phrases like " There be some of
those standing here who shall not taste of death . . . " it is
often argued that the Gospel must have been written while some
of the Apostles were still alive. No doubt that was the meaning
given to the words when first written. But once written, as the
whole history of the " interpretation of prophecy " shows, a new
meaning would inevitably be read into them when the old one
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J'.llanifestly would no longer work. And in this case the obvious
re-interpretation would be that the prophecy meant that, not the
Apostles, but some persons of the generation who were actually
alive when Christ spoke would survive till the Parousia. This
would extend the date, if necessary, to the end of the century.
All then that we can say is that Matthew must have been
written during a period of intense Apocalyptic expectation.
This fervour of expectation has, I suggest, a geographical
explanation. Antioch was the eastern gate of the Roman Empire,
and, here more than elsewhere, the popular mind was constantly
perturbed by rumours that Nero, at the head of the Partbian
hosts, was marching against Rome. The belief that Nero had not
really died but was bidden in Partbia awaiting bis revenge, or,
as the myth developed, that he had died but would rise again,
led to the rise of false Neros across the Euphrates. Three of
these pretenders, in 69, in 80, and in 88, are known to history.
The fact of their emergence is strong evidence of the persistence
and widespread character of the belief. Nero was not unpopular
with the multitude in the provinces; but the Christians, and for
good reason, regarded him as the incarnation of the hostility
of Satan to the Church of God. Very soon (p. 520 n.) they combined the popular Nero-redivivus myth with that conception of
the Anti-Christ which they had derived from Jewish Apocalyptic.
This fusion is already effected in the Apocalypse, and it is there
connected with invasions of the Roman Empire from the Euphrates.
Antioch, which was far more Jewish than Asia, and which would
be first to feel the brunt if the Euphrates line was broken, would
certainly be affected by such fears at an earlier date.
DATE OF WRITING

The use of Matthew in the Didache, with the probability that
copies of it had reached Ephesus within the lifetime of John the
Elder, and that it was also known to the author of Revelationwho, according to both Irenaeus and modern critics, wrote
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towards the end of the reign of Domitian, who died A.D. 9h
makes it difficult to assign to the Gospel a date much later thq.
the year 85. But the internal evidence-so far as the Apocalyptic atmosphere is concerned-would be consistent with any
date between that and 75. If we wish a nearer approximation
we must interrogate another aspect of the internal evidence.
I have already argued (p. 502 f.) that the fact that hardly any
narrative bearing the hall-mark of authenticity seems to have
reached Matthew, apart from what he derived from his written
sources, rules out a Palestinian origin for the Gospel. But even
in Antioch one would have supposed that some independent
traditions, obviously genuine, would have been current for a
good many years. The only explanation I can suggest of the
absence of such from Matthew is that the written Gospel, Mark,
had been in use long enough, not only to become the startingpoint of the development of new tradition of a Haggadic origin,
but by its superior value and prestige to dry up the stream of
genuine independent tradition. Twenty years at least seem to
me required for this result to have been reached. Again, twenty
years seemed (p. 515 f.) a fair time to allow for that reconciliation
of parties which the Gospel appears to imply. On the other hand,
if we extend the period beyond this, with every decade Mark's
authority would be growing, and it becomes increasingly more
difficult to explain the liberties which, at times, Matthew takes
with the text. When Matthew wrote, Mark was authoritative, but;
so far from being Scripture, was, as yet, hardly quite a classic.
Now Mark was probably written about 65, and there is no
reason why a copy may not have been sent to Antioch almost
at once by the Church of Rome. The year 85, we have seen, is
the latest date which can, without strain, be reconciled with
the external evidence for the existence of Matthew. It is also
the earliest date with which the internal evidence naturally
accords. Thlli9 we may assign the Gospel to A.D. 85, not as Ii
date mathematically demonstrated, but as one which satisfies
all the evidence and conflicts with none.
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Of the reception of Matthew at Ephesus we have the contemporary evidence of John the Elder. It may have been a
little, but not much later, that the first copy of Matthew reached
Rome ; but it does not follow that it was at once accepted there.
Matthew challenged comparison, not only with the old local
Gospel of Mark, but with Luke, which, as we shall see in the next
chapter, was already established there-the more so because, while
no claim of Apostolic authorship was put forward for Mark and
Luke, such a claim was by this time (as the attitude of the Elder
implies) being made for Matthew. If, therefore, Matthew was
accepted at all, it could only be as an authority superior to Mark
and Luke. But Matthew conflicts with Luke at several points,
most conspicuously in the matter of the Genealogy of our Lord
and-if we are inclined to regard the omission of Lk. i. 34 in b
to be original (cf. p. 267)-in its affirmation of a Virgin Birth.
Unless, then, the new arrival could substantiate its claim to
Apostolic, and therefore to superior, authority, it must have been
regarded as a book inaccurate on important points, and only
the more to be suspected if without warrant it was ascribed to
an Apostle.
There exists in Syriac a treatise, wrongly ascribed to Eusebius,
entitled " As to the Star : Showing how and by what Means the
Magi knew the Star, and that Joseph did not take Mary as his
Wife." 1 This describes a conference at Rome on the subject of
its title, which is elaborately dated by four separate synchronisms
as occurring during the episcopate of Xystus in A.D. 119. The
contents of the document have no claim to be considered
historical, but Harnack and others think it probable that the
date at least is authentic. I hazard the conjecture that it is the
date of a conference at which the Roman Church accepted the
1 First published by W. Wright, Journal of Sacrfld Lit., Oct. 1866.
Harnack
translates and discusses the relevant passage in Date of the Acts and Synoptic8,
E.T. p. 134 (Williams & Norgate, 19ll).
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First Gospel as Apostolic on the testimony of representatives of
the Church of Antioch. The martyrdom of Ignatius, Bishop of
Antioch, in the Coliseum was then an event of recent memory.
His letter to the Roman Church, which became, as Lightfoot
shows, a kind of martyr's handbook, had attracted great attention ; his enthusiastic admiration of the Roman Church, his
emphasis on ecclesiastical discipline, based on obedience to the
Bishop, as a safeguard against heresy, would have specially
commended the Church of Antioch and its traditions to the consideration of the authorities of Rome. Once a favourable hearing
was secured for the tradition of Apostolic authorship, the Gospel
on its merits would seem worthy of an Apostle. At any rate, by
the time of Justin Martyr, the Gospel of Matthew, alongside that
of Mark and Luke, is firmly established as one of the accepted
Gospels of the Roman Church. If such a conference between
Rome and Antioch really did take place, Antioch would take as
well as give, and the claims of Luke could not be overlooked.
Basilides, the great Gnostic, and Cerdo, the master of Marcion,
both came from Antioch; and both seem to have known
and valued Luke. From this Prof. Bacon 1 infers that Luke
was originally an Antiochene work ; it is rather, I would
suggest, evidence that, before their time, c. A.D. 130, Luke
had been accepted as authoritative by Antioch-very possibly
on the guarantee of Rome at the same conference at which
Rome accepted Matthew as Apostolic on the guarantee of
Antioch.
If our conjecture is correct, four stages can be traced in the
evolution of the Gospel Canon at Rome-originally Mark alone ;
by A.D. 90 Mark and Luke; after A.D. 119 the three Synoptics2;
from about A.D. 170 the Four. Curiously enough we can also
trace four stages in the growth of the Roman Corpus Paulinumthe nucleus (Rom., 1 Oor., Eph., perhaps Phil.) known already
Expositor, Oct. 1920, p. 291.
Il, as is possible (cf. p. 349), the Longer Ending of Mark is an attempt
to conflate the Matthaean a.nd Lucan endings, it must date from this period.
1

2
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to Clement, A.D. 96 1 ; the Ten (Marcion's Canon), c. 140 2 ; the
Thirteen (adding I. and II. Tim., Tit.) before A.D. 200 (Muratorian
Canon) ; the Fourteen, including Hebrews, c. A.D. 350. But
Hebrews was in the Alexandrian Corpus Paulinum at least as
early as A.D. 160, for the Alexandrian Clement quotes a "blessed
elder" as discussing (on the assumption, be it noted, that it is
indubitably by Paul) why Paul did not prefix his name. 3 The
hesitations on the ground of its non-Pauline style expressed by
Clem. Alex. and Origen are those of the scholar criticising an old
and accepted tradition. Similarly, as early as Ignatius, Antioch
seems to have accepted the Pastorals.4 Thus, alike in the matter
of Gospels and Epistles, Rome was slower than other Churches
to accept a claim to Apostolic origin, and we have one more
illustration of the importance of studying the history of the.
books of the New Testament in the great Churches separately.

ADDITIONAL NOTE

The Date of 1 O'lement
The Epistle of the Roman Church to the Corinthian, known as
1 Clement, rapidly gained enormous prestige in the East-doubtless
because its emphasis on obedience to ecclesiastical rulers deriving
their powers by succession from the Apostles (xxxvii.-xlii.) seemed to
the Church authorities a thing on which emphasis was much needed.
Most probably it is of this letter of the Roman Church that Ignatius
is thinking in his extravagant praises of that Church, in particular
1 The author of Acts, a Roman document (see p. 531 ff.), can hardly have
read Galatians and 2 Corinthians. For an argument that Clement of Rome
was ignorant of 2 Corinthians cf. J. H. Kennedy, The Second and Third Letters
of St. Paul to the Corinthians, p. 148 ff. (Methuen, 1900.)
s Marcion freely excised passages he disliked, and I cannot believe he would
have rejected the Pastorals altogether, if they had been accepted at Rome,
when a very little "Bowdlerising" would have sufficed. Also at a still later
date Tatian felt he could reject the epistles to Timothy.
3 Eus. H.E. vi. 14.
4 Besides some almost certain verbal echoes, there is the fact that Ignatius
tells the Ephesians (xii. 2) that Paul mentions them "in every letter." As a
matter of fact he mentions them twice in 1 Corinthians, and three times in the
Pastorals ; so, if the Pastorals are ruled out, his statement becomes meaningless.
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when he speaks of the Romans as "the instructors of others" (Rom.
iii. 1) ; to Ignatius exhortation to ecclesiastical discipline was the
supreme need of the time. Polycarp, again, must have known
1 Clement by heart. A large literature grew up round the name of
Clement, who was regarded as the direct disciple of Peter. The early
date of the nucleus of this literature, cm:nbined with the definite
attribution of the letter to Clement by Irenaeus and Dionysius of
Corinth, c. A.D. 170 (Eus. H.E. iv. 23, 9), affords good evidence that
Clement was the writer of the Epistle. Prof. Merrill (op. cit. eh. ix.)
maintains that his episcopate, and indeed his existence, is an inference (made by Hegesippus) from the mention in Hermas of a certain
"secretary Clement." But the Professor accepts the statement of
the Muratorian Canon that Hermas was written by a brother of
Pius during his episcopate ; and Hegesippus came to Rome when
Anicetus, the immediate successor of Pius, was Pope. How then,
when Hermas was known in Rome to be by the late Pope's brother,
could Hegesippus infer that a contemporary of his was third from the
Apostles 1 The "sudden and repeated misfortunes and hindrances"
(Clem. i. 1) which delayed the writing of the letter, taken in
connection with the prayer for the release of Christian prisoners
(lix. 4), is most naturallyreferred to Domitian's persecution A.D. 96
-on which see footnote, p. 474. Eusebius dates the death of
Clement A.D. 100.
Personally, in view of the arguments of Salmon (in Diet. OhriSt.
Biogr.) and Bigg (Origins of Christianity, eh. viii.), I incline to date
Hermas c. 100, and to regard the statement in the Muratorian
Canon (by Hippolytus, cf. Lightfoot, Clement, ii. p. 407 ff.) as a byproduct of anti-Montanist polemic. For the sake of the principle,
"the prophets are complete in number," Hermas must be disparaged; and Hippolytus, as we can see from his biographical
remarks on Pope Callistus, was one who as a controversialist prized
effectiveness above accuracy. Clement would then be contemporary
with Hermas and presiding Elder of the Church. I am attracted by
Merrill's interesting suggestion (op. cit. p. 305) that Hegesippus was
the first to compile a formal list of Roman bishops ; if so, as he
came to Rome before A.D. 166, it is likely that, at least as far back
as Clement, his list is correct.

XVlII
LUKE AND ACTS
SYNOPSIS
THE RoMAN ORIGIN OF AcTS

Acts is not so much a history of the Apostolic Age as of the march
of Christianity from Jerusalem to Rome.
Probably known to Clement of Rome A.D. 96.
Objections to the theory that connects Lucan writings with
Antioch.
If Theophilus was a Roman noble the Gospel may have been
written and addressed to him when Governor of some province.
Possibly, therefore, written in Corinth, the capital of Achaea. In
that case it would be brought to Rome by the author himself.
Christianity and the Imperial House in Rome, A.D. c. 90. Acts
is" the first of the Apologies," i.e. of defences of Christianity addressed
to the educated Roman world.
DATE OF THE GOSPEL

Not later than

A.D.

85, more likely about

A.D.

80.

AUTHORSHIP

This important for the indirect light which it throws on the local
origin of sources of the Gospels. Authorship of Third Gospel bound
up with that of Acts. The Tiibingen view of Acts made untenable
by subsequent research and discussion. The linguistic, archaeological evidence, and that from "undesigned coincidence," cannot
even be summarised here ; but considerations, some of them new,
are offered, bearing upon the larger issues involved in the question
of the Lucan authorship.
I. Twofold error in the Tiibingen view. (a) Their formula,
"thesis, antithesis, and synthesis," involves an a priori dogmatic interpretation of history; but history is an empiric science. (b) The
529
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actual evidence shows that Peter occupied a middle position between
James and Paul-that is, the middle position was the starting-point,
not the result, of the divergence. This shown by a consideration of
the Cornelius incident and the dispute at Antioch.
II. The evidence of the " we sections " must be considered in
connection with (a) the literary methods of the author, (b) the fact
that they break off at Philippi, and recommence at this same city.
III. The antinomian language of Paul was balanced by occasional
acts of an extremely conciliatory character. Paul's relation to the
"Pillar" Apostles and the Apostolic Decree of Acts xv. The Acts
is firstly, "the case for the Christian Church," secondly, an Apologia
pro vita Pauli ; as such it conforms in regard to both emphasis and
omission to the traditions of ancient biography.
IV. Reply to the objection that the author of Acts could not
be Luke because he shows no appreciation of the specifically Pauline
theology. (a) There is no evidence, or even probability, that Luke
was converted by Paul or had much to do with him until his own
religious outlook was fully matured. (b) Only one brought up
a Pharisee could really fathom the inner meaning of Paul's theology,
and Luke was a Gentile.
V. The Roman origin of Acts opens up a new possibility in
regard to the debated question of the relation of Luke and Josephus.
VI. The Preface to the Gospel implies an intention to improve
upon the work of Mark. Since Mark and Luke were read together
at Rome,· the names of both authors must have been used in order
to distinguish the two books. Hence (against H. J. Cadbury) the
name Luke could not have been arrived at as the result of conjecture in the second century as to the authorship of a previously
anonymous work.
VII. It is a principle of historical criticism, in estimating the
value of evidence, to make allowance for any possible bias of the
witness. In the second century the bias was very strongly in the
direction of attributing Apostolic authorship to documents accepted
into the Canon. The burden, then, of proof lies with those who
would assert the traditional authorship of Matthew and John, but
on those who would deny it in the case of Mark and Luke.

CHAPTER XVIII
LUKE AND ACTS
THE ROMAN ORIGIN OF ACTS

EVERYTHING points to Rome as the Church for which the
Acts was written. Considered as a history of the foundation of
Christianity, Acts is entirely out of proportion. Not a word is
said of Alexandria, while Antioch, the first centre of the Gentile
mission and always the capital of Eastern Christianity, drops
out of sight so soon as Paul has begun his great movement of
expansion north and west. But the Acts is not intended to be
a history of the first thirty years of Christianity. It is rather the
story of how that religion travelled from Jerusalem, the capital
of Jewry, to Rome, the capital of the world. Its aim is to trace
the transition of Christianity from a sect of Judaism into a world
religion. The points which the author most emphasises are the
crucial stages in this development. The Gospel is preached first
to a Eunuch, a Jew by blood, but one who might not be a member
of the Jewish congregation; then to the half-Israelitish Samaritans;
then to Cornelius, a Gentile proselyte of the synagogue ; lastly to
the Gentile world at large; and this spiritual expansion, we are
led to feel, has reached its consummation when, with the two
years' preaching of Paul, the Church has been securely, and by
apostolic authority, planted in the capital of the world. Lastly,
the book ends with the announcement that the Jewish world has
finally rejected Christ, with the unuttered implication that the
capital of Christianity has been transferred from Jerusalem to
531
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Rome. In a word, the title of the Acts might well have bee~
" The Road to Rome."
This inference from internal evidence should be taken in
connection with the probability that the Acts was known to
the writer of the letter of the Roman to the Corinthian Church,
c. A.D. 96, ascribed to Clement. His phrase "more glad to give
than to receive" (Clem. ii. 1) seems to allude to the saying of
Christ recorded Acts xx. 35 but not elsewhere. Again, Acts and
Clement agree in conflating 1 Sam. xiii. 14 with Ps. lxxxviii. 21
(Clem. xviii. 1; cf. Acts xiii. 22). Either, then, Clement quotes
Acts or both draw on the same collection of Messianic proof texts. ,
If the latter, it roust have been a collection used in Rome at this
date. More significant is his allusion to Peter and Paul. Of
Paul, Clement (v. 6-7) says, "seven times in bonds, hurried from
place to place, stoned, a preacher in both the East and the
West ... having taught the whole world righteousness and
reached the farthest limits of the West, and having borne testimony before the governors .•. " The concluding words depend
for their rhetorical effect on the implication that the Apostle
thus fulfilled the prophecy of our Lord : " Before governors and
kings shall ye stand for my sake for a testimony unto them"
(Mk. xiii. 9). It adds still more point to the whole passage if
what goes before is regarded as being a similar allusion to the
words, " Ye shall be my witnesses in Jerusalem, and in all J udaea
and Samaria, and unto the uttermost parts of the earth " (Acts
i. 8), which states the "programme" of the Acts. True, only four
imprisonments-at Philippi, Jerusalem, Caesarea and Romeare expressly mentioned in Acts, but the early tradition embodied in the Latin (Marcionite) Prologues added one more in
Ephesus; and there may have been two periods of imprisonment in
Rome. But Clement's arithmetic must not be pressed; "seven" is
a sacred number into conformity with which Jews and Christians
were always trying to squeeze facts. At any rate Clement's description of Paul's labours and sufferings is very much nearer to
the story in Acts than it is to Paul's own summary in 2 Cor. xi. 24 :fi,
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There is another feature about this passage. Clement (v. 3-5)
is quite obviously trying to suggest a parallelism between the
sufferings of " the two good Apostles," Peter and Paul. Peter is
mentioned first; but all Clement has to say about him is that he
"endured not one nor two but many labours, and having thus
borne testimony 1 went to his appointed place of glory." Why
has Clement definite details about Paul's sufferings but only
vague generalities about those of Peter 1 This would be readily
explained if Clement knew Acts-which mentions two imprisonments of Peter, but nothing comparable to the long list of sufferings endured and dangers overcome which it records of Paulbut knew nothing definite about Peter beyond what he found in
Acts, except the bare fact (and possibly the time and place) of
his death.
Eusebius 2 says that Luke was of Antiochene lineage, and the
Monarchian Prologue agrees (Syrus natione). This may be an
inference from the occurrence of a " we section " in the Western
text in Acts xi. 28. But, if so, that only means that the early
evidence for the Western reading is much increased; and as the
reading is very likely correct, the inference may be so too. But
no Church writer and no MS. "subscription" says that Luke wrote
at Antioch; and the fact that the connection of Peter with
Antioch-the proudest boast of that Church-is completely
ignored is fatal to the theory of some modern scholars that the
book was written in and for that Church. 3
But though the Acts is a sequel to the Gospel, it does not
necessarily follow that they were written in the same place, or
1 The ollrw before µ,o.prvp?j6o.s implies that the verb refers to the la.boursnot to martyrdom in the strict sense.
2 TO µ,€v "(fVOS lllv TWV a71"' 'Avnoxelo.s (H.E. iii. 4).
8 A few cursives (incL 124, 346} and some MSS. of the Peshitta state that
Luke wrote in Alexandria. This is perhaps an inference from the statement
in the Apostolic Constitutions that the second bishop of that Church was consecrated by" Luke, who was also an evangelist." But this is a document of
Syrian origin and, as there is no at all early Egyptian tradition that connected
Luke with Alexandria, it merely constitutes negative evidence that Syrian
tradition did wt connect the writing of the Gospel with Antioch.
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that when Luke wrote the Gospel he already anticipated a sequel.
Linguistic considerations, pointed out by Hawkins, 1 and the discrepancy (assuming the B text to be correct) between the Gospel
and Acts in regard to the day of the Ascension, would favour
an interval of time between the two works; and thls may have
corresponded to a change of residence. And there are four
considerations - though none of them is at all conclusive which may be urged in support of the view that the Gospel was
written elsewhere than Rome. (1) The possibility-it is no
more (p. 175 :ff.)-that Luke had only a mutilated copy of Mark.
(2) The later Latin tradition, found in the Monarchian Prologue
and accepted by Jerome (though Jerome assigns Acts to Rome),
places the writing of the Gospel in Achaea. 2 In view of this it is
unsafe to press the language of Irenaeus (cf. p. 488) as evidence for
a Roman tradition, c. 170, that Luke wrote in that city: the Roman
Church has never been in the habit of surrendering claims once
made. (3) There is also, for what it is worth, the tradition connecting Luke with Boeotia (Thebes). The tomb shown there as his
must have existed a sufficient number of years to make its legend
respectable before the removal of his bones to Constantinople
in the year 357. (4) The absence of reminiscences of the Gospel
in 1 Clement would be explained if its adoption at Rome was
comparatively recent, so that its phraseology had not yet had
time to become part of the texture of Clement's mind. The
name Theophilus in the Lucan Prefaces looks like a prudential
pseudonym for some Roman of position - Kpano-Te might
be translated " your Excellence " ; and if Luke had a
special connection with some personage who, after a provincial
Hor. Syn. 2 p. 177 ff.
• This may be merely an inference from the fact that " the brother whose
praise is in the Gospel " (2 Cor. viii 18), often identified with Luke, is mentioned
in an epistle addressed to Corinth and " the saints which are in the whole of
Achaea" (2 Cor. i. 1). Luke's connection with Achaea is assumed in an address
by Gregory Nazianzen, Or. xxxiii. 11, delivered in Constantinople, so that the
belief was current in the East also. Jerome's phrase (Pref. to Commentary on
Matthew) "in the parts of Achaea and Boeotia" is a rather clumsy conflation of
two traditions; actually Boeotia was a part of the Roman province" Achaea."
l
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governorship (perhaps of Achaea, resident at Corinth), subsequently returned to Rome, all the conditions would be satisfied.
But in that case a copy of the Gospel would have been brought
to Rome by Luke himself so soon after it was written that, from
the point of view of the history of its circulation in the Church at
large, it may practically be reckoned as a second Roman Gospel.
The theory that the Lucan writings were primarily written
to present the case for Christianity to certain members of the
Roman aristocracy is borne out by a consideration of the internal
circumstances of the Church in Rome during the latter part of
the first century A.D. Domitian was assassinated in September
A.D. 96. Eight months before he had scandalised Rome by
putting to death T. Flavius Clemens, his own first cousin, the
husband of the only daughter of his only sister. Domitian himself
was childless, but Clemens and his wife had two sons. These, by
the express order of the Emperor, had been named Domitian and
Vespasian respectively, after himself and his father, the founder
of the dynasty; This, of course, constituted a public avowal of
the Emperor's intention that one or other of these boys should
ultimately succeed to the throne. In the year A.D. 95 Domitian
had associated Flavius Clemens with himself as joint Consul; gossip
would make him heir apparent. 1 But secretly Domitilla, the wife
of Flavius Clemens, was, if not actually a baptized member, at any
rate an adherent, of the Church; and Clemens himself would seem
to have been at least an inquirer. The evidence, archaeological
and historical, for this remarkable fact is set out at length by
Lightfoot, 2 and more recent excavations at Rome suggest that at
this particular date members of more than one aristocratic family
were interesting themselves in Christianity. This is not quite
so surprising as may appear. Juvenal complains of the" Orontes
pouring into the Tiber "a; and not infrequently in Roman history
did some oriental religion, in a more or less subterranean way, be1

1
1

That hypothesis would account for Domitian killing him.
Clement, vol. i. p. 29 ff.
"lam pridem Syrus in Tiberim defluxit Orontes " (iii. 62).
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come for a time the vogue in the highest society at Rome.
About this date Christianity for a few short years seems to have
had its turn-perhaps as a result of the general reaction against
the spirit of Nero, and the effort of the Court to promote moral
reformation which characterised the reign of Vespasian.
Curiously enough, however, it never seems to have occurred
to Church historians to ask what is likely to have been the
psychological effect, upon a community situated as was the
Christian Church of Rome in the first century, of such a connexion
with a possible heir to the throne of Caesar-and that at a
moment when the reigning Caesar was, not only master of the
world, but was claiming and receiving the title Dominus Deus.
Had Domitian died a year before he did, it might have been, not
Constantine, but Flavius Clemens, whose name would have gone
down to history as the first Christian Emperor. How different
in that case might have been the fate both of the Empire and the
Church 1 For the Church it was perhaps well that its capture
of the Palace was postponed from the first century to the fourth.
The conversion of Constantine and the state patronage of
Christianity which followed were not an unmixed blessing for a
Church which had grown to maturity ; to the infant Church they
might have been fatal. But even in the time of Constantine
no one foresaw these dangers; while in the first century the
accession of a Christian Emperor would have been regarded by
Christians not a few as almost the equivalent of the inauguration
of the kingdom of God on earth.
A man in the position of Flavius Clemens could only have
been led very gradually, step by step, to contemplate such a
complete abandonment of national traditions and intellectual
and social prejudice as, at that date, would have been involved
in accepting Christianity. It would have been easier in Victorian
England for Albert Edward, Prince of Wales, to become an
avowed disciple of General Booth than for Flavius Clemens
under Domitian to be even a secret sympathiser with the Christian
Church. Domitilla, his wife, was sent into exile after her
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husband's execution, and the Church has always reckoned her as
a " confessor " ; but Clemens himself, though actually put to
death on a religious charge, was not reckoned as a martyr. From
this we may safely infer that the husband, at least, had never
been actually baptized, nor in any way publicly avowed his
adhesion to Christianity. What was noted about him, say
secular historians, was a marked abstention from the public
duties expected of a man in his position. This abstention is
attributed by Suetonius to laziness; more probably it was due
to the fact that public life at Rome necessarily involved participation in pagan sacrifices and amusements like gladiatorial
shows, in which any one who was at all attracted towards
Christianity would have found it more and more difficult conscientiously to take part.
But we are not here concerned with the views or feelings of
Clemens himself. What we have to consider is the probable
e:ffect on Christians at Rome of the fact that the wife of the heir
to the throne was a member of their despised community, and of
the hope that her husband might soon become one. When Paul
wrote to the Corinthians, " not many mighty, not many noble "
were members of their calling ; and the letters which he writes,
though to our taste vigorous and e:ffective in style, would not
altogether pass muster according to the conventional rules of
writing on which at that period so much stress was laid in
educated circles. Still less would the Gospel of Mark-the only
account which the Roman Church possessed of the life of Christthe Greek style of which is, next to Revelation, easily the worst in
the New Testament. Once Christianity began to reach members
of the high aristocracy, there would arise a new and insistent
demand for a Life of Christ which would not only jar less on
the literary taste of educated circles, but would also make it
clearer than does Mark that Christ was, and knew Himself to be,
no mere Jewish Messiah, but a World-saviour, the founder of a
world-religion. The Third Gospel is an attempt, and an extraordinarily successful one, to meet this demand.
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Again, to the Roman nobility the Church would appear to be
a society of peculiarly sordid origin. The Roman despised the
Jew, and he despised everything new-fangled. Christianity had
the reputation of being both Jewish and new-fangled. Worse
than that, Nero had been able to make scapegoats of the Christians
precisely because there existed a popular belief that they were a
society of secret criminals, who, even if not actually responsible
for the burning of Rome, were at anyrate quite capable of desiring
or attempting such an exploit. Lastly, Nero's action had created
a precedent, or at least established a presumption, associating
Christianity and crime; and a Roman noble, let alone one like
Flavius Clemens who was soon to be responsible for the supreme
administration of the Empire and its laws, had a great respect
for law and precedent. The Acts tells the story of the beginnings
of the Church in a way which unobtrusively presents the answer
to these objections. It shows that Christianity, though it no
doubt began in Palestine, is not really a Jewish but a universal
religion; nor can it be derided as" new-fangled." Though in one
sense recent, it is the fulfilment of an ancient purpose of the God
of the whole earth-a purpose adumbrated by an age-long series
of prophecies. Precisely because it is essentially a universal
religion, the Jews-who must know best what their own religion
is-have rejected Christ, have persecuted His Apostles, and have
opposed His religion at every stage. Peter had difficulties with
Jewish Christians; Paul was bitterly persecuted by Jews; simply
because those two Apostles had always by word and deed showed
that they regarded Christianity, not as a Jewish, but as a worldreligion. Thus Christianity is neither Jewish nor new-fangledindeed, seen in its relation to prophecy, it is of immemorial
antiquity. Nor, again, is it anti-Roman or illegal. Christ was
accused before Pilate of "forbidding to give tribute to Caesar
and saying that he is himself a King " (Lk. xxiii. 2). The Roman
Procurator examines the case and three times declares him
guiltless. Again and again Paul, brought before Roman magistrates and accused by the malice of the Jews (Acts xvii. 7)
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of fomenting sedition, has been declared guiltless in Roman
law.
It requires very little historical imagination to see that the
Gospel of Luke and the Acts are precisely the kind of literature
which would be needed by the Church in Rome i£ it was to
make further headway in the circle in which Clemens and
Domitilla were the leading figures. Indeed, it is not impossible
that Theophilus was the secret name by which Flavius Clemens
was known in the Roman Church. Theophilus (=devoted to
God) would be a most appropriately chosen name. It has a
more complimentary sound than OeocrefN<> or " proselyte " ; it
just falls short of definitely asserting quite as much, and at the
same time, being in actual use as a proper name, it had the
advantage of being something of a disguise; and the title "p&mcrre,
"Your Excellence," implies that the person addressed was one
of high position. Whether, however, " Theophilus " was Clemens
himself, or some other member of the high aristocracy, the Acts
is really the first of the Apologies. It is a forerunner of that series
of "Defences of Christianity," addressed to reigning emperors
and members of the Imperial House, which constitutes the larger
part of the surviving Christian literature of the second century.
On this view its ending, which otherwise seems so flat and pointless, is full of meaning. It is in a spirit of justifiable exultancy
that its author leads up to the final words of Paul-which, now
that the heir apparent was an inquirer, would seem prophecy
fulfilled-" Behold, we go to the Gentiles, they will hear." And
the calm confidence of the last two verses reflects the high hopes
of what will happen under a Christian Caesar, as Luke records
how, even under Nero, it had been possible for two years at
Rome to proclaim Christianity µ,erd, 7racr17<; 7rapp17crla<> a1CroXvrro<>,
" with absolute freedom and without restraint." 1 Thus read,
the end of Acts is a real climax.
1 It is not possible to render in English the strong tolling rhythm of the
Greek. A Greek tragedy ends thus with words of " good omen" on a note of
calm.
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DATE OF THE GOSPEL

The date of the Gospel is determined as not being earlier than
A.D. 70 by the alterations which Luke makes in the prophecy of
the Abomination of Desolation. And here it is important to
think clearly. Harnack and others have urged that there is
nothing about the Fall of Jerusalem in Luke xxi. 20 ff. (or in
xix. 41 ff.) which could not have been written before A.D. 70.
Quite true ; but the point to notice is that Luke, who in the
context is closely following Mark, suddenly begins to modify the
language of his source in an unusually drastic way, with the
result that what in Mark xiii. is a prophecy of the appearance
of the Anti-Christ in the Temple becomes, in Luke's version, a
prophecy of the destruction of Jerusalem and of the enslavement
of its population. Now, seeing that in A.D. 70 the appearance
of the Anti-Christ did not take place, but the things which
Luke mentions did, the alteration is most reasonably explained
as due to the author's knowledge of these facts.
On the other hand, the Gospel of Luke was, we have seen
(p. 407 f.), already on the way to becoming a standard work in the
Church of Ephesus when the Fourth Gospel was written. If,
then, John cannot be dated later than A.D. 95, Luke cannot be
much later than A.D. 85. It will appear shortly that a date later
than A.D. 90 is not very likely for Acts ; hence as the Gospel was
written first, we arrive by another route at A.D. 85 as a probable
limit. If, however, the Gospel was written some years before
the Acts, before Luke returned to Rome and as soon as he came
across a copy of Mark, date like A.D. 80 seems more likely.

a

AUTHORSIDP

But in the case of the Third Gospel the questions of the date
and actual place of writing are of less interest than that of
authorship, for two reasons. (1) The author of the Gospel also
wrote the Acts, and in large portions-the so-called " we sections "
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-of that work he writes in the first person, as if to imply that he
was himself present on those occasions. If, then, Luke was the
author of the Acts, he lived in Caesarea for two years during
Paul's imprisonment there; and this-taken in connection with the
nature of the material in question-would make it morally certain
that the source we have called L consists largely of information he
there collected. (2) If Luke came originally from Antioch, the
hypothesis that Q was an Antiochene document is considerably
strengthened. For Luke would naturally begin by combining the
teaching source of his old Church with his Caesarean materialthus forming Proto-Luke ; and he would inevitably regard Mark,
when he came across it later, as a less authoritative source.
And this is precisely what a critical analysie of our Third
Gospel suggests. Thus the question of the authorship of Luke
has in two respects an important bearing on the identification of
the locality of origin of the sources embodied in the Third
Gospel.
The authorship of Acts, however, cannot be discussed without
raising the large issue, whether, and to what extent, inaccuracies
and misconceptions of the historical development of the Apostolic
Age are to be found in that book, and how far the existence of
such is compatible with authorship by a companion of Paul.
Such compatibility was vehemently denied by F. C. Baur, and
his followers of the "Tiibingen School." The first effectively to
expose the brilliant fallacies of Tiibingen was Renan in his book
The Apostles, 1866. Renan the sceptic, educated for the priesthood among the Breton peasants-where miracle is a matter of
everyday expectancy-gifted also with a real feeling for style
and character, had the requisite combination of freedom from
apologetic bias and sympathy with the atmosphere of a believing
age to approach the problem from the purely literary and
historical point of view. But the Tiibingen School were so enmeshed in the Hegelian conception that history moves in accordance with the formula "thesis, antithesis, and synthesis"of which I shall say something shortly-'-that even to the present
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day their disciples have never quite succeeded in approaching the
question in a purely critical and historical spirit. In the meantime, from the standpoint of linguistic analysis and archaeological research, Hawkins, Ramsay, Harnack and others have
been steadily piling up an accumulation of evidence favouring
the Lucan authorship. I should have thought the evidence was
quite conclusive ; it was, therefore, with a good deal of surprise that I read the judgement by the learned editors of The
Beginnings of Christianity (vol. ii. p. 358) that, though ten years
ago they " felt reasonably sure that the Acts was actually written
by Luke, the companion of Paul," they had slowly come round
to the view that only " the ' we sections ' and probably the
. narrative adhering to them" are his work.
The evidence from language, archaeology, " undesigned coincidences," etc., for the Lucan authorship is familiar to students;
but being of a cumulative character it could not possibly be
presented in the space at my disposal. I propose, therefore,
to confine myself to some remarks on certain of the larger issues,
in particular those which, I gather, weigh most with such of the
contributors to the above-mentioned work as reject the Lucan
authorship.
I. The discussion is still haunted by the ghost of F. C.
Baur; it is time this ghost was laid. Near the beginning of the
chapter (vol. ii. p. 299) of The Beginnings of Christianity entitled
" The Case against the Tradition " occurs the following sentence :
The element of greatness in the Tiibingen criticism is to be found
in the unity of the fundamental ideas by which it is dominated.
We have to deal not with a rationalistic criticism of details, but with
a brilliantly chosen point of view from which to examine and interpret the whole of the apostolic and post-apostolic age. In accordance with the Hegelian watchword that all which happens is determined by the sequence, Thesis, antithesis, synthesis, the Tiibingen
School constructed two periods : the first was one of embittered
conflict between Paul and the Judaisers, who were at one with the
original Apostles ; and the second was a period of conciliation,
which gradually made itself effective and marked the transition
from primitive Christianity to Catholicism.
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In the coUl'se of the chapter-which I may, perhaps, be allowed
to characterise as able, fair-minded, and incredibly learnedProfessor Windisch himself refutes one a~er another the actual
conclusions of the Tiibingen School ; the one thing he thinks can
be saved from the wreck is their denial of Lucan authorship.
For myself I have no quarrel either with the date, " the period
of the eighties or nineties of the first centUl'y,'' which he suggests,
or, except in some points of detail, with his general estimate of
its historical value-so far, at least, as the last three-fifths of the
book is concerned. It is the very merits of the Professor's discussion of the subject which impelled me to exclaim, However
did the sentence I have just quoted come to be written by anyone who had seriously reflected on the principles of criticism or
on the natUl'e of historical method 1
History is the endeavoUl' to find out what actually happened,
not to force upon the evidence an a priori point of view-however
"brilliantly chosen." The characteristic singled out by the
Professor as constituting " the element of greatness " in the
Tiibingen criticism is precisely the one which all but deprives it
of any right to be styled historical criticism at all. History
written " in accordance with the Hegelian watchword that all
which happens is determined by the sequence 'thesis, antithesis,
synthesis,' " is not history at all. It is dogma disguised as history;
it is" tendency-writing" of a far more misleading character than
anything produced by the apologetic or theological bias of the
writers whose view of history the critic professes to correct.
One might as well say that " the element of greatness " in the
editor of the books of Kings is " the brilliantly chosen point of .
view " which interprets the whole of the history of Israel in
accordance with the Deuteronomic " watchword " that national
prosperity and adversity are determined solely by obedience to
the Law of the Central Sanctuary.
The Tiibingen criticism was great, not because of, but in
spite of, its " unity of fundamental ideas." It created an epoch
in New Testament study through its appreciation of two points.
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First, the literature of early Christianity must be interpreted in
relation to the practical and apologetic needs of the time;
secondly, there is a development of theology within the New
Testament itself, of which the Fourth Gospel is the crown.
O'wing, however, to the a pri<Yri " unity of conception," which
Professor Windisch styles its greatness, this school completely
misconceived the nature of those practical and apologetic needs;
and it was thus led entirely to misrepresent both the causes and
the course of that very evolution which it had the merit of being
the first to detect.
Karl Marx was a contemporary of F. C. Baur, and he wrote
the economic history of Europe on the basis of this same Hegelian
triad of thesis, antithesis, synthesis. He, too, made an ideal
construction of two periods. The former was a period of embittered conflict between the "thesis" of capitalism and the
" antithesis " of proletarian revolt. The latter was to be the
"synthesis "-a period of universal brotherhood and goodwill,
automatically resultant on the success of the class war. But
recent events have shown that, in real life, things do not work
out quite that way.
In the science of pure logic this business about thesis and
antithesis has some real meaning. As applied to history it is a
pedantic way of describing that tendency to react against the
fashion last in vogue which politicians call " the swing of the
pendulum." But it is worse than pedantic, it is seriously misleading; it ignores the fact that the pendulum only swings
because there is a relatively stable pivot upon which to oscillate.
In all communities where there is vigorous life three parties are
always to be found-the " die-hards," the " moderates," and the
"red revolutionaries." If the society manages to hold together,
it is usually because the majority hold something resembling
the moderate, i.e. the" synthetic," view, and in the long run this
in the main prevails. But I know no case in history where
this has happened~xcept, perhaps, under the strong hand of
an autocratic power-unless the synthetic party, or at least the
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synthetic spirit, has, though dormant for a time, been there from
the beginning. The spirit of conciliation is not a thing that is
born of internecine conflict.
The Epistle to the Galatians shows that at the date when it
was written there was acute division of opinion with regard to
the obligation of the Mosaic Law, especially as it affected the
position of Gentiles in the Church. Paul is the leader of the
progressives, James of the conservatives, while the leader of
the moderates is Peter.
And if the question be asked, which of these is the more
primitive 1 the answer is contained in the simple observation
that Peter was one of those who forsook all to follow Christ ;
while James was one of the brethren who in his lifetime did not
believe in Him, and even went so far on one occasion as to endeavour to arrest Him on hearing that He was of unsound mind.
It would seem, then, that in this case the tendency which Baur
would style " synthesis " was earlier in date than both the
"thesis " (Judaistic Christianity) and the "antithesis" (Paulinism) which, according to the Hegelian programme, it ought to
have succeeded.
But among men of goodwill it is usually the case that the
leaders of any party are far less intolerant than the rank and file
and far more inclined to stretch a point in order to meet their
opponents half-way. It was so in the early Church. James,
Peter, and John--observe the order in which they are mentioned
(Gal. ii. 9)-gave Paul and Barnabas "the right hands of
fellowship," having "perceived the grace that was given" them.
They even went so far as to urge them to collect alms from
Gentiles for the poor Christians of Jerusalem. We may be pretty
sure, then, that those followers of James, who in his name protested against Peter's associating with Gentiles in Antioch, went
to the full limit of their instructions. Again, there is no evidence
that the persons who visited the Galatian and Corinthian Churches
depreciating Paul and denying his Apostleship, did so with the
authorisation of the older Apostles. At Corinth there were
2N
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factions who said " I am of Peter " and " I am of Paul " ; but
Paul himself is emphatic in declining to recognise the difference
as important.
Nothing better illustrates the a priori" dogmatic element," as
opposed to the empirical historic, in the Tiibingen School than their
rejection of the story of the conversion of Cornelius at Caesarea
as legendary, or to be accepted with the utmost hesitation, on
the ground (a) that it attributes to Peter an attitude towards
Gentiles of which at that date only Paul was capable ; (b) that
guidance by a Vision is a sign of legend. So far as visions are concerned, the turning points in the lives of half the saints have been
accompanied by visions regarded by them as expressions of Divine
direction; and in India and Africa to-day the same thing happens.
These things are partly a matter of individual psychology,
partly of race and training ; and it so happens, as I am arguing
elsewhere, 1 that this particular Vision conforms to the laws of
dream psychology in a way which guarantees it as a reasonably
accurate report of an authentic experience.
As regards the major issue, why, we ask, if Peter was incapable of the attitude implied in the story, is he found at Antioch
a few years later 1 Why, until pressure is brought upon him
by the adherents of James, is he content to be eating and drinking
with Gentiles in that city-as though he shared Paul's view of
the relative unimportance of the ceremonial law 1 Peter's visit
to Antioch is not once mentioned in the Acts ; it is attested by
the irrefutable evidence of Galatians. But Antioch is a long
way from Jerusalem, and Peter's behaviour there in regard to
Gentiles is a very big step away from orthodox Jewish legalism.
Geographically Caesarea is the half-way house to Antioch;
psychologically the conversion of Cornelius and the need of
justifying it to the Pharisaic Christians at Jerusalem is the halfway house to Peter's attitude at Antioch. So far, then, from
being historically suspicious, the Cornelius incident is the missing
1 See Appendix, "Dream Psychology and the Mystic Vision," in my book
Reality (Macmillan, 1926).
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link without which the behaviour of Peter, as attested by
Galatians, is psychologically inexplicable.
Under pressure from" certain who came from James," Peter
at Antioch went back on his pro-Gentile liberalism. It was
doubtless represented to him that if he continued thus openly
to break the law he would ruin all possibility of converting" the
circumcision " to Christ. Peter has been much abused for
giving way; but in all probability those who urged this judged
the situation correctly. Peter was really face to face with the
alternative of, either ceasing to eat and drink with Gentiles, or
wrecking that mission to the circumcised which he felt to be his
primary call (Gal. ii. 9). Is he to be blamed because he declined
that risk 1 To Paul, Peter's conduct seemed a disingenuous
abandonment of the principle of the equality of Jew and Gentile
before Christ-a principle which for him was involved in the
religious experience of the sufficiency for salvation of Faith
without the Works of the Law. But Paul's theoretical formulation of the relation between Faith and Works is, as the history
of later theology and exegesis shows, a difficult and a subtle
concept. It is highly improbable that, at any rate in that
abstract form, it had ever entered Peter's head. But to Paul its
courageous assertion seemed vital for the success of the Gentile
mission-and from his point of view he was undoubtedly right.
The fact is that the relations of Jew and Gentile since the persecution of Antiochus Epiphanes and the Maccabean revolt had
brought things to such a pass that to surrender the obligation
of the Law meant the failure of the Jewish mission, while to
retain it was to sacrifice the Gentile. It was one of those tragic
situations that do sometimes occur when the best men for the
best motives feel compelled to differ upon a vital issue.
II. The decisive issue in the determination of the Lucan
authorship is not, primarily, the value to be attached to a
traditional ascription of authorship, however ancient and well
attested. It is, in the first place, the question what is the best
and most natural explanation of the occurrence of the first person
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plural in certain of the later chapters of the Acts. The natural
and obvious explanation is that the author wishes, without unduly
obtruding his own personality, to indicate that he is himself the
authority for that part of the story. In view of the emphasis
which he lays upon eye-witness in the preface to the Gospel, it is
explicable that he should attach importance to it also in the
Acts, when it could be indicated without any clumsy quotation
of authorities.
An alternative explanation of the "we sections" is that the
author is incorporating the diary of an eye-witness written in
the first person, and has forgotten to alter the first person to the
third; or rather, seeing that the" we sectiollii" do not in themselves make a connected and coherent story but are bound
together by those that intervene, it must be supposed that he has
sometimes remembered and sometimes forgotten to make the
necessary alterations. In an ill-educated, clumsy, and careless
compiler, or one, like the editor of the book of Nehemiah, who
pieced together matter from his different sources on a purely
mechanical " scissors and paste " method, this would be conceivable. But the author of the Gospel and Acts, though not,
as has been rashly alleged, "a great historian" in the modem
sense, is a consummate literary artist. 1 One of the sources which
he used for his Gospel was Mark. As this is still preserved, we
are enabled to study his methods of using sources. Nothing
could be further removed from " scissors and paste." The
material derived from Mark is completely re-written in Luke's'
own characteristic style. The way in which, by trifling modifications of his original, he removes either faulty grammar or literary
obscurities or passages which might cause disquiet of an apologetic character, shows an acute sense of the subtlest nuances
of language and style. Accordingly, if in another work by the
1
"A professional writer," "a skilled adapter," are phrases used of him by
Prof. Windisch (op. cit. ii. p. 337 f.). But the Professor cannot have it both
ways-if the author is a skilled workman, then the "we sections" are not due to
a careless oversight, they have a meaning.
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same author we find the first person occurring in a series of
passages where the third might have been expected, we must
conclude that it is not there by accident. It is meant to suggest
a meaning. It occurs in the brief section (Acts xvi. 10-18) including the voyage from Troas to Philippi and what happened
there; then it completely disappears for four chapters, to reappear
again at exactly the same geographical spot when, on his return
journey some years afterwards, Paul again passes through
Philippi (xx. 5). It then continues, except in scenes and on
occasions when Paul might naturally be supposed to have been
unattended, until the end of the book. This cannot be accidental.
It is done with the express purpose of suggesting that the author
was in the company of Paul for the whole of the concluding
period covered by the narrative, but was not in his company on
any previous occasion, except for the brief voyage from Troas
and the visit to Philippi years before. That an actual companion
of Paul should have been with him on these occasions, and on
these only, is in no way improbable. That a person, who wished
to create the impression that he had been a companion of Paul
in order to give weight to his story, should limit his claim to be an
eye-witness in this extraordinary way is quite incredible.
III. Paul was one of those great men who are a source of
anxiety to their friends. His language at times was most " impolitic." Some of the things he said about the Law were enough
to make the hair of a pious Jew positively stand on end. Suppose
a modern preacher were to say something like this : " The Bible
had its function in the Divine economy, but the salvation it
offered was always unreal. The Bible is now obsolete ; there
is no longer such a thing as a revealed moral code ; henceforth
you are free from the bonds of the old religion. Believe, and
do what you will-that is the good news I bring you." Such
a man would be promptly ejected from the ministry. But if
for " Bible" we write "Law," and for "salvation" "justification "-and to a Jew these are the true equivalents-that is
exactly what Paul did say. And to the average Jew the fact
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that Paul tempered these statements with qualificatory remarks,
as that "the Law is just and holy and good," or that he insistently exhorted men to a life of righteousness, did not much
afiect the issue. If the Law is abrogated, it is abrogated, it
matters little how politely it is bowed out ; and if in the last
resort every man is free to do what is right in his own eyes,
it is a small thing that Paul's personal standard happens to
be high.
The wonder is, not that the afiair caused trouble in the early
Church, but that James, Peter, and John, after hearing him
explain his position, still felt able to give Paul " the right hands
of fellowship " (Gal. ii. 9). Paul must have been exceptionally
conciliatory on that occasion. He was conciliatory at times.
He was a man of passionate outbursts ; and when conciliation
was his mood, he would go to lengths-the circumcising of
Timothy is an example-which principle could hardly justify.
"To the Jews I became as a Jew, to those that are under the
Law as under the Law, if so by any means I might save some."
Some pretty big concessions must have been in his mind when
he wrote this-perhaps some that he regretted. I do not think
Paul ever set his hand to the food-law compromise of the Apostolic
Decree (Acts xv. 29), written out in black and white. But it
is quite likely that it does represent the agreement reached
between him and the Three at Jerusalem, as interpreted and afterwards put in writing and circulated by them. We all know what
sometimes happens when " complete agreement " is reached at
an "informal conversation," and each party afterwards writes
down his own interpretation. That seems to me the point of
James's reference to the Decree (Acts xxi. 20-25); he delicately
insinuates that Paul is reputed to be not quite loyal to the agreement, and exhorts him to do some act which will make it clear to
all men that he did not wish to repudiate observance of the Law
so far as Jews are concerned. Luke, we note, was present at
this interview (Acts xxi. 17 fI. ), and it is a natural inference that
he derived his conception of events (including the Council of Acts
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xv.) from what James then said-re-writing the scene in the
form of a debate, after the manner of ancient historians. Luke
no doubt is in error; Paul had not set his seal to any compact-the Decree had been sent out later-but he had, perhaps, in his
private conversations left the Three with the impression that he
had assented to its substance. And if Luke gathered this from
James's speech, and Paul did not at the time vehemently repudiate
it, his error is a pardonable one.
Luke is also accused of misrepresenting Peter. But does he 1
In the Quo vadis legend is crystallised the popular impression of
Peter-a wobbler, but on the right side in the end. Peter, with
hesitation it is true, baptizes the Gentile Cornelius. A little
later he is found at Antioch eating and drinking with Gentile
Christians-and thereby, of course, himself transgressing the Law
of Moses. This is too much for James. If Peter is going to
give up keeping the Law, the mission to the Circumcisionalready jeopardised by the antinomianism of Paul-will be
totally wrecked. He sends a deputation to remonstrate. Peter
-realising no doubt that what they say is true, and that
if he persists he will wreck the Jewish Mission-withdraws,
to the intense indignation of Paul. About the same time a
mission goes round the Pauline Churches-with the cognisance,
we must suppose, if not at the prompting, of James-to try
and bring them round to a sounder view of the Law; and
the emissaries roundly deny the claim of Paul to the name of
Apostle at all.
But there is nothing at all about this. in Acts I Why 1
Obviously, replies one school of critics, because its author belonged to a later age when these things were forgotten.· That
answer is possible ; but it strikes me as a little naive. The
silence of Luke is susceptible of another interpretation. In real
life there are things one does not mention because they are
too well known-things of which the proverb holds good, "The
least said, the soonest mended." The most interesting incidents
in the career of a public character are often those which his
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biographer is too discreet to print. And if that is so in our own
age-with its tradition of realism in literature, and its conception
of history as a branch of science-how much more so in an age
in which the idealist tradition in art and letters reigned supreme,
and in which the main purpose of history was supposed to be
moral instruction. 1 The Acts was not written to record the
things which would interest a modern critic, but, in the first place,
to provide a Roman noble with the case for the Christian Church;
and threatened institutions cannot afford to advertise internal
"scandals." Moreover, it looks as if the author had also to
consider the feelings of some difficult brethren inside the Church.
A secondary purpose of the book is quite evidently to be an
Apologia pro vita Pauli.
The hostility of the Judaistic party had pursued Paul to Rome.
They were active during his imprisonment (Phil. i. 15 ff., iii. 2).
If he calls them " dogs "-not a term of endearment in the East
-we may be sure he was driven to it by sore provocation. We
can only guess at some of the things they had said of him-the
least would have been to accuse one who maintained that the
Law was abolished of wishing to abolish morality itself. And
judging by the standard of veracity in what Greek and Latin
orators say of one another, we may be pretty certain that they
accused him of abolishing morality in practice as well as theory.
If the Acts was written when this opposition had not quite
died out, and when the reconciliation of the reconcilable was so
recent that the situation was still delicate, a motive becomes
apparent for the "dragging in" of certain trifling incidents quite
irrelevant to the main course of the story. Why are we told
so carefully that Paul circumcised Timothy, shaved his head
in Cenchreae, was so anxious to attend the Passover, defrayed
the expenses of a ceremonial purification 1 Because at the
1 Livy, Praef. 7, "hoe illud est praecipue in cognitione rerum salubre ac
frugiferum, omnis te exempli documenta in illustri posita monumento intueri:
inde tibi tuaeque reipublicae quod imitere capias, inde ..• quod vites."
Tacitus, Ann. iii. 65, " quod praecipuum munus annalium reor, ne virtutes
sileantur, utque pravis dictis factisque ex posteritate et infamia metus sit.'
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time when Acts was written it was necessary to prove to many
excellent folk that Paul was not anything like so black as he
was painted ; he was not the antinomian his enemies made
out. Not only did he keep the moral law, at times he went out
of his way to keep the ceremonial as well.
Peter's position also required explanation. He had committed himself to the Gentile mission ; but later on he had
rather gone back on this-and no doubt the Judaisers exaggerated the extent of his withdrawal. Precisely because his
later attitude was a shade ambiguous, it was necessary to
emphasise the Cornelius incident for all that it was worth in
order to show that after all it was Peter who, led by a Divine
vision, himself in a sense initiated the Gentile mission.
The Acts reads like a vindication both of Peter and of Paul
by one who realises that, up to a point, they had laid themselves
open to criticism, but who nevertheless has for them that almost
religious veneration which the East still has towards the teacher
and the prophet. 1 By the time that I Clement was written Peter
and Paul are "the good Apostles," almost ranking with the
heroes of the Old Testament. We infer that the period when
Peter and Paul required defending at Rome was well over by
A.D. 96. Acts-known, I suggest, to Clement-had done its
work. This would favour a date earlier, rather than later, than
A.D. 90.
IV. The Acts shows very little trace, the Third Gospel none at
2
all, of anything that we can call specifically Pauline Christianity.
The question, then, arises, can Acts have been written by a
pupil of Paul 1 But, I submit, to ask the question in this form
involves a fallacy ; for there is not the slightest hint in the Acts
that the author of the "we sections" was in any sense a " pupil "
1 It has been argued that the veneration with which the Apostles are
regarded implies a late date for Acts. But Gandhi in his lifetime is a
Mahatlll.llr-i.e. all but an incarnation-and Rabindranath Tagore is saluted
by his admirers as guru deva, literally " teacher god."
2 If, that is, with Hort we reject xxii. 19b, 20 as an assimilation from 1 Cor.
xi. 24 f. ; om. D Old Lat. and (partly) Old Syr.
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of the Apostle. The way in which the " we " suddenly appears
would be far more natural if he was already a Christian when he
first met Paul. If the Western text of Acts xi. 28 is originaland it is more easy to explain the excision in B ~ Byz. than the
addition in D Lat. of " there was great rejoicing ; and when we
were gathered together "-he was a member of the congregation
at Antioch to which Agabus prophesied the famine of A.D. 46.
Five or six years later he "happens "-I use the word advisedly
-to meet Paul at Troas and (Acts xvi. 10 :ff.) travels in the same
boat as the Apostle to Philippi, where apparently he at that time
resided. Of course he would become a member of the Church
founded there by the Apostle in his very brief visit. Five or
six years later still (Acts xx. 6) he joins Paul on his way through
Philippi to Jerusalem, most probably being chosen by that
Church to accompany Paul and the delegates from other Churches
to Jerusalem, in order to present their contribution toward that
collection from the Gentile Churches which Paul had for some
time past been organising.
So far there is nothing to suggest any specially close personal
connection with the Apostle. But at Jerusalem Paul is arrested
-and Paul is the greatest champion of Gentile liberty and the
most successful leader in the Gentile mission. Calamity elicits
new loyalties. Luke henceforth devotes himself to the service
of the Apostle, and is constant to the end-" only Luke is with
me " (2 Tim. iv. 11).
But it does not for a moment follow that he accepted Paul's
characteristic theology. If Luke had been converted to Christianity fifteen years or so before the time when he became really
intimate with Paul, we should not expect him in any fundamental
way to change his own religious outlook. There is a further
consideration : Luke first met Paul shortly before he wrote
1 Thessalonians, and he was in his company years later when
he wrote the Epistles of the Captivity. ·Now if we only possessed
the letters written by Paul at the time Luke knew him best we
should never have heard of "justification by faith" and the
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whole cycle of conceptions linked up with that phrase. Hence,
if Paul's letters reflect at all adequately the oral teaching he was
giving at the time he wrote them, it would not have been surprising if Luke had said nothing at all about the above-mentioned
doctrine. But, as a matter of fact, in the first speech he assigns
to Paul, in the synagogue at the lesser Antioch-which, of
course, he means to be understood as giving, not the speech
actually delivered there, but the line of argument Paul employed
when addressing a Jewish audience-he makes this doctrine the
climax to which the whole speech leads up. But he does not
attempt to elaborate it, for two obvious reasons. (a) If Acts was
written at Rome, it was written for a Church where the Epistle
to the Romans was already a classic. The mention of "justification by faith " was equivalent to saying " as expounded in
Romans." As Luke was compressing thirty years of Church
history into a document which occupies that number of pages in
a Greek Testament, he had better use for his scanty space than
to attempt a " potted version " of the argument of an Epistle
with which his audience were already perfectly familiar. (b)
It is hig~y improbable that Luke had any clear appreciation of
the real significance of this aspect of Paul's thought-at any
rate it is a commonplace of theologians that no other church
writer had it before Augustine, and he only in part. This aspect
of Paulinism is, of its very nature, a reaction against a religion of
Law centring round a sacrificial system related to a deeply
ethical sense of guilt. Mediaeval Latin Catholicism was another
such religion, and, therefore, Luther understood this side of
Paul ; but no Greek ever did, or ever could-so why should
Luke~ What Luke and the Gentile Church of his time deduced
from Romans was the conclusion that the Mosaic Law was
abrogated by Christ ; but the more heartily people welcome a
conclusion, the less need they often feel for really comprehending the argument by which it is reached.
A critical historian should, unless the contrary be proved,
assume that the speeches in Acts are " Thucydidean," and are
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to be understood in the same way as the speeches in any contemporary historian-that is to say, though they are written
"in character," their real purpose is to afford the historian an
opportunity for inculcating ideas which he himself wishes to
express. Theologians have often called attention to the primitive Christology of the speeches attributed to Peter-but doctrinally there is no essential difference between them and those
attributed to Paul. How could there be 1 No one in those
days had any notion of an " evolution of theology " ; to Luke,
as to all his contemporaries, that which was true was Apostolic
and, therefore, also primitive. The theology underlying the
speeches of Acts-and, of course, for this purpose the speeches
attributed to Peter must be supplemented bythatascribed to Paul
on the Areopagus-should be read as a presentation of Luke's
own theology. That is precisely their value to the historian.
To the Fathers Luke is the echo of Paul, to the Tiibingen School
he stands for post-apostolic Christianity; but those early
speeches in Acts are too primitive for that-they represent the
average Gentile Christianity of Antioch.
What Acts really represents-modified a little by later experience and touched only here and there with a phrase caught up
from Paul-is pre-Pauline Gentile Christianity. But given the lifehistory of its author which a natural reading of Acts suggests
-that is what we should expect of the Syrian physician Luke. 1
V. If the Lucan writings were first circulated in Rome it
1 Since the War we have all become so much accustomed to glaring discrepancies between the accounts of the same event by persons presum,ably
truthful and undoubtedly well-informed, that the sting has been drawn from
the pet arguments of the older critics that the existence of discrepancies between
Acts and the Epistles proves that Luke could not have been in personal contact
with Paul. There is only one such that need concern us-the visits of Paul
to Jerusalem and the Apostolic Decree of Acts xv. I mention this because I
can neither follow Harnack in accepting the Western text of the Decree (by
which it ceases to be a compromise relating to unclean meats), nor would I
commit myself unreservedly to the theory of Ramsay-further developed by
Emmet-that the visit mentioned in Galatians ii. is the famine visit in Acts.
Luke appears to think Paul had assented to the food.Jaw compromise. I have
already suggested how we can explain this mistake. There remains, however,
the minor discrepancy in the number of visits to Jerusalem. Of this the
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becomes unnecessary to decide the vexed question whether or
not Luke had read Josephus. The question arises from the fact
that Luke's statements violently conflict with those of Josephus
in regard to the dates of Lysanias (Lk. iii. 1-2) and Theudas
(Acts v. 34: :ff.). It has been maintained by distinguished scholars
that Luke's statements can be accounted for on the theory that
they are the result of a hasty perusal, and a consequently imperfect recollection and misunderstanding, of Josephus. Personally I am quite unconvinced that there is dependence of any kind.
Schmiedel, whose statement of the case for dependence is the
most elaborate in English,1 finds it necessary to suppose that
Luke was using, not Josephus directly, but some notes that he
had made after reading him. But if a gross mistake is to be
attributed to imperfect notes, it would surely be more natural to
suggest that the notes in question were taken down hurriedly
at some lecture, rather than in the course of a perusal of a book,
especially as it was not so possible with ancient methods of
writing as with modem print to make mistakes through running
one's eye rapidly over the page.
Now there is not the slightest improbability in the supposition
that Luke had heard Josephus lecture in Rome. Josephus was
granted by Vespasian rooms in the Imperial Palace, and remained
in favour with subsequent emperors. Luke also, I have suggested, had a connection with the Flavian house. The writings
of Josephus were addressed to the Roman world at large, and it
would appear that after A.D. 70 he for the most part lived and
wrote in Rome. In that case, unless his practice was quite
different from that of contemporary writers, it would have been
a matter of course for him to recite large portions of his works
to public audiences before they were published in written form.
simplest solution has always seemed to me to be that propounded by Renan.
The delegates who brought the famine contribution from Antioch (Acts xi. 30)
were Barnabas and another; Luke erroneously imagined that other to be
Barnabas's (future) colleague Paul. On Luke's representation of the phenomenon
of "speaking with tongues" at Pentecost of. p. 220 above
1 Encycl. Bib., arts. " Lysanias " and " Theudas."
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Pliny and Juvenal constantly refer to this custom-the latter to
expatiate on the boredom it induced. Plutarch tells us that
while in Rome, at about this date, he was so busy lecturing, and
doing minor political business, that he never had time to master
the Latin language-an observation which incidentally reveals
the extent to which Greek was a second language 0£ the educated
native Roman as well as 0£ the immense city population 0£ foreign
origin. The Antiquities 0£ Josephus was published c. A.D. 93.
It is a long work and would have taken many years to compose
-probably most 0£ the interval since the publication 0£ his
earlier work, The Jewish War, between 75 and 79. Josephus was
extremely conceited, not at all the man to lose any opportunity
for publicity, and he would do much to be in the literary and
social fashion. Moreover, his writings were largely intended for
propaganda purposes; he wished to do his best to reinstate the
credit 0£ the Jewish people. He would certainly have recited
parts 0£ the Antiquities at intervals during the ten years before
its publication. Fashionable Rome felt bound in etiquette to
attend the recitations 0£ its noble friends ; but a parvenu like
Josephus would have been only too glad to fill up the back seats
with unimportant people like Luke.
VI. Inadequate attention has been given to the bearing of the
Preface 0£ the Gospel on the question 0£ authorship. The other
Gospels are anonymous ; Luke is not. True, his name is not
mentioned in the Preface, but that applies to other Roman writers
-Livy and Tacitus, for example. The author's name in such
cases would be indicated on a title attached to the roll. Luke's
Preface would have no point at all i£ the original readers did
not know the author's name. In effect, it is the author's apology
for venturing to produce a Gospel at all. It implies that the
Church for which he wrote already possessed a work of the kind,
but that he claimed to be in a position to improve upon it. But
unless his name was well known-One might almost say unless
he was known to have had some connection with Apostlesthis claim would not have been admitted. Moreover1 knowing

CH.XVIII

LUKE AND ACTS

559

the use he made of Mark, we cannot doubt that in his reference to
previous writers, though Q and other such collections may have
been also in his mind, it is of Mark that he is mainly thinking.
With the materials at his disposal he might well consider that he
could improve upon a Gospel which had no account of the
Infancy and the Resurrection Appearances, and very little discourse; but to say this bluntly would have been tactless, for Mark
was the Gospel on which many of his readers had been " brought
up." By the vague and general "Forasmuch as many have
taken in hand . . . "no one's feelings could be hurt.
Luke, unlike Matthew, left a considerable portion of Mark
unincorporated ; hence-at any rate at Rome-the new Gospel
did not supersede the older and shorter work. The Roman
Church was conservative ; besides, its claim to possess the most
reliable Apostolic tradition was strengthened by having two
Gospels, one by a disciple of Peter and the other by a follower of
Paul. But the concurrent use in the same Church of two versions
of the story of the Life of Christ demanded a change in current
nomenclature. We are so used to the idea of there being four
Gospels, known always by their authors' names, that we are apt
to forget the earlier period when no Church had more than one
Gospel, and when this was commonly spoken of, not by its
author's name, but simply as "the Gospel." 1 But the moment
two such works began to be current side by side in the same
Church it became necessary to distinguish the Gospel " according
to Mark " from that " according to Luke." Indeed, it is
probably to the fortunate circumstance that Mark and Luke
were so early in circulation side by side that we owe the
preservation of the names of the real authors of these works.
The fact that two books on the same subject cannot be in
circulation together without each bearing some name to mark
1 This state of things survived till the fifth century or later among the
Aramaic-speaking Christians of Palestine. Burkitt shows from a Rabbinic story of
R. Eliezer that the sacred book of these Minim was called eiiangelion (Christian
Beginnings, p. 74 f. (London Univ., 1924)). This proves, not only dependence
on a Greek Gospel, but the use of "Gospel" as a title of a book before A.D_ 100.
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their difference disposes of the suggestion of Mr. H. J. Cadbury 1
that the attribution of the third Gospel to Luke may be merely
an inference from the " we sections " of Acts. He suggests that
some acute critic of the second century, searching for the author
of an anonymous document presumed to be by a companion of
Paul, proceeded by rejecting the names of any whose presence
would not fit the notices in Epistles and Acts combined, and
thus, by a process of elimination, arrived at the name "Luke."
Such a theory overlooks the fact already noted that the Preface
of Luke's Gospel would be meaningless unless its author's name
was known to the original readers; while if these were members
of a Church which already possessed a Gospel, the necessity of
distinguishing the two would from the very first have prevented
the names of either being forgotten. The point, therefore, to
which Mr. Cadbury calls attention really cuts the other way
-for it would be very remarkable that the name which
tradition ascribes to the Gospel should happen to be that of the
only one of Paul's companions who (taking the "we sections "
at their face value) could have written the Acts, unless it were
the name of the actual author.
VII. But it is not only on the merits of the argument that I
personally accept the Lucan authorship of the Gospel and Acts.
Even if the arguments were exactly balanced, the principles of
historical criticism, as I conceive them, would suffice to incline
the scale in that direction. The first duty of the critical historian
is to ask, in regard to every statement made in his authorities,
is there any possible bias for which allowance should be made 1
In the present case we have not far to seek. Wherever the earlier
tradition was vague or doubtful, a Catholic writer of the time of
Irenaeus would be tempted to favour that form of it which gave
the maximum of Apostolic authority to those Four Gospels
which were regarded as the pillars of the Church. Now two of
these are assigned to Apostles; two are not. This distinction
is, for the critic, of the first importance. The tradition which
1

Cf. Foakes·Jackson and Lake, Beginnings of Christianity, vol. ii. p. 261.
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assigns two of them to Apostles is one whose credentials will need
most careful cross-examination; and, if there be found any
features in the Gospels themselves which make it hard to believe
they were the work of Apostles, the tradition will require a proportionately greater amount of evidence to justify its acceptance.
On the other hand, the ascription of the other two Gospels to
persons who were not Apostles appeals at once to the critic as
being almost certainly authentic, just because it runs counter to
the natural bias of the age.
From the point of view both of sentiment and controversial
advantage, it would have been extremely convenient to assign
the Gospel of Mark to Peter and that of Luke to Paul ; and later
writers do their best to effect this. Paul's phrase" according to
my Gospel" (Rom. ii. 16) is interpreted as a direct allusion to
the Gospel of Luke, which is thus assumed to have been written
under his supervision. Again, the Gospel of Mark was written,
according to Irenaeus (185) after the demise of Peter, according
to Clement (200) during Peter's lifetime, but without his approbation, according to Eusebius (324) with his authentication, according to Jerome (397) at his dictation. 1 Indeed it would seem as if
an attempt was made in some circles at a very early date to make
1 Cf. Iren. I. i. 1 (Gk. in Eus. H.E. v. 8); Clem. ap. Eus. H.E. vi. 14;
Peter neither forbade nor commended; Eus. H.E. ii. 15 (<f>acrl), Peter approves
for reading in Church; Jerome, Ad Hedibiam, xi., "Marcum, cujus evangelium,
Petro narrante, et illo scribente compositum est." But Jerome knew better,
for De vir. illustr. viii. he says the same as Eus. H.E. ii. 15.
I take this opportunity of suggesting an explanation of the curious " tradi·
tion" mentioned by Clement of Alexandria (ap. Eus. H.E. vi. 14) that" the
Gospels containing genealogies were written first:' Thie, I think, is not a
traditio!l of fact but a traditional explanation of the lack of an account of the
Infancy, Resurrection appearances, etc., in Mark, on the hypothesis that, when
Mark wrote, the Roman Church already possessed an account of these things
in Luke. Matthew, it was inferred from Papias, was originally in Hebrew, and
the Greek translation would not yet have reached Rome when Mark wrote.
The Gospel of Mark could conceivably be regarded as a supplement to Luke,
for it contains much that is not in Luke; it could not be intended as a supplement to Matthew plua Luke. The idea that Luke wrote before Mark would
naturally be suggested by the common Western order of the Gospels-Matthew,
John, Luke, Mark-(Clement has a Western text), or by the order of Tertullian
(Contra Marcionem, iv. 2), a contemporary ·of Clement~ohn, Matthew, Luke,
Mark.
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the Apostle directly responsible for the Gospel ; for Justin Martyr
(155) quotes a statement that occurs in Mark as from the
"Memoirs of Peter." lrenaeus had read Justin; and he must in
any case have known that some people spoke of the second Gospel
as Peter's. If, then, he does not accept it as Peter's work, we can
only conclude that the tradition assigning the second and third
Gospels to Mark and Luke was so definite, so widespread, and, by the
time of lrenaeus, already so ancient, that it could not be displaced.
The attribution of one of the four canonical Gospels to Luke
is even more remarkable. Mark at least was known to have
lived in Jerusalem; he may have witnessed some of the events
he describes, and he had some special connection with Peter,
the leader of the Twelve. Luke was not only not himself a
witness, he was a follower of an Apostle who was not himself a
witness, and he was only that during the last years of that
Apostle's life. With a very little "doctoring" of the textmerely changing " we " to " they " in a few passages-the
Acts could have been made to read as the Commentarii of
Paul, writing of himself, like Caesar or Xenophon, in the third
person. The Gospel then could have been assigned to Paul
himself. But this was not done.
A critic, then, who knows his business-that is, who recognises that his function is analogous to that of the judge (Kpir~~)
and not of the counsel, whether for the defence or the prosecutionbefore giving a verdict in favour of a tradition which ascribes a
Gospel to an Apostle, will require an attestation stronger than a
classical scholar would think necessary for a work attributed to
Xenophon or Plato. On the other hand, only if overwhelming
evidence is forthcoming that the internal characteristics of Mark
and Luke cannot be reconciled with their traditional authorship
will he decide that the tradition is open to serious question.
We thus arrive at the quite simple conclusion : the burden
of proof is on those who would assert the traditional authorship
of Matthew and John and on those who would deny it in the case
of Mark and Luke.
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APPENDIX I
THE ORIGIN OF VARIOUS READINGS
IT is often forgotten that the ancients did not wear spectacles,
and that, therefore, the profession of scribe must have been
proportionately more trying to the eyes. Now one of the
commonest defects of eyesight is "astigmatism," as a result of
which lines drawn in one direction appear much fainter than
lines drawn in another, This, obviously, would tend to make it
easy to confuse one letter with another ; but a confusion easy
to one scribe would not affect another. Again, any weakening
of the power of concentration renders it easy to make an error of
position-and so to pass from a word in one line to a similar word
in a line below. Omissions of lines from this cause are technically
described as due to "homoioteleuton "-literally "like end,"
though as a matter of fact omission from this cause quite as often
takes place in the middle of a line as when the identical letters
stand at the end of a line. Evidence of this can be found in
ancient MSS. It may not be irrelevant to remark that in a typewritten copy of one chapter of this book I found no less than three
cases of omission, two of one and one of two lines, occurring from
the eye of the typist passing about two-thirds from the beginning
of a line to similar words in a lower line. Besides this, we must
remember that between reading the exemplar and writing there
is always a short interval during which the invincible tendency
of the human mind to modify anything it apprehends has time
to operate, especially if the attention of the scribe wanders or
if he has not had special training. At the present day the
565
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difference between the standard of accuracy of one copyist and
another, especially in the matter of omitting or misreading
individual words, varies immensely. But absolute accuracy is
an ideal never attained over a long piece of writing.
It will be worth while to consider briefly how mistakes, other
than intentional additions or corrections, most naturally occur.
(1) Variations in the relative order of the words in a sentence
in different MSS. are very common. Alterations of order would
originate in this way: a scribe accidentally omits a word; if
he notices it before he has finished writing the next word, he
puts it in himself, sometimes as a marginal or overline correction;
but sometimes, in order to avoid an unsightly mess, at the next
place in the sentence where it makes sense. This latter alternative was specially attractive to a Greek scribe, since in that
language, much more easily than in English, the order of the
words in a sentence can be rearranged without materially
altering the meaning. !£ the original scribe does not notice an
omission, a corrector puts it in the margin. In that case the
next copyist may easily insert it in the text in the 'Wl'ong place
-this is one of the commonest mistakes in MSS.
(2) Marginal notes, sometimes consisting of various readings
derived from another MS., often led to corruption, through
something being copied into the text by a scribe who supposed
what he saw in the margin to be words accidentally omitted.
(3) Another frequent phenomenon is the substitution of
synonyms. We can see at least four ways in which this might
arise. (a) The attention of the scribe may wander in the.
interval between reading and writing and he may reproduce
the sense rather than the actual words of his model. (b) He
may omit a word, or at some subsequent time a drop of water
or a flaw in the papyrus may cause it to be obliterated. The
next copyist will have to make a guess at the missing word.
For example, in Mt. xxvii. 4 the sense requires a word meaning
"innocent" to follow aXµa ; suppose the original text had 0£1€awv,
the reading of L, but that in some early copy the word was
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omitted; the owner makes a guess at the" missing word," and
aB<fov, the reading of B ~ etc., is the result. 1 (c) Occasionally
we come across cases where it looks as if a literary word has
been deliberately substituted for a slang one in order to improve the style.
(4) In the Gospels, the commonest of all corruptions is the
result of "assimilation." This occurs when a word or phrase
in the original text has been replaced by one which occurs in
the parallel passage in another Gospel.
(5) Many variations consist in the substitution of a participle
for 1Cat with a finite verb, or the use of different prepositions, conjunctions, or particles. These may be due to any of the abovementioned causes-wandering attention between the moment
of reading and writing, omission and subsequent correction, influence of the recollection of parallels in another Gospel, or the
attempt, unconscious or deliberate, to improve grammar or style.
In the earliest period of all-so the phenomena of the
Western text especially suggest-scribes seem occasionally to
have attempted quasi-editorial improvements similar to, but
much slighter than, those which Matthew and Luke make in
reproducing Mark.
In order to illustrate the exact nature of the problem we
have to deal with, I set out and discuss briefly the readings of
the leading MSS. in three passages in Luke. 2
Lk. viii. 9, "what this parable might be 1 "
B 579.
~w 33100.
1 &c.

LS.
AD 0 'I'".

r.
R.

The seven readings quoted above present an unusually compli~ B L versu.9 d'Yc:t11"?)Tos D Byz.
I have selected these from an immense list drawn up for another purpose
by H. C. Hoskier, Codex B and it& Allies, Quaritch, 1914.

1 A similar instance is Lk. ix. 35 iKXi'/wyµlvos
2
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cated instance of diversity in order; they also illustrate two other
points. (a) Remembering that all the older MSS. were written
in eapitals, with no division between the words and without accents
or breathings, we see that difference between the first two of
the list depends on the letter H ( =77) being written once
or twice before 7rapafJo°'JI.~. If N is right, the error of B is
that technically known as "haplography" (i.e. writing only
once what should be repeated twice); if B is right, N is guilty
of" dittography" or mistaken repetition. (b) The reading of R
is particularly instructive. The probable explanation is that
Tl~ avT7J et77 r, had formed a complete line in an ancestor which
had accidentally been omitted in the exemplar copied by R.
(MSS. exist with eleven letters to the line). Something had to
be \fone to make grammar and sense of the nominative 7rapafJo°'JI.~
left without a construction. The scribe makes the obvious
guess 7rept Tf]~ 7rapafJo°'Jl.fi~. Note that the differences between
the first six variants cannot possibly be reproduced in English.
Lk. xi. 10, " It is (or " shall be") opened."
B D.
N c L.
avoixO~u£rni A E eto.
avolyE7·ai
avoiyr]<T£Tai

dvrix8~u£Tai

w.

The first three variants illustrate the tendency towards
grammatical improvement ; the fourth is probably due to
defective eyesight of the scribe of this MS. or its ancestor, or
P,ossibly, if the scribe wrote from dictation, to an error of hearing.
Lk. ix. 10.
B L 33 etc.

'll"OAiv KaA.ovp.evr1v BriOuaiM
KWp.riv A.qop.evriv Bri0uai"8&
KWf1-7JV KaA.ovp.f.vriv Bri8uai"8&v • Els TO'll"ov Ep7Jp.ov
TO'll"OV KaA.o{;p.Evov B'l8uai"8&
T01rOV EP7Jf1-0V
ep')p.ov TO'll"OV 7rOA£ws KaA.ovp.f.vris B'l8uaioav
TO'll"ov 'll"OAEWS KaA.ovp.f.vris BriOo-aiM
TO'll"ov Ep')p.ov 7r0A£WS KaAovp.f.vris Bri8uai"8&v

'¥.
N 69, 157 Syr. C.
A 13, 346.
1 &c. 700.
W and Byzantine.

The whole clause Ka1 7rapa..\af3~v • • . Bri8uai"oa

om. 579.

D.

e.
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This is an exceptionally complicated, and also an exceptionally
instructive, set of variants ; since, in spite of the bewildering
diversity of attestation, we can by the application of sound
principles of criticism ascertain with practical certainty what
Luke originally wrote. The apparently hopeless confusion begins
to disappear the moment we glance at a Synopsis of the Gospels
and note that in Matthew (xiv. 13) and Mark (vi. 12) lp'T}µov -ro7rov
" a desert place " takes the place of ." city called " or " village
named, Bethsaida." We conclude that the reading -ro7rov ~p'T]µov
may be dismissed as due to " assimilation " of the text of Luke
to that of the other Gospels. It follows that all the readings
which contain the word -ro7rov represent attempts of scribes or
editors to combine the readings of two MSS., one containing
T07rOV ep'T}µ,ov, the other a reading mentioning a city or village
Bethsaida. We are thus left to choose between the first three
readings which give the name Bethsaida.
1T6,\w KaAovp,EVYJV BYJO<Tai'M
Ki:,f"'lv KaAovµevT/v BYJO<Tai:oav
Ki:,JJ-'YJV A.ryop,evriv BYJOcrai:O&.

B.
@.

D.

Here we have a double instance of" substitution of synonyms."
It would be most simply explained on the hypothesis that the
text presupposed by 0 is original, while 1CWJ"7JV was changed
to 7rOXtv in one local text, and JCaXovµev7JV to A.e"foµev7Jv in
another.
This conclusion is shown to be one of high probability by
" internal " considerations. Bethsaida is classed among " cities,"
Mt. xi. 21 =Lk. x. 13; a scribe, therefore, who wished to replace
an original 1CWJ"7JV that had fallen out, or to emend the text,
would inevitably conjecture 7roXtv. On the other hand, the
context makes it extremely unlikely that Luke wrote 7roXtv.
"He took them and withdrew apart (1Ca-r' l0£av) into a ..•
called Bethsaida." One does not retire for privacy to a" city";
but one may do so to a country village. Again, two verses
later the disciples say, "Send the multitude away that they
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may go into the villages and country round about and lodge,
and get victuals: for we are here in a desert place." But this
would be absurd language to use if they were anywhere near a
"city." Again, there can be no reasonable doubt that Luke
wrote KaAovµf.vrJV and not )l.eryoµ.f.vrJV. The word KaAovµ.evo<;
to introduce a name or appellation is used 11 times in his Gospel;
but it does not occur at all in the other Gospels. On the other
hand, )l.eryoµ.evor;, in this usage, while it occurs 13 times in
Matthew, is only twice found in Luke (:xxii. 1 and 47), and
the second of these two cases is doubtful, since D Old Lat.
1 157 support the alternative reading KaAovµ.evor;.
There remains to make our choice between the form B77Bua£oa
B D Old Lat. and B77Bua£oav 0 A and the Byzantine text.
Every time the name occurs in the Gospels there is a variation
in the MSS. But we note that B, where the name occurs in
Matthew and Mark, uses the form with the final v ; but in
Luke, B, both here and in Lk. x. 13, has the form without the v.
But N has the final v not only in Mark but in Lk. x. 13. Now,
since the tendency of scribes is towards "assimilation," a
reading which makes the Gospels differ is the one inore likely
to be original. But 0 has the form with v here, and in Lk. x. 13
N is supported by 1 &c., 13 &c., 28, 700 etc. This shows that
the reading with v must have arisen long before the date of
writing of N. We conclude, then, that B77Buadia is the true
reading, but that B77Bua£oav is a very ancient variant. Not
only that ; from the fact that it is preferred elsewhere in Luke
by N we may reasonably conjecture that it stood in the text
of N in Lk. ix. 10 before the words Kwµ.77v (or 7TOAtv} KaA.ovµ.ev77v
B77BuaEM were turned out to be replaced by To?Tov ilp77µ.ov from
the other Gospels. Here, surely, we are on the track of the
explanation of this assimilation in N of the text of Luke to
Matthew. (KaT') loiav ••• (B77Bua}ioav is a combination of
letters which invited omission by homoioteleuton. The intervening words amounting to 26 letters, i.e. probably two lines,
were omitted in a remote ancestor of N ; then, in order to make
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sense, the words -r67rov lp17µ,ov were conjecturally inserted from
the parallel passage Mt. xiv. 13. The fact that 579 has actually
omitted this very passage (only beginning the omission six words
earlier)-apparently through homoioteleuton between (€7ro{17tT)av
and (B178tTa£o)av-shows the plausibility of this explanation of
the apparently drastic alteration of the text made by N, a MS.
which as a rule is usually exceptionally free from corruption
by assimilation to parallels in other Gospels.
Between them the three passages of Luke above discussed
exhibit the main influences which resulted in the production
of variants ·in the text. And since they are influences which
would operate in every locality, but in regard to a different set of
readings in every locality, in the course of time they would inevitably give rise to local texts differing from one another very
little in regard to readings materially affecting the sense, but
very considerably in minute points.

APPENDIX II
THE TEXT OF THE 0 FAMILY
THE TEXTUAL HoMOGENEI'l'Y OF THE

0

FAMILY

No early MS. has a text entirely homogeneous. Even B, as Horl
insists, has not escaped " sporadic " corruption, while ~ has a
considerable infusion of " Western " readings. In view of the
statistics as to the differences of these two Alexandrian MSS.,
which nevertheless are the most closely related of all MSS.
earlier than A.D. 500, given on p. 329, the hypothesis that the
various members of Jam. 0 represent a single local text would
not be seriously imperilled unless the number of variants within
the family exceeded the number of the differences between ~ and
B. So far, however, as I have been able to test it, they are very
few; from which we may infer that the extent to which the
leading MSS. of Jam. e have been crossed by any text, other
than the Byzantine, is very small.
Lake's Table 1 of readings in Mk. i. exhibits 102 variants ;
but in only 5 of these do members of the family give a reading
found in any text other than that of the family or, of course,
in the Byzantine text. In regard to the same set of 102
variants ~ differs from B 16 times. In the Table for Luke ii.
1-25 at the end of this Appendix there appear 44 departures
of Jam. 0 from the T.R.; out of these 44 variants there are
5 in which members of this family differ from one another, and
6 in which~ differs from B. The similar Table for John xii. 1-6
l

Harvard J01.£rnal of Theology, July 1923, p. 270 ff.
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shows 3 differences between N and B, but not a single instance
of one member offam. 0 opposing another in any non-Byzantine
reading. The Table of variants common to the family and the
text used by Origen in his Commentary on Matthew tells the
same tale. It may, however, be worth while to supplement
this evidence by the result of a few preliminary tests which I
essayed before drawing up these tables.
(a) The lists of classified readings in the Introduction to
Lake's Codex 1 and, its Allies afforded another means of testing
the relation of 0 to Jam. 1. List G in the Introduction (p. lxxi)
contains readings peculiar to Jam. 1. In Matthew there are 8
of these. I find that 0 agrees with Jam. 1 in 3 of these readings,
but in the other 5 has been conformed to the Byzantine text.
According to von Soden 2 of the 5 not supported by 0 a.re
found in 1424, and 2 more in one of the Purple MSS. List
F gives readings " which a.re supported by a few other MSS., but
cannot be identified with any authority generally recognised as
primary." I checked this list against 0 for the part of Matthew
which is extant in that MS. (much of Matthew i.-v. is lost).
Twenty-four readings of Jam. 1 are concerned. Ten of them
appear in 0; in all the other instances 0 gives the Byzantine
reading. List E gives readings in which Jam. 1 agrees with B N
against D Old Lat., Old Syr., and Byz. In Matthew there are
23 of these ; 12 of them are found in 0, which otherwise
follows the Byzantine text. List B gives the readings found in
fam. 1, for which the Old Latin is the chief ancient authority.
In Matthew there are 11 of these, 4 of which are found in 0.
It appears, then, in whatever direction we look for the readings
which are in some special way characteristic of Jam. 1, we find
that a large proportion of them appear in 0 ; and, where that
does not happen, the occurrence of the Byzantine reading in
0 shows that in these passages it does not represent ips own
characteristic text.
(b) Proceeding to test the relation of 0 and Jam. 13, I at once
noted that 0 exhibits the famous Ferrar reading (found in
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Mt. i. 16. Then, by way
of a fair test, I opened my copy of Beerman and Gregory's
edition of 0 at a venture in that part of the volume which gives
a collation of the readings of 0 with the other MSS. The book
opened at p. 657, and I worked through the next six pages, which
happened to include Mt. xviii. 25 to xxiii. 2. In this short
section there are a very large number of readings of 0 in support
of which one or more members of the Ferrar group are quoted ;
but since the majority of these are also found in at least two of
the great uncials B !It L D, they afford no evidence of a specUil
connection between 0 and Jam. 13. There are, however, 9
readings in which 0 is the only uncial (apart from fragments)
supporting the reading of jam. 13; 4 readings found in both 0 and
Jam. 13 but supported by B only of uncials ; 4 ditto supported
by D only ; 2 ditto supported by D Ll, and 2 ditto supported
by inferior uncials. This seems strong evidence of a very close
relation between the text of 0 and that ofjam. 13.
(c) To test.the text of these MSS. in Luke, I turned to the
Introduction to Hoskier's collation of 700, in which he gives
the MS. support for all variants of this MS. that are in any
sense uncommon. In the first chapter of Luke there are 26 such
variants. I found that, if the readings of 0 were added to those
of the MSS. cited by Hoskier, every single one of these readings
of 700 was supported by at least one other member of the family.
(d) So far as Mark is concerned, 565 would appear to be
slightly superior to 0; but in the other Gospels it has suffered
more from Byzantine revision than any other of the group with
which we are concerned. It was for that reason that I selected
Luke ii. 1-25, John vi. 55-vii. 3, and John xii. 1-6 for the
Tables in the Text and Appendix. A glance through Belsheim's
collation had shown me that the proportion of non-Byzantine
readings in 565 was above the average in these passages, and
therefore their character could be most easily tested here. It
so happens, however, that all these are passages in which 0
and 700 have suffered rather heavily from Byzantine correction,
346-826-828)
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so that the Tables somewhat understate the value of these two
MSS. as compared with other members of the family,
Theoretically, of course, no proposition as to the homogeneity
of the texts of these MSS. can be held to be proved until every
reading in all four Gospels in each MS. has been compared.
Practically, tlie chances are very small that the various tests
enumerated would have come out as they did unless the fundamental text were unusually homogeneous.
THE PURPLE MSS.,

FAM. 1424, AND Ne

There are four MSS. of the sixth century, N-$-0 and <I>,
written on purple parchment in letters of silver-except 0, which
is in letters of gold. 0 contains only a fragment of Matthew ; <I>
and $ contain Matthew and Mark almost complete ; N contains
portions of all four Gospels. N-$-0 are so much alike that
Mr. H. R. S. Cronin, who has made a special study of the group,
believes that they were copied from the same exemplar. 1 In
general they present the Byzantine text ; but there is a small
proportion of earlier readings. The text of <I> is closely allied
to that of N-$-0, but with an additional infiltration of D
readings.
When I first began testing the homogeneity of Jam. e there
happened to be on my table Mr. Cronin's edition of Codex N
(Texts and Studies, v. 4). Recollecting that the books speak of·
a connection between this MS. and the Ferrar group, it occurred
to me to use some of his lists to test the text of 0, choosing Luke
for the investigation. One list (p. lix) gives the readings in
which N agrees with jam. 18, against the T.R. and all the leading
uncials. There are 7 such readings in Luke. Of these 3 occur
in 0 ; of the remaining 4, I occurs in 181 (Jam. 1), I in 565, and
I in M (Jam. 1424). Another list (p. lx) gives agreements of N
with the texts of the "Better Uncials "-meaning either B or
N L combined-against the majority of MSS.
In Luke 22
1

Texts and Studies, v. 4 (1899), and J.T.S., July 1901, p. 590 ff.
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instances are given; <e> supports Nin 10 of them. Noticing that
for most of the 22 Mr. Cronin quotes the support of Jam. 1 or
Jam. 13, I proceeded to test the cases where he does not quote
such support by means of von Soden's Apparatus, which of course
gives the readings of some new members of the Ferrar group
and of 700. It then appeared that in only 3 of the 22 readings
did N lack the support of either <e> or one of the 0 family. That
is to say, N hardly ever agrees with ~ B L except where these
support Jam. 0.
The early date of the Purple MSS. made it seem specially ·
worth while to explore still further the relation between their
pre-Byzantine element and the text of Jam. 0. And, as Mark is .
the Gospel where the characteristic text of both groups of MSS.
is best preserved, I proceeded to test the text of N in that Gospel.
Mr. Cronin gives (p. li f.) a list of 48 readings in Mark where N
and :S agree together, and are supported by a very few MSS.
against all the leading uncials and also against the Byzantine text;
in each he cites the MSS. which support them. From these it
appeared that 31 of the 48 readings in N :S occur in one or more
then known members ofJam. <e>. But, checking the list by the new
evidence of <e> 700 and von Soden's revised collations, I found the
number rose to 37. This struck me as remarkable. I then noticed
that, of the remaining 11 readings, 9 were supported by the
group of MSS. which von Soden classes together under the
symbol I~, but which on the analogy of the accepted usage in
similar cases I have called Jam. 1424. This group he defines as
one intimately related to Jam. 1 and Jam. 13, but preserving a
few readings which have been eliminated from these MSS.
The next step was to test the combination N :S by the Table
of readings characteristic of Jam. <e> given in the article by Lake
and Blake in the Harvard TheowgicaJ, Review. N is not extant
for the beginning of Mark, but :S is. The results of a scrutiny
of the 102 variants in Mark i. there tabled, tested against the
collation of ! by Gebhardt and Harnack, may be succinctly
presented as follows :
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Agreements of~ with T.R.

84

Agreements of~ with jam. 0
14
Conflations of text of jam. 0 and T.R.
2
Agreement of 2: with jam. 1424 in a reading
1
not preserved in other members of jam. 0
Agreements with other MSS. (A 33)
1
18

These figures materially strengthen the conclusion that the
ground text of N ~ was identical with that of Jam. 0, only that
it has suffered a much larger amount of revision to the Byzantine
standard. Obviously, however, they would amount to demonstration if it could be shown that von Soden was right in view of
the relation ofJam. 1424 to Jam. 1andJam.13.
Accordingly I proceeded to test the character ofJam.1424 by
reference to Lake and Blake's Table for Mark i. Assuming that
where von Soden fails to cite the evidence of any of these MSS.
it agrees with the Byzantine text, it appears that in 52 of the
102 variants cited Jam. 1424 represents the T.R., but in 40 it
goes with one or other member of the 0 family ; 9 times it has
readings differing from the T.R. but not found in any of the six
reJ)resentatives of Jam. 0 cited in the Table. One of them, however (the omission of eVOv<; i. 43), is found also in 828, a Ferrar
MS. quoted by von Soden but not included in Lake's citations ;
and one is practically the Jam. 0 reading (i.e. the addition' Ka~
reuuapaKovra vvKra<; i. 13, only with a transposition of the last
two words); and two are found only in one MS. of jam. 1424 and
look like errors of the individual scribe. In one Jam. 1424 agrees
with D, but all members of Jam. 0 except 0 itself here go with
T.R., and the reading of 0 ~A.Oov for a7riJA.Oov, found in no other
MS., is probably a slip, so that here Jam. 1424 may well preserve
the original Jam. 0 reading. In all other variants, so far as one
can infer from von Soden's general system of citing (and I know
of no collation by which to check him), Jam. 1424 gives the
Byzantine reading.
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The Tables of readings in Luke and John, given p. 83 and
p. 582 ff., show similar results, and justify us in treating/am. 1424
as a genuine and important constituent of Jam. 0. I may add
that in the course of writing this book I have had to study the
MS. evidence given by von Soden in innumerable cases up and
down the Gospels, and have found nothing to conflict with the
results obtained above. Accordingly, though it may be that a
few of the less important of the twenty-eight MSS. which he
groups as 1~ ought not to be included, he has discovered a real
group ; and f am. 1424 must be treated as an important constituent of the 0 family. I have also found reason to accept
his view that 544 (e 337) is a true member of the same
family. 1
It occurred to me to test the readings of the corrector of~
whom Tischendorf cites as ~c or ~ea, and who probably 2 belongs
to V or Vicent.. The chapters of Matthew which I tested
showed a predominantly Byzantine text with a sprinkling of
readings definitely of the Jam. 0 type. This is interesting, as
in the 0.T. and in the Epistles ~c seems to have used a MS.
in the hand of Pamphilus. 3 Unless, as is possible, but not
probable, Pamphilus in prison copied a MS. of Lucian's recension, this shows the Byzantine text dominant in Caesarea by
v or v1cent.
THE

K II

GROUP

von Soden classes M, which has a very small non-Byzantine
mixture, as an inferior member of Jam. 1424; Bousset (Textkritische Studien, chap. iv.) regards M as a poor relation of
K II. The lists of the readings in his chapter on "The K II
Group" favour von Soden's view that these two uncials (which
are supported by a number of cursives) have the same relation
as have N ~ to the Jam. 0 text, except that they are more
1 A partial collation of 544 is given in Scrivener's Adversaria Oritica, p. 1-liv
(Cambridge, 1893), under the number 557.
s Cf. the facsimile edition of~ by K. Lake (Clarendon Press, 1911), p. xvii f.
a Bousset, op. cit. p. 45 ff.
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predominantly Byzantine and have a smaller admixture of
the older text. von Soden classes A, the famous Codex Alexandrinus, with K II; and, so far as I have tested the suggestion,
I think he is probably right in supposing that the non-Byzantine
element in A represents mainly, if not wholly, the Jam. 0 text.
W. C. Braithwaite (Expository Times, xiii. pp. 114 ff.) says that
the recently discovered uncial Y has affinities with K II ; and
a hurried look at the collation of the MS. given in Gregory's
Textkritik (pp. 1928 ff.) seemed to show that its non-Byzantine
element (perhaps 10 %) is at any rate closely connected with
jam. 0. Since, however, all the sub-families of Jam. 0 overlap
one another, it is not of much importance, especially where
the non-Byzantine element is small, whether in border-line
cases, like A or M or Y, a MS. is included in one sub-family
or another, or regarded as forming a class by itself. TJte same
consideration applies to the question (discussed p. 80, note)
whether 22 should be included in Jam. 1 or not. What does
matter is to know whether the non-Byzantine element in a
mixed MS. belongs mainly or entirely to the 0 family.
The K II group is regarded by von Soden as a definite
recension ; he styles it the Ka text, and holds that it was used
by Chrysostom in his Homilies on John and in the so-called
" Antiochene Commentary " on Mark (by 1 Victor of Antioch
±420), and on Luke by Titus of Bosra, 370. I am a little
sceptical as to the clear-cut distinctions within the Byzantine
text which von Soden believes 'he can detect ; but, if the Ka
text was used by these fathers and is that of the ycent. MS. A,
may not this be the text of Lucian 1 The K 1 text in other
works of Chrysostom may be due to scribal revision to the
vrcent. Byzantine text.

u A,

ETC.

Two other sub-families of MSS., regarded by von Soden
as authorities for his " I text," are headed respectively by U
and A. The non-Byzantine element in Jam. U (in which he
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includes the interesting cursive 1071 1 (e 1279)) seems to be about
as large as that in the Purple MSS.; and, so far as I have
observed, it represents the Jam. 0 text. Fam. A seems to
have a smaller non-Byzantine element, and therefore is more
difficult to test; but I do not happen to have noticed any
readings which suggest that this element is other than the
jam. 0 text; and I would say the same thing of 1604 (e 1353).
An immense number of MSS. are assigned by von Soden to
the I text. Unfortunately, however, his inclusion of DWMk,
Old Lat., Old Syr. in the I text vitiates his principle of classification ; for it would justify his assigning to that text a MS.
containing a considerable mixture of specifically Syriac or
Western readings. This consideration precludes one from the
simple expedient of classing as authorities for the text of
Jam. 019.ll MSS.-merely excepting nwm 1·v, Old Lat., Old Syr.
-cited in von Soden's Apparatus as authorities for the I text.
They must be scrutinised again in every case. And this caution
is the more necessary as von Soden is over-anxious to enlist MSS.
in support of the I text. For example, 157 is reckoned as an I
MS., and it undoubtedly has a number of readings characteristic
of Jam. 0 ; but a much more striking feature of this curiously
mixed MS. is its support of the Alexandrian text. The fragments P Q and R von Soden classes as authorities for the I
text ; r also is claimed as a weak supporter of the same textperhaps rightly, but it also has some striking Alexandrian
readings. 2
One naturally asks if all traces of the old text of Antioch
have disappeared. If we are right in surmising that this was
the Greek original of the Old Syriac, a predominantly Byzantine
MS. in which the remnants of such a text survived as a small
1 Described and collated by K. Lake in Studia Biblica, v. p. 132 ff.,
Oxford, 1903.
2 My confidence in von Soden's classifications was seriously shaken by
testing the VIcent. fragment 089 (E 28=Tischendorfs 9•) containing Mt. xxvi.
2-4, 7-9, which he quotes (vol. i. p. 1350) as "a pure I text." Tischendorf
gives 8 variants from this fragment, of which 7 occur in B ~ and the remaining
linB.i.
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element of mixture might easily be mistaken for a weak member
ofJam. 0, since Jam. 0 and the Old Syriac have so much in common.
Again, there must have been early local texts in Asia Minor
and Macedonia-the parts of the world in which the majority
of our later MSS. were probably produced-and it would be
very strange if no readings at all from these texts had crept
into the later MSS. The astonishing thing is that, of the sporadic
non-Byzantine readings that survive in later MSS., there are so
few which are not also found in one or other of the great texts
which we can identify. I can only account for this by supposing
that, at the time when the transition from papyrus to parchment
was made, the smaller churches, instead of copying their local
texts, obtained their new parchment copies from the larger
centres. This change of material seems to have taken place
early in the fourth century, that is to say, just after the revisions
by Lucian and Hesychius were accepted at Antioch and Alexandria. And we know that the copies of the text of Caesarea
with which Eusebius supplied Constantine (from which we have
suggested many representatives of Jam. 0 are descended) were
written on parchment.
In order further to illustrate both the essential homogeneity
of Jam. 0 and the curiously sporadic and unsystematic character of the assimilation of earlier texts to the Byzantine
standard, I append two Tables modelled on that drawn up by
K. Lake to which reference has been so often made.
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APPENDIX III
THE TEXT USED IN
ORIGEN'S "COMMENTARY ON MATTHEW"

OF this work a portion is preserved in Greek, another portion
in an old Latin translation; they overlap to some extent. The
Latin and Greek differ in a way which shows that they represent
a different line of textual transmission. The quotations from
the Gospel of Matthew, which in the earlier part are short fragments, towards the end become almost a continuous text of the
Gospel. I therefore select chaps. xxii. (1-36) and xxv., the
one extant in Greek, the other only in Latin, as favourable
specimens for testing both traditions of this work of Origen.
The edition cited is that of Lommatzsch.
The Tables include all variants in which the text as quoted
by Origen differs from the Textus Receptus, and show how
far his text is supported by either B, N, D, or by any member
of Jam. 0. Since our object is to test the nature of the
non-Byzantine element in Jam. 0, readings of individual
members of the family are not cited when they agree with
the T.R. Readings in which Origen agrees with the T.R.
against two or more members of Jam. 0 are not set out
at length in the Tables. It seemed sufficient to state that
in chap. xxii. there are 8 such, and 6 in chap. xxv. There are
also altogether 11 variants in which Origen agrees with the
T.R. against a reading which, since it occurs in only one
of the six authorities 0, 1 &c., 18 &c., 28, 565, 700, may
possibly not be a true " family reading." The readings of 0
1, 18-69--124-846, 565 and 700, also 22, have been derived
585
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direct from the editions or collations of the several MSS. by
Gregory, Lake, Ferrar, Belsheim, Hoskier, and Sanders. For
other MSS. I follow Tischendorf or von Soden. The readings
of ~. the new members of the Ferrar group (e.g. 983), and
Jam. 1424 are only given where the better-known members of
jam. 0 give the Byzantine reading.
TABLE I
Text of Orlgen's

MSS. supporting.

1.
22
1, 69, 124

MSS. against.

Comment,ary on Matthew
(xxll.).

33 Latt.
NB D
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d.7r0Kp11Je1s

o

'Irio-ovs el7re 7raX1v lv
7rapa{J0Xa1s a.VTOL$,

( 71"0.ALV El7r€V)
(a.&ro1s lv 7r.)

(om.

NBD

e

a.VTOL$)

S".
S"

2. WµOLWIJrJ '1J {JaO'LAELa

e

TWV oupaVWV avlJpW7rW
(JacrLAeL, bcrTLS 1r0LWV
'"'fO.µOVS TW ViW O.UTOV,
4. lOov TO
d.pLO'TOV
(-µov).
1,roLµao-a, ol TavpoL µov
KaL Ta. <1'LTL<J'Ta reDv·
µeva, KaL (I 0 ) Ta
7rana [(2°) 7ravra.]
froLµa, OEVU els TOVS

1, 22

1

None

(E7r011JO'€)

NBD

S"

( + µov)

NBD

S"

( - ra.)

All known MSS.

'"'faµovs.

5. o! oe d.µeXrio-anes

e 1, 22, 13 &c.,
700

e

13 &c.

os

d.7rriXIJov,
µev E7rL
Tov loLov d'"'fpov,
oe i"lrL TrJV iµ7ropL;;,

NB
NB D

os

ol)}
(o .•• o)
(els)

(ol •••

D

a.Urov.

6. o! oe AOL7rOL KpaTrJNone

cra.vres arirov Tovs
OOVAOVS v{JpLO'O.V KQ,L

(Tovs oovXovs a&rov) All known

MSS.

d.1TEKTEt.Pav.

1, 22
1, 22

D

7. KO.L 'treµ>f;as TO O'Tparevµ.a. aUrou ci.vEtAe

:;:;;us- <f>oveLs
8.

~

983 (=Jam. 13

D

(Ta o-TparevµaTa)

(d.7rWA€0'<V)

EKELvovs,
KO.L TrJV 1rOALV O.UTWV
EV€7rp1JO'€.
TOT€ A€'"'f€L TOLS oovAOLS a&rov µev '"'faµos

o

froLµos ( - eo-nv) ol
oe
KEKArJµevoL
ouK
i;o-av d.~Lol,

(

+ eo-Tiv)

NB
NBD

uP. m ORIGEN'S " COMMENTARY ON MATTHEW "
TABLE

!-(continued)

Text of Orlgen's

MSS. against.

Commentary on Matthew
(xxll.).

MSS. supporting.

587

15. TOTE 7rOpEU8EVTES Oi
<I>ap10"a101 O"Uµffou/\1ov

8 1

l>...af3011 Ka:r' aih-ou
Cnrws aUTov 11"a:yi5EvO"WO"LP iv

( - KaT' aVrov)

NBD

!>

(av8pW7rWV}

NBD

!>

NBD

!>

AO")'W.

16. 01oaO"Ka'Ae, olliaµ•v
01"1 a/\71811s e1, Kai

0 1, 28, 565, '700
'100

253

1"1/P oliov TOU Oeou iv
a/\718ELa li10aO"KELS, Kai
OQ P,EAEL 0"01 7rEp1
ooli<vos· oQ ")'ap {J/\e'lrELS Eis 7rp00"W'lr011
av8pW7rOU.
18. ")'VOUS 0€ 0 'l710"ous
1"1/V 7ravoup")'1aV.
20. TIPOS 1} EiKWP
( - aVT1/) KaL 1J i7r1·

(+a!m1)

")'parf>71.
21. a"JrOOOTE Ta Ka10"apos

0 565, '100

D

TW

Kaurapt,

KaL

rn O•ou TW 8<w.

Tfl.

(-Tw)

23. t!v iKELV1/ 7"7/ iJµ•pa

1, 13, 28, '100 NB D

7rpo0"71'A8ov avTw ~ao
liouKa101 ( -oi) 'A•")'OVTES JJ.7/ Elva1 ava-

( +o!)

<ITO.O'LV.

25 7}0"av oe ")'ap iJµ1v

o

8 1, 22, '700 NB

E'lrTa ti.lie/\rf>w Kai
7rpwTos ")'71µas iTEAEUT7/0"<. - -

30. iv

7"7/

")'ap

(")'aµ710"as)

D

ava-

uTauet oUre 'Ya.µouuiv,
oVre

22

NBD

(lo, 20) ")'aµ,1!;ovTa1

8 124, '100

(30, 40) ")'aµ.LO"KOPTal

1

a/\/\' .1.,.1v

8 1, 22
8 1, '100

B D

·ws

(eK")'aµ1!;ovTa1)
(ELO"IV after oopavw) NBD
( ei0"1v before €11 ov13 etc.
pavw)

(- ol)

ol an•/\01
{=-Tou Oeou) iv

( + Tou Oeou)

~

8<0u)
(-Tw)

(+

1, 13 etc.

oVpavw.

NBD
N 13 etc.

D

fr

588

THE FOUR GOSPELS

APP, Ill

TABLE II
Text of Orlgen's
Commentaf'1/ on MallMu/

MSS. supporting,

MSS. against

(xxv.)

(Old Latin Translation).

D

0 1, 124

0 1, 124, 700 NB D
01
NBD

0 1
28

NBD

0 1, 11611

NBD

M,F

1

B D

0 1, 69, 124
0

N
D

NB
Latt.
0 1, 13, 700 NBD

1

e

124, 700
0 124, 700
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NBD

I. ... qua.e ..• exierunt obviam sponso
et sponsa.e.
2. quinque
a.utem
ex iis era.nt
fatuae, et quinque
prudentes.
6. Media a.utem nocte
clamor factus est :
ecce sponsus venit,
exsurgite obviam ei.
9. ~tem)magis
ad venditores.
13. Vigila.te ergo q uia
nescitis diem et
hora.m.

14. Homo quidam
peregre proficiscens
vocavit servos suos.
16 Abiit autem qui
quinque talenta
acceperat . . • et
lucratus est alia
quinque talents..
17. Similiter ( - et)
qui duo accepit,
lucratus est _ __
( - et ipse)
in iis alia duo.
19. Post multum temporis venit dominus
servorum illorum.
20. Domine, quinque
talents. mihi dedisti,
ecce alia qliiiiqUe
superlucratus sum
( - a.b illis).
21 Ait ( -autem) ei
dominus ejus: euge,
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1 M Is an Inferior member of/am. 1424; F Is one of Soden's K• MSS., i.e. Byzantine with
a small admixture of readings characteristic of/am 13.
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11-(continued)

Text of Orlgen's

Commentarv on Matthew

MSS, supporting.

MSS. against.

(xxv.)

(Old Latin Translation).

e

124, 700

e

NB D

D

D

e

1, 11611

1, 22
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D

D

22. Accedens autem
et qui duo talenta
acceperat, ait : domine, duo talenta
mihi dedisti, ecce
alia duo lucratus
sum. ( - ab illis)
24. Accedens autem
et qui unum talentum accepera.t, ait :
domine, scio (-te)
quia. homo durus
es.
25. Et timens abii et
a.bscondi talenturil.
tuum in terra. : ecoe
habes tuum.
31. Cum venerit Filius
hominis in gloria.
sua., et omnes a.ngeli
( - sa.ncti) cum eo.
39. Aut quando te
vidimus infirmum
aut in carcere 7
41. Discedite a. me,
maledicti, in ignem
a.eternum,
quern
pra.epa.ra.vit Pater
meus dia bolo et
angelis ejus.

( + f7r avTois)

(+<T•)

(d.reMoiv)

( + d.j'101)
(rou

a.)

(To fJT01µa.<Tµevov)

NB

The above Tables give all the readings in these two
chapters in which Origen differs from the T.R.-45 in number.
It will be observed that in 37 of these Origen is supported by
one or more members of Jam. 0 ; while he is supported by
D 24 times, by B only 16. Thus in sharp contrast to the
steady support by Jam. ® is the way in which N B D jump from
side to side, now supporting, now opposing, the text of Origen.
The conclusion is irresistible : the text upon which Origen was
lecturing represented neither an Alexandrian nor a " Western "
text, but almost identically that of Jam. e.

APPENDIX IV
JEROME AND THE CODEX SINAITICUS
IN the Preface to the Vulgate Gospels, which takes the form
of an open letter to Pope Damasus, Jerome defends the principles
he has adopted in revising the text of the Old Latin. Of the
Latin, he says, no two copies are alike, but we have a standard
of authenticity, since for the New Testament, unlike the Old,
the Greek was indubitably the original. Hence the discrepancy
between the different Latin copies can only be corrected by
reference to the Greek original. But the MSS. of the Greek
text which are named after Lucian and Hesychius, both in the
Old and the New Testament, have been badly edited and interpolated-as may be seen by comparing them with ancient
vernacular translations. He has, therefore, used, as a standard
by which to correct the Latin, Greek MSS. which are really old.1
1 "Si enim Latinis exemplaribus fides est adbibenda, respondeant, quibus;
tot enim sunt exemplaria quot pene codices. Sin autem veritas est quaerenda
de pluribus, cur non ad Graecam originem revertentes, ea quae vel a vitiosis
interpretibus male edita, vel a praesumptoribus imperitis emendata perversius,
vel a librariis dormientibus aut addita sunt, aut mutata, corrigimus? Neque
ego de Veteri disputo Testamento.••• De Novo nunc loquor Testamento:
quod Graecum ease non dubium est.••. Hoe certe quum in nostro sermone
discordat, et diversos rivulorum tramites ducit, uno de fonte quaerendum est.
Praetermitto eos codices, quos a Luciano et Hesychio nuncupatos, paucorum
hominum asserit perversa contentio: quibus utique nee in Veteri Instrumento
post septuaginta interpretes emendare quid licuit, nee in novo profuit emendasse : quum multarum gentium linguis Scriptura ante translata, doceat falsa
esse quae addita sunt. Igitur haec praesens praefatiuncula pollicetur quattuor
tantum evangelia, quorum ordo" (he means the Greek as opposed to the Old
Latin order) "est iste, Matthaeus, Marcus, Lucas, Johannes, codicum Graecorum
emendata oollatione, sed veterum."
590
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Seeing that Jerome is writing a careful and considered Preface
to a revised version of the Four Gospels, and that he only
mentions the Lucianic and Hesychian versions in order to
contrast their inferior text with that of the "ancient codices"
he has himself used, I simply cannot understand why some
scholars have raised doubts as to whether the Lucianic and
Hesychian recensions included the New Testament as well as
the Old.
But why, we may ask, was Jerome so contemptuous of the
work of Lucian andHesychius 1 I suggest two reasons: (1) Jerome
at this date was quite convinced that the true text of the 0.T.
was only to be found in Origen's Hexapla 1 ; it was only later in
his life that he had recourse· to the original Hebrew. But the
Hexapla had been published a generation before Lucian and
Hesychius began their work. What then but native perversity,
"a cantankerous wrongheadedness" (perversa contentio), could
have induced these worthies to insist on producing a text of their
own 1 (2) Jerome had just returned to Rome from Constantinople, where, as he tells us, the recension of Lucian was accepted.
Now, if we accept the suggestion (cf. p. 102 ff.) that the MSS. with
which Constantine had provided his new capital represented the
Jam. E> text, the Lucianic text must have been a recent importation.
Inevitably, then, there would have been some conservatives at
Constantinople who grumbled at the innovation ; and these
might have very pertinently appealed to the Old Syriac (multarum
gentium linguis scriptura antea translata, doceat J alsa esse quae
addita sunt), as evidence that the many striking passages absent
from both Jam. E> and Syr S. (cf. p. 88) but found in the Lucianic
text, were interpolations. If Jerome had heard from someone at
Constantinople some general statement to this effect, it would
only confirm his a priori suspicion of anyone who dared to think
he could improve upon Origen's text of the LXX, and, with his
hasty temperament, he would forthwith conclude-without any
really careful study-that Lucian's temerity had had equally
1

Cf. passages quoted by Swete, op. cit. p. 76 f.
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fatal results on the New Testament. Nor would he wait
for further evidence before including Lucian's fellow offender,
Hesychius, in the same sweeping condemnation.
The question, however, in regard to which we should have,
liked Jerome to have made a clear statement is the type
of text represented by those ancient MSS. which he himself
so much preferred. Can we identify the Greek text which
Jerome preferred 1 The materials on which an answer to this
question must be based are collected in Wordsworth and White's
edition of the Vulgate Gospels and Acts. 1
(1) In his Commentary on Matthew Jerome seven times
discusses various readings in MSS. known to him. Each time
he quotes with approval a reading found in N. In two of the
seven readings N differs from B, and in two of them it differs
from Jam. 0. The fact that Jerome had a MS. agreeing with N
seven times out of seven would, even if it stood alone, be a
remarkable coincidence. But it does not stand alone.
(2) When in the Acts Jerome departs from the text of the
Old Latin version, two-thirds of his alterations are in the direction
of agreement with the Alexandrian text which for Acts is represented by B N A C. Where N and B differ he usually goes with
the one which is backed by the other MSS. of the family ; but
six times he agrees with N alone, but only twice (sic) with B alone.
(3) For the Gospels Wordsworth and White give (p. 665)
a table showing 39 readings, in which Jerome's Vulgate agrees
with extant Greek MSS. against the Old Latin. Of these 25
are found in one or more of the MSS. NB L AMk.; but the
significance of this figure is altered when we note that only 11
of the 25 seem to be exclusively Alexandrian readings.
Everything, however, depends on their estimate of Codex f
(Brixianus}, the text of which is a sort of half-way house between
that of Old Latin MSS. of the type of b and the Byzantine.
In f occur a very large number of readings in which Jerome's
1 Wordsworth and White, Nov. Teat. Lat. sec. ed. 8. Hieronymi (Oxford,
1889-98, 1905).
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text and the Byzantine agree against the other Old Latin
MSS. Wordsworth and White hold that the Latin MSS. which
Jerome started with before he began his revision must have had
a text very similar to f; that is to say, that Jerome used a
form of the Old Latin version which had already been partially
revised by Greek MSS. of the Byzantine type. They conclude
that the Greek MSS. which he employed must have been of the
~ B L type, but most closely related to ~.
On this view most of the agreements of the Vulgate and the
Byzantine text were due, not to Jerome, but to the previous
revision by an unknown person which is most nearly represented
by f Burkitt, on the other hand (J.T.S. i. p. 129), thinks that
the Old Latin which Jerome attempted to revise was more like b.
The agreements between the Vulgate and f he explains on the
hypothesis that f is a text very largely Vulgate which has been
copied from the Latin side of a bilingual Gothic-Latin MS., the
Latin text of which had been sometimes conformed to that of
the Gothic. I cannot pretend to the knowledge of the Old
Latin version which would entitle me to express an opinion
on this controversy. I believe, however, that the majority of
experts incline to Burkitt's view.
But if f is, not the parent of J erome's version, but its child,
and is therefore not to be reckoned as an Old Latin MS. at all,
then, so far as the Vulgate Gospels are concerned, the case for
Jerome's use of MSS. of the~ B L type collapses. As Wordsworth
and White point out {p. 671), from Luke xvii. to the end of the
Gospel, and in a large part of John, Jerome's alterations of the Old
Latin are almost entirely into conformity with the later Greek
MSS. ; and they cite 27 instances of the same thing for Matthew,
Mark, and the earlier part of Luke. It would look then as if the
MSS. used by Jerome had a text something like A-mainly
Lucianic but with a sprinkling of Alexandrian and other earlier
readings. That Jerome, without knowing it, should have used a
text almost identical with the Lucianic recension, about which he
is so scornful, is really funny. I can only suppose that one of the
2Q
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MSS. he possessed looked so old that he imagined it antedated
Lucian.
There still remains, however, the far more impressive evidence
quoted above that, in his Commentary on Matthew and in his
revision of the Acts, Jerome used a text akin to N. I suggest that
this is to be explained by his visit to Alexandria, which took place
in 386, that is, between the publication of the Vulgate Gospels and
the work on Matthew. 1 At Alexandria he listened with enthusiasm
to the lectures of the famous Origenist teacher Didymus. What ·
more likely, then, than that he should seize the opportunity tO
acquire a copy of the N.T. in the text which the school of Origen
approved. I would relate this surmise to three facts. (a) Our.
actual MS. N was, perhaps, forty years old when Jerome was in
Alexandria; (b) Jerome died at Bethlehem in 420; (c) not
many years later N was in Palestine in the library at Caesarea~
This we learn from a marginal note by a (probably) fifthcentury corrector, who says that he collated some parts of the
Old Testament with the autograph of Pamphilus which was there
preserved. Historically, therefore, there is no difficulty in supposing that N was brought to Palestine by Jerome.
The hypothesis that our N was actually one of the MSS.
used by Jerome would remove a great difficulty. In Jerome's
Oomme;ntary on Matthew, in addition to the seven variants
alluded to above, there is a long discussion of the reading
ouo~ o vlo<>, Mt. xxiv. 36. Jerome asserts that the words were .
absent from the approved copies of Origen and Pierius. But
we know that as a matter of fact the words in question did
stand in the text used by Origeno For Origen, in his Oomme;ntary
on Matthew, discusses at considerable length the theological
difficulty raised by them. He gives two alternative ways of
meeting it; but he never suggests, as he does elsewhere under
similar circumstances, that he knew of any MS. which omitted
l Whether his revision of the Acts and Epistles took place before or after the
visit to Alexandria is unknown. His text of the Catholic Epistles is closely
allied to that of A.
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the offending words. Moreover, we have other evidence that
they stood in all the texts likely to have been known to Origen;
for they occur, not only in B tot D Old Lat., but also in 13 &c.,
28, c;I> Arm., from which we may presume their presence in the
text of Jam. 0. But if Jerome used tot, and supposed it to
represent the text of Origen and Pierius, his statement is
explained ; for although the words ovoe o vlo~ were written by
the original' scribe, they were <le"leted by a very early corrector.
The deletion was ma.de-according to the usual practiceby a. row of dots above the word. A subsequent corrector has
erased the dots. tot was corrected by two scribes, who seem to
belong to the fifth century and whose corrections can usually be
distinguished by minute differences in handwriting and in the
colour of the ink they used. But a. row of dots, all but obliterated,
cannot by these criteria be assigned to one corrector rather than
another. And Tischendorf, in the notes to his four-volume
edition of tot, in assigning the dots to the corrector totca, and their
erasure to his successor totcb, does so with the qualification ut
videtur. So far as I can see, there is no reason for identifying
the person who deleted ovoe o vlo~ with the corrector totea, except
that totca was the first systematic reviser who worked on the MS.
after the original oiopBro-r~~· But this particular reading was
one which might well have stimulated the activity of an earlier
owner of the MS. who was not concerned to revise it throughout.
Origen had already found the words theologically embarrassing;
during the Arian controversy the Son's knowledge of the Father
was near the centre of the point at issue : the words are not
found in Syr. S. nor in the Byzantine text; what is even more
significant, they are absent from L 33 and from both the Egyptian
versions. That is to say, we have evidence that even in Egypt,
the home of the B tot text, the words were being discredited
as an heretical interpolation. I suggest, therefore, that the
deletion in tot was made when the Arian controversy was at its
height, and, therefore, before the time of Jerome. Indeed, even
if the MS. used by Jerome was not tot itself but a. sister MS.,
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the probability that the words in question had there also been
deleted is by no means low.
On the only other occasion on which Jerome refers to the
copies of Origen, the reading quoted (Gal. iii. 1) as Origen's ia
one supported by B N against the great majority of Greek MSS.
This affords some evidence for the view that Jerome regarded
the type of text represented by N as that approved by Origen.
But if so, we must ask the question : How exactly did he
connect his MSS. with those of Origen 1 I would hazard
the suggestion that Jerome's phrase exemplaria Adamantii et
Pierii (Adamantius was a second name of Origen) does not
mean two different codices, any more than the text of Westcott
and Hort means two different editions. Pierius may well have
attempted to popularise the text of the Gospels on which Origen
lectured, much in the same way as Pamphilus did for the LXX
column of the Hexapla. In favour of this view two considerations may be advanced. (a) Origen stoutly affirms his belief
that the Shepherd of Hermas is an inspired work ; Athanasius
definitely excludes it from the Canon. Now N contains the
Shepherd; whether B also did we do not know, as the end of
the MS. is missing. (b) N is written in four columns to the
page, B in three, A in two, C in only one-which last became·
the common type, though two is not unusual. The larger
number of columns reproduces the format of the papyrus roll
which preceded the codex ; B is transitional ; N represents the
most antiquated style of all. Thus, though it is slightly the
younger MS., in this respect N reproduces an older tradition
than B. This would be accounted for if N was a conservative
copy of a MS. of Pierius.
The conjecture that N represents the recension of Pierius is
in no way incompatible with the view that B represents that
of Hesychius. Hort's arguments,1 especially if supplemented
1 W.H. ii. p. 213 ff. It is worth noting that K. Lake, in b.is Introduction
to the facsimile reproduction of N, refutes Tischendorf's suggestion (here
alluded to by Hort) that a portion of B and N were written by the same scribe.
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by a study of the immense list of minute differences between
B and ~ drawn up by Hoskier, 1 makes it difficult to accept
von Soden's view that their common ancestor was at all recent.
It is more probable that they represent, either two independent
traditions of the oldest text of Alexandria, or recensions by
two scholars each of whom based his text on the oldest MSS.
obtainable in Egypt.
1

Codez Band its Allies, pt. ii. (Quaritch, 1914).

APPENDIX V
W AND THE CAESAREAN TEXT

IN 1926, in time to add this Appendix to the second impression,
I discovered that the Washington MS. W-dated c. A.D. 400is, for two-thirds of St. Mark's Gospel, a· member of Jam. 0.
The evidence submitted below has been amplified by Profs.
Lake and Blake and Mrs. New (Harvard Theological Review,
Oct. 1928). They confirm my conclusion, while finding that W
has suffered more from Byzantine revision than I had supposed.
It appears that, for Mark, the Greek MSS., as regards relative
freedom from Byzantine readings, stand as follows :-565, 0,
28, 700, W, Jam. 1, Jam. 13.
Prof. Sanders in his edition of W shows that for Mk. i. 1-v. 30
the text of W is the Greek equivalent of the Old Latin version,
agreeing more particularly with the " African Latin " MS. e.
He goes on to say: "In the second part of Mark there is still a
decidedly close relationship between Wand the Old Latin MSS.,
but the special Latinisms ... have mostly disappeared. •. . .
The most interesting feature . . . is the increase in the number
of agreements with fam. 13 (Ferrar group) and the other Syriacising MSS. fam. 1, 565, and 28." 1
A study of his collation led me to suspect that Sanders had
underestimated the extent of the change in the type of text;
and it occurred to me to investigate closely the relationship, in
Mk. v. 31-xvi. 8, between the text of Wand the six chief authorities for the Caesarean text, i.e. 0, 1 &c., 13 &c., 28, 565, and 700.
I The W a.shington M anuBcript of the Four Gospels in the Freer Collection (The
Macmillan Co., New York, 1912), p. 73. The MS. was bought in 1906 from a.n
Arab dealer, and seems to have been found in the ruins of a monastery in Egypt.
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Selecting .for the test the three chapters vi., x., and xv., and
ignoring mere mistakes of spelling, I found a total of 260 readings
in which W differs from the T.R. In 37 of these the reading
of W is supported by no other MS. or version. Most of these
seem to be mistakes by the scribe of W or an immediate ancestor ;
but on any view " singular readings " can be ignored where the
purpose of an investigation is to discover the affinities of a MS.
with one or other of the main types of texts found elsewhere.
Ignoring these, there remain 223 readings. Of these 189, i.e.
all but 85 %, are, I found, supported by at least one, and usually
by several, of the six above-named authorities for jam. 0.
The converse of this relationship-i.e. the exact proportion
of the non-Byzantine readings inJam. 0 which also occur in Wean only be satisfactorily investigated by drawing up Tables
similar to those on p. 582 ff.-an extremely laborious process.
With the kind assistance of Mrs. J. V. Brook I prepared for
my own use such a Table for the whole of Chap. XI. From this
I deduce the following statistics.
In this chapter W differs from the T .R. in 67 readings, of
which 8 are" singular." Out of the remaining 59, W is supported
in 47 ·by one or more members of the 0 group. There are 17
readings which are not found in W, but in which at least 2
members of Jam. 0 (reckoning 1 &c. and 13 &c. each as one)
agree against the Byzantine text. But in 14 out of these 17
cases W has the Byzantine reading ; in 1 it clumsily mixes
Jam. 0 and Byz., and in 1 it has a singular reading. Thus
only in 1 case out of the 17 does W side with any other MS.
against both Jam. 0 and the Byzantine text. Clearly, we have
in W a member of the 0 family, the text of which has suffered,
but not too greatly, from Byzantine revision.
In Mk. v. 31-xvi. 8, then, W is the oldest, but not quite the
purest, authority for this ancient and interesting type of Eastern
text ; and it is so ancient that in conjunction with the quotations by Origen and Eusebius it makes the existence of such a
text no longer an hypothesis but an ascertained fact.
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But how can we account for the sudden change at Mk. v. 30
from a Western to an Eastern text 1 An answer is suggested by
the following facts. (1) In W, as in D and most Old Latin MSS.,
the Gospels stand in the Western order (cf. p. 11 n.)-Matthew,
John, Luke, Mark. (2) The paragraph divisions in Matthew
found in W are practically identical with those in D (Sanders,
op. cit. p. 17). (3) Scattered through the predominantly Byzantine text of Matthew and Lk. viii. 13 to end, and the Alexandrian
text of John and Lk. i. I-viii. 12, occur a large number of distinctively Western readings, best explained as survivals of an
earlier text which have escaped the notice of the revisers. We
conclude that an ancestor of W came from the West-probably
from Rome, the ultimate fount of the " African " Latin text.
Let us suppose that its owner moved to Caesarea. The end
of a MS. is frequently damaged; where the Gospels are arranged
in the Western order, this entails the loss of the latter part of
Mark. This has actually occurred in MSS. a, b, e andf. Suppose
this happened to the ancestor of W. Its owner would get a
Caesarean scribe to replace the lost leaves from a local MS. This
would explain the Caesarean text of the latter part of Mark.
Marginal correction during a stay at Caesarea would also account
for the sprinkling of Caesarean readings found in the other Gospels.
Then the MS., or a copy of it, went down into Egypt. The
Alexandrian reviser began with John, the favourite Gospel in
Alexandria, and went straight on to Luke, which immediately
follows John in this MS. ; but he gave over his work at Lk. viii. 12.
The next corrector used a Byzantine MS. ; later papyri show that
this text did ultimately invade Egypt. But, finding the central
part of the MS. already smothered in corrections, he supposed
that these had been made from a good text. He therefore only
troubled himself to correct Matthew and the uncorrected part
of Luke, scamping the revision, as we have seen (p. 63 f.)
so often happened, when he came to Mark. Of this much
revised MS. our W (except for Jn. i. 1-v. 11, which is a later
addition) is a copy.
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INDEX OF MSS.
With dates and von Soden's notation.
N.B.-The Roman numeral indicates the century to which a MS. is assigned;
the number in brackets represents von Soden's notation.
Only the more important citations of NB 0 D Le and Syr. S. are .indexed;
but to other MSS. all references (except those occurring in the Tables pp. 83,
90, 97 f., 108, 582 ff., 586 ff.) are includiid.
The accepted Latin titles of all uncials are given; but, as it is rare for any
Codex other than NAB CD L (and perhaps a, b, k, e, f, jf2 ) to be so cited, they
need not be memorised by the student.
GREEK UNCIALS

N Sinaiticus (8 2) iv •

Nb
Na
Nca
Ncb
A Alexandrinus (8 4) v
B Vaticanus (8 1) iv •

C Ephraemi rescriptus (8 3) v
D Bezae (8 5) v

E Basiliensis (E 55) viii

30 ff., 40, 42 f., 48, 54 ff., 58 f., 61 ff.
79, 82, 86, 93 f., 96, 99, 103, 107' 115
117 f., 121, 127, 132, 134 f., 145 f.
171, 181, 276, 300, 308, 327 ff., 335
337, 414, 571 f., 585, 589, 592 ff.
595 ff., and passim
62
62, 105, 492, 578
578, 595
62, 595
30, 43, 48, 69, 119 ff., 276, 342, 567 f.,
570, 577, 579, 590 ff.
30 ff., 37 f., 42, 48, 54 ff., 57-63, 82,
85 f., 88 f., 93 f., 96, 99, 103, 107'
115, 117 f., 121, 124 f., 127, 132 ff.,
144 ff., 177 n., 181, 275 f., 300, 308,
327 ff., 335, 337' 572, 585, 589, 592 ff.'
and passim
30, 43, 48, 56, 59 f., 62 f., 85, 91, 93 f.,
107, 118, 121, 122 n., 125, 241, 280,
308 ff., 313, 317, 342, 410, 592, 596
11, 30 f., 37 f., 42, 48, 56, 67 ff., 82, 84,
94, 104, 106 f., 115 ff., 133 f., 136,
140 ff., 181, 233, 308, 318, 330, 342,
404, 580, 585, 589, 595, and passim
30, 49, 120 f., 147 n., 568
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F Boreeli (• 86) ix

49, 120
120, 311
120, 311
H Wolfii B (• 88} ix-x
120, 346, 578 f.
K Oyprius (• 71) ix •
42, 48, 54 ff., 59 f., 62 f., 107, 117 f., 121,
L Regius (• 116) viii •
126 f., 134, 145, 308, 592 f., and passim
575, 578 f.
M Oampianus (• 72) ix
N Purp11lreus Petropolitanus (• 19) vi 81
89, 326, 575 ff.
0 8inopensis (• 21) vi (frags. Mt.). . 575 ff.
P Guelpherbytanua A (• 33) vi (frags.) 56 n., 580
Q Guelpherbytanus B (• 4:) v (frags.). 56 n., 580
56
312, 567 f., 580
R Nitrienais (• 22) vi (frags. Lk.)
120 f., 147 n.
S Vaticanus 354 (• 1027) x •
T Borgianus (•II) v (frags. Lk. Jn.) . 54 f., 56 n., 99, 213
122 11., 326, 579 ff.
U Nanianus (e 90) ix-x
120 f., 147 n.
V Mosquensia (• 711) ix
W (Washington, or Freer, MS.) ( E 014) v 11, 30, 32, 40, 48, 68 ff.' 107, 123, 138,
145, 302, 309, 311, 315, 323, 326, 331,
342, 351, 567 f., 580, 598 ff.
56
64, 326, 492
X Monaumis (A.3) x •
346, 488, 579
Y Macedonianm (• 073) ix
56 n.
Z J>u,blinenais (• 26) vi (frags. Mt.)
122 n., 567, 580
r Tischeridorjianus IV(• 70) ix-x
42, 56, 59, 62 f., 68 n., 85, 93 f., 107,
A Sangallensis (• 76) ix-x
592
125, 312, 315, 326, 57 4, 580
32, 42, 48 ff., 79-107, 116 ff., 132, 138,
0 (Koridethi us.)(• 0110} vii-ix
144 n., 145 f., 308, 316, 318 n., 322
327, 335, ,345, 573 ff., 579 ff., 585
589, 591 f., 595, and passim
49, 579 ff.
A Tischendorfianus III(• 77) ix-x
56
59, 567
$ Zacynthius (A1) viii (frags. Lk.)
120, 578 f.
IT Petropolitanus (• 73) ix
81
575 ff., 586
l: Rossanensis (• 18) vi
136, 241, 312, 575 ff., 595
122
~ Beratinus (117) vi .
56, 59, 62 f., 85, 107, 116, 125 f., 336
'It Laurensis (8 6) viii
342, 567 f.
120 f., 147 n.
fi Diml,ysiacus (E 61) ix-X
047 Andreen.'i.s (• 911)(formerly :i.) x 116
089 (• 28) (=Tisch. 0°) vi (!'rag.) • 580 n.
315
0106 (• 40) (=Tisch. ea) vii (frag.)

G Wolfii A (• 87) ix-x

n.,
n.,

n.,

n.,

n.,
n.,
n.,

GREEK MINUSCULES (CURSIVES)

1 (8 2114) xi-xii

13 (E 368) xiii

•

46, 50, 75, 80, 81 n., 86 ff., 94 n., 124,
280, 312, 315 f., 320, 322 f., 335 n.,
567 f., 570, 573, 576 f., 579, 585
46, 49 f., 73, 75, 80, 81 n., 82 n., 86 ff.,
100, 106, 120, H4 n., 311 f., 3H f.,
322 ff., 326, 410, 570, 573 ff., 585, 596

INDEX OF MSS.
22 (• 1188) xii
28 (• 168) xi-xii

33 (8 48) ix-x
69 (815015) xv
118 (E 346) Xiii
124 (E 11111) xii
131 (8 467) xiv-xv .
157 (• 1107) xii

34 n., 80 n., 88 f., 579, 585
42, 50, 75, 80, 86 ff., 172 n., 570, 585,
595
49, 56, 59 f., 62 f., 85, 91, 104 'It., 118,
125, 212 n., 250 n., 308, 310, 312, 315,
319, 326, 567 f., 577, 595
49, 80, 86 f., 308, 312, 323, 412, 568,
585
80 n.
80, 86, 144
309, 316 f., 533 n., 585
80 n.
49 n., 56 n., 76 n., 104 n., 176, 280, 415,
568, 570, 580
277
310
80 n.
80 n.
310
80, 86 f., 533 n., 574, 585
488
80 n., 87
94 n., 283, 578

n.,

162 (E 1114) xii
164 (• 116) xi
209 (8 4157) xiv
230 (E 173} xi
301 (A106) xiii
346 (• 11116) xii
473 (• 1390) (=Scriv. 512) xi
543 (• 11157) ( =Scriv. 556) xii
544 (• 337) xiii
565 Theodorae lmperatricis (• 93)
(=Tisch. 2pe,
Scriv. 473) ix
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566 (• 77) ix
579 (• 378) ( =Scriv. 743) xiii
700(•133) (=Scriv. 604) xi-xii

788 (E 1033) xi
826 (• 1118} xii
828 (• 1119) xii
872 (E 1103) Xii
892 (E 1016) ix-x
983 (• 3017) xiii
1071 (E 1279) Xii
1241 (E 1370) xii-xiii
1278 (e 1177) xii
1424 (8 30) (formerly ll x
1555 (E 1341) Xiii
1582 (E 183) X
1604 (E 13153) Xiii
1689 (E 10154) xii
1709 (E 10153 (?))?xiv
2193 (E 1131) xi

81,
49 f., 64, 73, 75, 81, 86 ff., 105, 123,
309 f., 317, 322 f., 326, 574 f., 585
48, 49 n.
50, 56 n., 62 f., 85, 118, 123, 125 f., 138,
177 n., 309, 312, 326, 336, 567 f., 571
32, 50, 75, 81, 85 f., 88, 277, 309, 312
~17 f., 322, 326, 567 f., 570, 574 576,
585
80 n.
80 n., 87, 574
80 n., 87, 574, 577
80 n.
56 n., 62
80, 586
89, 322, 580
56 n.
80 n., 81 n.
81, 84, 88 f., 519, 573, 575 If., 586
415
80, 88 f., 124, 335 n.
87 f., 580
80 n.
80 n.
SO
89

n.,
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OF OLD

a Vercellensis iv
b Veronensis v

c Colbertinus xii
d =Latin side of D
e Palatinus v •

g Sangermanensis I ix
If Sangermanensis II x-xi
b Claromontanus vi (Yulgate in Mk.

Lk. Jn.) •

I Rehdigeranus V1i
m = The Speculum
n Frag. Sangallensia iv-v
q Monacensis vii
r Usserianus Vi
~ =Latin of I::.

MSS.

66, 70, 88 f., 106 f., 116, 138, 141 "'··
143 ff., 170, 250 n., 267, 280, 308 f.,
311 ff., 319 f., 323, 326
65 f., 70, 89, 106 f., 116, 137 f., 141 n.,
143 ff., 267 f., 280, 308 f., 311, 319,
322 f., 525, 592 f.
55 n., 65, 116, 138, 141 n., 143, 250 n.,
267, 309, 311, 313, 319 f., 322, 324
68 n.
65, 66 n., 69, 88, 107, 116, 138, 141 n.,
143 ff.,. 212 n., 268, 308 f., 311, 315,
317, 319 f., 323, 326 f., 381 n.
66, 89, 141
311, 326, 592 f.
319
66, 116, 143, 145, 267, 309, 311, 313
323
137
319

n.,

f Brkianus vi
111 Corbeiensis Ix
f/2 Corbeiensis JI v-vi.

J Vindobonensis v-vi
k Bobiensis iv-v

LATIN VERSION

66, 70, 144, 322
66, 319 f., 323
45 f., 65 f., 69, 71, 88, 106 f., 125
132, 141 n., 144 f.,'.170, 250 n., 276 n.
280, 308, 311 ff., 316, 326 f., 836,
342
• 313, 319, 322 f.
65
66
66, 70, 89, 311
66, 313, 317
68 n.

n.,

OF OLD

SYRIAC VERSION

n.,

Syr. C. (sy•) Ouretonian v

73, 76, 87, 89 f., 115, 117 f., 122
136 ff., 141 n., 241, !:!50 n., 276, 313,
315, 317, 319 f., 327, 568
32, 71, 73 f., 79, 85-90, 106 f., 115 ff.,
132, 135 !f., 308, 335, 345, 519 f.' 591
595, and passim

Syr. S. (sy•) Sinaitic iv

The remaining citations (and dates) refer, not to individual MSS.,
but to Versions

AETHIOPIC
Aeth.? v

•

336

INDEX OF
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MSS.

ARMENIAN

Arm.v

76, 85 ff., 104 f., 115, 137 f., 241, 311 f.,
320, 322, 326, 335, 344 ff.' 595

EGYPTIAN

Boh. (bo) Bohairic (=Tisch. cop,
Hort me) vi

Sah. (sa) Sahidic (=Hort the)? iii .

54, 59, 121, 125, 309, 312, 324, 326, 336
54, 56, 59, 125, 309, 312, 317, 323 f., 326
336

GOTHIC

Goth. iv

.

66

n.,

114, 311

OLD GEORGIAN
Georg.? v .

.

85 ff., 335

LATER SYRIAC

Syr. Hcl. (syh) Harclean (=Tisch.
syrP) vii .

76,

12~

n., 241,

326, 336

55 n., 76, 100, 325, 336
Syr. Hier. (pa) Jerusalem vi
Syr. Pesh. (syP) Peshitta (=Tisch.
75, 87
syr.Bcb.) v.

LATIN VULGATE

Vulg. (vg) iv,

•

43 ff.• 590 If.

INDEX OF SUBJECTS
..4.cta and Galatians, harmony of, 545.
Bee alao Judaistio controversy
Addai, doctrine of, 489 n.
Adysh MS., 88, 90, 335 n.
"Agglomeration," 166 f., 192 f., 265
Agrapha, 241 n.
Allegorical method, 585
Alogi, the, 437 f., 440
Anti-Christ legend, 492 ff., 517 ff.,
522 f., 540
Apocalyptic in the Gospels, 20, 167,
215, 255, 263, 292, 416, 425, 451,
466, 468, 474 ff., 491 ff., 516 ff.,
520. See also under St. John
Apostolic Constitutions, 120 n., 446,
508, 533
Arianism, 595
Assimilation, 38, 181, 275 ff., 302, 321,
326 f., 570, Ch. VI.

Criticism (contd.)some important canons of, 44, 50,
64, 107, 131 ff., 135 f., 145 f., 158,
180 f., 208, 210, 222, 249, 307, 331,
378, 570
Crucifixion, date of, 422 f.
Cursives and Uncials, 48
De Boor fragment, 340 n., 434 f., 452
Development in N.T. theology, 374,
425, 440 ff., 456 f., 465 ff., 4 79, 495,
544, 556. Bee alao Logos and St.
John, Apocalyptic in
Diatessaron. Bee Tatian
Didache, 284, 288, 292, 368, 453, 507 ff.,
519, 523
Dittography, 86, 568
Docetists, 174, 341, 354, 385 f., 389,
515
Double attestation, 270

Barnahas, Epistle of, 502, 508
Benedictus, the, 266

Canon, evolution of Gospel, 526 f.
evolution of Pauline, 499 n., 526 f.
formation of, 3 ff., 11, 14, 30, 269,
341, 461 n.
purpose of, 501
Canons of criticism. Bee Criticism
Chalcedon, Council of, 105
Chanmeti Fragments, 90
Chronology, Synoptists and Fourth
Gospel, 9, 20, 392, 416 ff., Oh. XIV.
Clementine Homilies, 258 n.
Collections for the Saints, 545, 554, 557
Colophons, 49, 262
Conflation, 192 f., 246 ff, 249 n.
Criticism, principles of, 15 ff., 19, 22 f.,
34, 39, 49, 59, 61, 107, 111, 121 ff.,
131ff.,139, 146ff.,157, 170, 191 ff.,
227, 239, 275 ff., 306 ff., 328, 330,
541, 560, 565 ff., 569

Easter, date of, 440, 453
Eastern non-interpolations, 330
Ebionites, 437, 515
Elder, the, 18, 20 f. Bee alao John
the Elder
Elders, Sayings of the, 450 n. See also
Memoirs of the Elder
Episcopate, 466
Epistula ..4.postolorum, 70, 348, 436
Fathers, texts used by the, 33, 45 ff.,
53, 57 f., 91 ff., 277
Formulae, transference of, 314, eto.
Gentiles, meaning of word, 258 n.
Geology, analogy with Biblical criticism, 23
Gnosticism, 4 ff., 14, 171, 339, 386 ff.,
436 f., 441, 443, 445, 450, 471,
488, 501 f.
Gospel, use of word, 497 f., 559 n.
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"Gospel, The," 10, 506 ff., 510, 559
Gospels, Apostolic authorship of, 560 ff.
local, 9 ff.
order of, 11, 561
Guardian, The, 384 f.
Hagga.da., 503, 524
Haplogra.phy, 136, 568
Hebrews, GoBpel according to the, 240,
242, 257, 281
Hegelianism, ll41 ff.
Hermaa, 258 n., 340, 499 n., 528, 596
Homoioteleuton, 134, 171, 565
Inspiration, 373
Interpolation, Ch. VI. passim
Jerusalem, Council and Decrees of,
550 f., 556 n. Su alao Juda.istio
controversy
fa.ll of, 13 f., 53, 231, 433, 465, 492,
494, 512 f., 516 ff., 540
traditions of, 416 ff.
John, St., Apocalyptic development in,
20, 416, 425, 439, 468, 47( ff., 479,
518
authorship of, 8, 21, 346, 403, 416,
418 f., 426, Ch. XV.
historicity of, 388, 417 f.
miracles in, 384, 387 ff.
prologue to, 377, 456
John, The Acts of, 436
Judaistic controversy, 232 f., 255 ff.,
261, 416, 511 ff., 542, 545 ff.
King, prayers for, 40, 513
KOJVJ{3o8tiKTV-,..OS, 336 f.
Kt!ptos, o, use of, 212 ff., 457
Latin Prologues to the GoBpelB, 233.
See also Monarchian Prologues
Liturgies, 43, 276
Logia. (TaM-yia), meaning of, 19, 20 f.,
416, 469
Logos doctrine, 13, 374 ff., 455, 457,
465 f., 468 ff., 474, 479
Luke, St., autkorship of, 217 ff., 540,
560
origin of, 233, 533 f., 541
tendencies of, 217 ff., 554
Magi, treatise concerning the, 525
Magnifica.t, the, 266
"Man of Sin," 493, 517
Manuscripts. See Texts

Marginal readings, 566
Marie, inclusion in Ca.non, 10
neglect of, 341 f.
Martyrology, Syria.c, 435 (of. 452)
MegilT.oth, 262
Memoira of Peter, 442, 447, 561
Memoirs of the Apostles, 13, 137, 442
Memoir8 of the Elder, 447 ff., 452 f.
Memory, the human, 383 ff.
Memra, 374 ff.
Menologies, 113
Messiah, 375 f., 407
Minim ( = Jewish Christians), 233,
559 n.
Miraculous, the, 220, 384, 387 ff.
Missions, ancient and modem, 53,
466, 495, 512 f.
Modification, editorial, 192, 229, 249,
567
Monarchian Pro"loguea, 11 n., 12, 70,
233
Monta.nism, 436 ff., 441
Moscow Archeological Society, 79
Muratorian Canon, 9 n., 439, 448, 452,
461, 527
Mysticism, Ch. XIII.
Neopla.tonism, 375
Nestoria.nism, 76
Oxford Society of Historical Theology,
16 n., 505 n.
Oxford Studies in the Synoptic Problem,
159, 162, 169, 174£., 180, 184, 187,
189 f., 194, 201 f., 204 n., 214 n.,
216 n., 218 n., 222, 232, 244, 289,
292 n., 492 11., 496 n., 521
OxyrhynchUB Papyri, 54, 157, 241 f.
Parables, twin, 189, 243 f.
Participle readings, 567
Parties in the early Church, 511 ff.,
544 ff.
Peake'" Commentary, 195 n.
Peter, Apocryphal Gospel of, 5, 325,
341, 353 f., 359 f., 386, 500 f.
Pharisaism, 253, 257
Pirqe Aboth, 286
Polycra.tes, Ring of, 504
Prayer Book, 470 f.
Printing, influence on texts., 35, 39,
155, 307. See also Texts
Problems in the early Church, 260,
499. See also Apocalyptic in St.
John

INDEX OF SUBJECTS
Prophecy, 3, 292, 367 fl., 401, 522 f.,
538
Proto-Luke, 167, Ch. VIII., 407, 417,
423
Purple MSS., 49, 81, 121, 573, 575 fl.,
580
Readings, some notable, 135 fl.
Religious experience, validity of, 373
Revelation, 3 fl.
"Revised Version, The," 29, 31, 39,
57, 117, 124
" Schools " in literature, 459 f.
Sibylline Oraclu, 489 n.
Smyrna, bishops of, 445 f.
Speculum, The, 65
Speeches in Act.~, 555 f.
in St. John, 371 f.
Standardisation, 39 fl., 62, 81, 103
"Subscriptions," 488, 553
Symbolism, 385 fl., 390
Synonyms, substitution of, 566
Synoptic problem, 29, 140, 144, 148,
Part II., 229, 239, 413, Ch. XIV.
Targums, 374
Texts, African, 32 fl., 65 fl., 71 f., 101,
145, 336, 348, and passim
Alexandrian, 32 ff., 54 fl., 59 f., 61 fl.,
84, 92, 113, 116 fl., 121 f., 125, 135,
137, 140, 589
Antioch, 7, 9 fl., 16, 72 ff., 113 fl.,
116 fl., 230 fl., 269, 353, 436, 454 f.,
513, 519
Byzantine, 30 f., 34 n., 37, 39, 44 fl.,
47, 60, 62 ff., 67, 75 f., 81 f., 84 f.,
89 ff., 93 ff., 99, 102-121, 124 fl.,
140, 144 ff., 308, 353, and passim
Caesarean, 32, 71, 79 fl., 92, 100,
102, 145, 230 ff., 241, 269, 336,
348, Ch. IV. and passim
conditions of production of, 35, 39,
123, 134, 155, 193 f., 307, cf. 379
date of, 30, 33, 328
degeneration of, 35, 60, 139, 306 fl.,
330
Eastern, 32, 72 ff., 113
Egyptian, 30, 32, 34 f., 41, 53 fl., 60,
71, 84, 92, 119, 125, 140, 145,
241, 336, 348, 590, 592 f., 595, and
passim
Ephesus, 7, 9 ff., 54, 69 ff., 116,
352 f., 356, 370, 436, 540
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Texts (contd.)" European," 66
Fathers', 33, 45 fl., 53, 57 f., 91 fl.,
277
geographical distribution, 106, 136,
233
illusions about, 4 7 ff.
" Italic," 66
Jerusalem, 230 ff.
Latin, 11, 30 f., 35, 44, 53, 56, 64 ff.,
69 fl., 74, 76, 84 f., 91, 107, 118,
136, 140f., 145, 241, 318, 330, 404,
573, 580, 590, 592 f., and passim
local, 35 ff., 53
"mixed," 4.1 ff., 49, 61, 92
naming and numbering of, 48, 107
"Neutral," 32, 59, 84, 118, 140
number of, 33, 45
Rome, 7, 9ff.,17, 32 ff., 72, 117, 135,
239, 336, 339, 348, 350, 353, 356,
436, 439, 525 ff., 531 fl.
shorter, fallacy of, 131 fl.
Syriac, 30 f., 53 f., 71 fl., 84 f., 91,
107, 119, 145, 241, 335 f., 345,
348, 580, 591, and passim
"Syrian," 60, 114 f.
Western, 32, 56 f., 60 f., 64 fl., 73, 84,
92, 113, 116 fl., 125, 132 f., 137'
144, 572, 589
Theology, development in. See under
Development
Theophilus(" Most Excellent"), 534 fl.
Tombs at Rome and Ephesus, 453
"Travel Document," 218
Tiibingen School, 420, 541 fl., 556. Bee
also Baur, F. C.
Twilight period, 15 ff.
Uncials and cursives, 48
Universalism in the Gospels, 219, 269,
425, 537 f.
" Ur-Marcus," 168 fl., 305, 313, 331
Variants, 35, 37 f., 46, 55, 60, 81, 106 f.
Virgin Birth, 70, 87, 267f., 505f., 525
Visions, 373, 390 fl., 478, 546
"We sections," 218 fl., 233, 533, 540 fl.,
548 f., 553 f., 560, 562
Western non-interpolations, 136,140 ff.,
170, 311, 313, 318, 330
Wisdom Literature, 369
Zoology, illustration from, 42

INDEX OF PROPER NAMES
Abbott, E. A., 305 f., 309
Agabus, 512, 554
Allen, T. W., 111
Allen, W. C., 161, 274
Anicetus, 453
Antiochus Epiphanes, 492, 547
Aquinas, Thomas, 366
Aristarchus, 111, 123
Aristion (Ariston), 18, 335, 344 ff., 434,
446, 450
Asconius (Pseudo), 380 n.
Athanasius, 53, 468, 596
Augustine, 10, 157, 326, 365, 555
Aytoun, R. A., 266 n.
Bacon, B. W., 9 n., 395, 416, 418 n.,
433 n., 438 n., 439 n., 443 n., 526
Barnabas, St., 163 n., 557
Barnard, P. M., 57 n.
Bartlet, J. V., 340 n.
Baruch, 489 n.
Basilides, 526
Baur, F. C. Su Tiibingen School
Beerman, G., 79 n., 86
Beerman and Gregory, 79 n., 86, 574
Belsheim, J., 81 n., 83 n., 574, 584,
586
Benesevil!, V. N., 90 n.
Bergson, H., 376, 379
Beza, Theodore, 68
Bigg, C., 111
Blake, R. P., 79, 88, 90, 104, 121 n.,
335 n., 576 f.
Blake, W., 372
Bousset, W., 55, 121, 492, 578
Braithwaite, W. C., 488 n., 579
Briggs, C. A., 422 n.
Brightman, F. E., 43 n.
Brooke, A. E., 46 n., 93 n.
Buckley, E. R., 190, 395 f.
Burkitt, F. c.; 10 n., 30 n., 65 n., 66 n.,
67 n., 73 ff., 93 n., 115 f., 120, 126 n.,
136 n., 158, 177 n., 184 n., 295, 306,

318, 339 f., 381 n., 496 n., 502 n..
515 n., 521 n., 559 n., 593
Burney, C. F., 400, 419, 444 n., 455 n.
Burton, E. de W., 186, 187 n., 297 n.,
301, 303, 309, 328
Burton and Goodspeed, 161 n.
Cadbury, H. J., 560
Caiaphas, 382
Celsus, 360
Cerdo, 526
Cerinthus, 354, 389, 437,440
Chapman, Dom, 450
Charles, R.H., 250 n., 259 n., 433 n.,
434 f., 469, 520 n.
Chase, F. H., 38
Chrysostom, 54, 89, 113 f., 120, 122,
124, 579
Cicero, 380 n.
Clark, A. C., 131 ff., 374 n.
Clemens, T. Flavius, 535 ff., 557
Clement of Alexandria, 57 f., 59, 143,
467, 489, 497, 526, 561, eto.
Clement of Rome, 4., 120 n., 232 n.,
239 ff., 338, 437 n., 439 n., 490, 499 n.,
515 n., 527 f., 532 ff., 553
Colson, F. H., 17 n., 423 n.
Constantine, 102 ff., 536, 581, 591
Corssen, P., 11 n.
Cosmas Indicopleustes, 488
Cronin, H. R. S., 81 n., 575 f.
Cuthbert, Father, 157
Cyprian, 45 f., 65
Cyril of Alexandria, 53 f., 59, eto.
Damasus, Pope, 43, 112, 460 n., 590
Danby, H., 218 n.
Deissmann, A., 371 n.
Didimus, 594
Diocletian, 69
Diodorus, 157
Dionysius of Alexandria, 56 f., 34.7,
436, 449
613
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Dionysius of Corinth, 490, 528
Dobschiitz, E. von, 47 n.
Dodd, C. H., 191 n., 252, 284, 400
Domitian, 452, 474 ff., 524, 528, 535 ff.
Domitilla, 474 n., 535 ff.
Driver, G. R., 400
Eliezer, Rabbi, 559 n.
Elijah, 188, 220
Emmet, C. W., 373 n., 556 n.
Ephorus, 157
Ephraim the Syrian, 10 n., 75 n.
Epiphanius, 137, 437, 440
Erasmus, 31, 94
Eusebius, 9 n., 17 ff., 71 ff., 88, 91, 101,
103, 112, 118, 121 f., 233, 283 n.,
335 f., 340 n., 346 ff., 44 7 ff., 500, 512,
561, 581, etc.
Feine, P., 203 n.
Field, F., 114, 312
Florinus, 443
Foakes-Jackson and Lake, 12 n.,259 n.,
423 n., 542, 560 n.
Francis, St., of Assisi, 157
Gaius, 437 ff.
Gandhi, 553
Gebhardt, 0. von, 576
George the Athonite, 89
Gibbon, 191 f.
Girdlestone, R. B., 157 11.
Gladstone, W. E., 456
Gore, C., 431
Gregory, C.R., 79 n., 86, 88, 574, 579,
586
Gregory Nazianzen, 534 n.
Gregory of Nyssa; 277
Gregory, Pope, 44
Griesbach, J. J., 30, 32, 73, 92 ff., 115
Hadrian, 340 n.
Hamartolus, George, 434 n.
Harkel, Thomas of, 76
Harnack, A. von, 137, 184 n., 205, 244,
250 n., 340, 350, 353, 377, 506, 525,
540, 542, 556 n., 576
Harris, J. Rendel, 38, 56 n., 80 n., 138,
277, 311
Hawkins, Sir J. C., 142 n., Part II.
passim, 398, 534, 542
Headlam, A. C., 221
Hegesippus, 490, 528
Heracleon, 441
Hermippus, 365

Herodotus, 504
Hesychius, 42 n., 112, 121 ff., 581,
590 ff., 596
Hillel, 259
Hippolytus, 9 n., 67, 336, 436 f., 439
Homer, 33, 38, 111, 122 f., 139, 307
Homer, G., 56
Hort, F. J. A., 34, 47, 107, 117, 119,
122£.,140 ff.,145 f.,327, 330, 596, eto.
Hoskier, H. C., 38, 49, 76 n., 81 n.,
83 n., 85, 329, 567 n., 574, 586, 597
Huck, A., 161 n., 311 f., 315, 317 f.,
322, 328
Hiigel, Baron F. von, 366, 385
Hutton, E. A., 62 n.
Ignatius, 16, 268, 368, 435, 454 f., 490,
505 ff., 511, 526 ff.
Irenaeus, 7 f., 18 f., 68, 71 f., 124, 341,
438, 442 ff., 449 ff., 488 f., 500, 523,
528, 561, etc.
Irving, Edward, 477
James the Just, 232, 512 f., 515 n., 545
James, M. R., 436
Jerome, 7, 43 f., 46, 64, 101, 103, 112 f.,
126, 139, 282, 283 n., 346, 460 n.,
534, 561, 590 ff., etc.
John the Elder, 17 ff., 20f., 340f., 347,
416, 433 ff., 442 ff., 446 ff., 454 ff.,
458 ff., 467 ff., 477 f., 523, 525
John the Seer, 436
Josephus, 120 n., 557 f.
Julius Africanus, 9 n.
Julius Caesar, 562
Justin Martyr, 12 f., 15, 53, 71 f., 188,
308, 340, 436, 441 f., 455, 561, eto.
Justus Barsabas, 348
Juvenal, 535, 558
Kennedy, J. H., 527 n.
Kenyon, Sir F. G., 37 n., 47 n.
Lagarde, P. de, 114
Lake, K., 12 n., 34 n., 71, 79 ff., 85 f.,
90, 116, 259 n., 423 n., 542, 560 n.,
572 f., 576 ff., 580 ff., 586, 596
Lewis, F. W., 380 n.
Ligh,tfoot, J. B., 19, 435 f., 437 n., 439,
451, 506, 526, 535
Lightfoot and Harmer, 340, 382, 435 n.
Lipsius, R. A., 489 n.
Livy, 388
68
Lowe, E. A., 30

n.,
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Lucian of Antioch, 39, 103 ff., 112-127,
137-146, 308, 579, 581, 590 ff., 593 f.,
etc.
Luther, 555
Lyaanias, 557
Macler, F., 104 f.
M'Nab, M. J., 214 n.
Marcion, 5 ff., 16, 53, 66, 277, 308,
336, 437 f., 526 f., 532, etc.
Marx, Ka.rl, 544
Maximua of Turin, 277
Merrill, E.T., 4 n., 474 n., 490, 528
Mearop, St., 104
Moffatt, J., 380 n., 424 n., 472
Moore, G. F., 375
Nero, 15, 344, 491, 493 f., 496, 520,
523, 536, 538 f.
Origen, 42 n., 46 f., 53 f., 58 f., 91-102,
105, 111, 118 f., 122, 126 f., 136, 144,
318 n., 353, 527, 573, 585 ff., 591,
594 ff., etc.
Palmer, W., 69 n.
Palut, 75
Pamphilua, 91, 112, 578, 594, 596
Pantaenus, 111
Papias, 17, 19, 262, 340 f., 347, 382,
416, 434 f., 443, 447 ff., 470, 476,
500, etc.
Parvan, V aaile, 72 n.
Patton, C. S., 187 n., 236, 238
Paul of Somosata., 116
Pelagiua, 46
Perry, A. M., 203, 217 n.
Philaster, 437
Philip, Apostle or Evangelist, 348,
453 f.
Philip of Side, 340 n., 434 f.
Philo, 347 ff., 385 f., 457, 469
Phrynichus, 164
Pieriua, 126 f., 594 ff.
Pionius, 445 f.
Plato, 367, 370 f.
Pliny, 558
Plotinus, 366
Plummer, C., 249 n.
Plunkett, J. M., 362
Pluta.rch, 365, 496
Polybius, 388
.
Polyca.rp, 4 n., 7, 18, 71, 340 n., 442 ff.,
450, 453, 489, 505, 528, etc.
Polycra.tes, 443, 452 ff.
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Preuachen, E., 46 n., 96 ff.
Priscillia.n, 11
Proclua, 437
Ptolemy, 111, 122
Quadra.tus, 340 n.
Ramsay, Sir William, 133, 542, 556 n.
Rembrandt, 195
Rena.n, 541, 557 n.
Robinson, J. Armitage, 76, 104 f.
Ruahbrooke, W. G., 161 n., 312, 398
Saba.tier, A., 157, 461
Sa.ha.k, St., 104
Salmon, G., 450
Sanday, W., 13, 37
45, 65, 159 n.,
180 f., 295, 305, 329
Sanday and Turner, 68
Sanders, H. A., 34 n., 40 n., 68, 80 n.,
586
Schmidt, C., 70
Schmidtke, A., 50 n., 62
Schweitzer, A., 255 n.
Scrivener, F. H., 40, 81 n., 84, 121,
171 n., 488 n., 578 n.
Serapion, 74
Sha.mmai, 259
Simon of Cyrene, 217
Sirach, Jesus, son of, 369
Soden, H. von, 34 n., 4 7, 56 n., 80 n.,
81 n., 84, 86, 91, 102 ff., 107, 120 f.,
147, 573, 576 ff., 584 n., 586, 597
Souter, A., 46 n., 47 n,
Stanton, V. H., 377, 395 f., 399, 438 n.,
460
Suetonius, 496, 537
Sunda.r Singh, l92 ff., 478 n.
Swete, H. B., 112 n., 114 n., 120 n., 591

n.,

Ta.citus, 33, 365, 494 n., 496, 552 n.,
558
Tagaishoibi, E. S., 90 n.
Ta.gore, Sir Ra.bindranath, 553
Ta.tian, 7 n., 9 f., 53, 67, 71 ff., 74 f.,
339, 348, 489 n., etc.
Temple, Archbp. F., 456
Tertullian, 65 f., 277, 445, etc.
Theodore of Mopsuestia, 89, 124
Theophilus of Antioch, 3 n., 7, 54, 454
Theudas, 557
Thomas, St., 489 n.
Thompson, Sir Herbert, 56
Thompson, J.M., 161 n.
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Thucydides, 156, 370 f., 388
Timothy, 550, 552
'fischendorf, C., 31, 62, 121, 147 f.,
317 n., 318, 488 n., 578, 580, 584 n.,
586, 595 f., etc.
Titian, 456
Titus of Bosra, 579
Torrey, C. C., 266, 400 n.
Troeltsch, E., 296
Turner, C. H., 92, 295, 327, 354, 381 n.,
507
Turner and Howarth, 460 n.

Vespasian, 535 f.
Victor of Antioch, 346, 579
Victor of Rome, 7, 443, 452 f.
Virgil, 33, 382

Ulfilas, 113 f.
Underhill, E., 390 f.

Wellhausen, J., 254
Westcott, B. F., 243, 430 f.
Westcott and Hort, 26, 31, 34, 37, 59,
114 f., 124, 146 f., etc.
White, H. J., 66
Windisch, H., 543 f., 548 n.
Wordsworth and White, lln.,44,67 n.,
101, 335, 592 f., etc.
Wright, A., 186
Wright, W., 525 n..

Valentinus, 438
Verrall, A. W., 406 n.

Xenophon, 562
Xystus, 453, 525

INDEX OF SCRIPTURE REFERENCES
N.B.-1. Section A contains all citations made by chapter and verse, also
some isolated passages which are quoted without the reference being
given in the text. Section B contains passages cited by name, where
chapter and verse are not given in the text.
2. This Index does not include the lists of collected references in the Additional
Notes, etc.

SECTION A
Judges
xvii. 8

• 312 n.

1 Samuel
xiii. 14

532

2 Kings
xvii. 24

• 390 n.

l Chronicles
x.

156

Psalms
164
xxii. 1
405
xxxi. 5
xxxvii. 11 . 250 n., 252
lxxii. 20 •
262
Ixxxvili. 21 (LXX.) 532
Isaiah
xl.
5
!xvi. 24
Daniel
ix. 27
xii. 11
11 f.•

"

Micah
vii. 6
Zachariah
ix. 9
xiv. 5

219 f.
265
517 n., 519
519
476, 492
517
• 494 n.
411
510

Malachi
iii. 1-3

420

Matthew
i and ii..
266
,, -xv.
65
,, -xvii . .
62
16
86 f., 267, 574
" 2•
205
iii.
,, 4.
211
,, 5.
305
183
" 7-10
14£.
16n.
" 15
505
" 16
137, 505
"
iv. 1 •
305
10
89
" lib
211
" 13
206
"
v.-vii.
249, 261, 263, 274
• 250n.
" 4 f.
,, 5 .
252
. 240 n.
" 7 .
251
" 7-10
11 f.
250 f.
" 13
286
" 15
306
" 17-20.
256
"
89
" 22
509
" 24
38-48. .248, 251 f.
"" 39-47.
. 511 n.
. 258 n.
" 47
vi. 2-15
510
617

Matthew (contd.}vi. 5-16 •
508
276£.
" 9 ff.
14
• 240 n.
" 19-21.
284
"" 22-33.
249
22-vii. 12
. 250 n.
24
285
284
" 25-34.
32
. 258 n.
"
vii. 1 .
. 240n.
1-5
251
"
508
" 6
249
" 7-11
276
" 9
12
• 240 n.
" 13 f.
283
"
251, 522
" 21
. 171 n.
" 22
251
" 24-27
262
" 28
167
" 29
viii. 2 f.
309
• 276 n.
" 5
409
" 5 ff.
276, 501
" 9
514
11
" 17
• 16n., 505
" 23
302
170
29
" 1
522
ix.
299
" 7 .
310
16 f.
" 17
311

"
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Matthew (contd.)Matthew (contd.)Matthew (contd.)ix. 20
313
xiii.
167, 261 f., 264,
178
xix. 12
170
274, 522
17
162
" 27-31 .
170
24
10 •
302
317
" 29
170
11
313
28
166, 288
" 32 f.
170
34
16 f.
275
318
29
167, 261 f.,
x.
31£.
247
166, 279
30
" 44 ff.
265, 274
190
xx. 16
89, 279
" 58
211
162
28 122 n., 136, 241
" 1 ff.
" 1
"
2-4
144
XlV.·XXVlll.
161, 274
xxi.
318
70, 501
13 . 313, 569, 571
411
5
" 3.
5. 291 n., 416, 502
14
313
8
93n.
5 f.
255
313, 315
15
17
301
255
20
315
23
318, 320
" 5-8
"
313, 315
5-16
190, 263
21
24
319
" 24
. 255n.
410
33 ff.
166
" 5-23
514
29-31
355
44, 45
319
" 6
" .
" 2 ff.
251
9 ff.
xv.
279
xxii.
95
248
13 .
. 505n.
l ff.
• 243n.
" 9-15
190, 254
22b-24.
260
1-36
• 585 ff.
" 9-16
" 2 f..
" 24
509
• 425n.
.. 10
416
"
29 •
413
505
16
516
6 f..
"
"
17-20 .
263
314
30 •
320
27, 35 f.
"
"
170
17-22 .
254
xxiii.. . 253 f., 261 n.
31
18
263
88, 241
xvi. 2 f ..
-xxv.
. 274£.
280
4
306
248, 253
1-36
" 19 f.
" 6
89, 2u5, 263,
279
257
2 f.
" 23
425 n., 520
16 .
254
303
6
16 ff .
515
12 •
285
" 24. . 255, 399, 409
263
18 ff.
258
88
14 •
" 24£.
255
100, 286
24
37 .
. 412 n.
" 25
"
254, 306
26
521
27
37-39
254
" 28
254, 280
477, 521
38 .
. 261 n.
" 26 ff.
" 2
191, 521
xvii.
33
315
xxiv.
264, 519
. 494n.
34-36.
5
316
-xxv.
261
" 17
" 10, 11f.,13 510
" 36-38.
254
317
263
284
19 f.
12
171 n., 510
" 36-39 •
285
20 •
166
15 •
519
" 37 f.
"
,, 21 •
191, 286
88
. 425 n.
20 " 38
254, 263 f.,
24-27
504
21 .
303, 510
" 40
"
278, 509
XVlll.
167, 261 f., 265
24,44
510
" 25-28
255, 263
41
6 f .• 265, 281 n.
287
" 26-28
" 7
" 42
254, 263
265, 275
265
" 8 f ..
" 5
273, 276 n.
265
xi.
29, 31
. 425n.
" 11
" 29 ff.
233
88
521
" 13
569
12-14, 15 •
265
30, 31 425 n., 510
" 21
"
409
15 f.
282
36 .
135, 594
" 27
311
xii. l
15 ff. 257,281,510
37-39
265
312
17 f. 258 n., 259
37-41
287
" 2, 4
301
19 f.
505
42 •
510, 520
" 9£.
259
9-13
21£.
265, 282
43-51
265, 279
" .• • 95, 167, 261,
" 25-xxiii. 2. 574 xxv
211
31
"
509
xix.-xx
31 f.
..
86
585 ff.
306
3-12
39 ff.
55 n., 89
2591
"
278 f.
10-12
166
~
510
" 46-50.
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Matthew (contd.)Mark (contd.)Mark (contd.)163
xxv. 11 f., 41
279
i. 32
vi. 45-viii. 27
176
520
13
.. 40-42
309
46£.•
174
14-30.
282
577
47 • 176, 178, 410
.. 43
xxvi. 3-5
46
217
48-viii. 26
.. 44
290
2 ff., 7 ff. 580n.
ii. 7 •
217
53-viii. 21
173 f .
vii. 1 ff.•
18
. 422n.
398
279
.. 11 f.
299
13
29
321
.. 12
257
160
39
89
16
.. 13-17
• 172 n .
50
301
.. 21 f ..
190, 310
24-30
260
26
51
303
.. 22, 23
311
. 425n.
31
52
411
.. 23-iii. 6
217
413
31 ff .•
64
321, 521
312
.. 24, 26
173
325
iii. 1 •
32 ff .•
67 f.
301
169 f .
144, 211
73
322
37
170
.. 16 ff..
75
. 322£.
21
171, 189
viii.-xvi..
65
xxvii. 4 •
566
189, 209
1 ff.
.. 22 ff ..
173
191 n., 211
12
415
7 •
306
.. 28
16£. 87, 9ln.,101
509
14
.. 28 f .•
163
"
,, 15
279
17.
95, 136
279
.. 31
24£.
. 503n.
161
17
.. 31-35.
173
29.
411
167
22ff.• 169 f., 173 f.
iv.
164
264
33.
23
.. 1-20
170
302
40.
303
27
.. 10
176£.
" 29
303
46.
164
313
.. 11
33
178
49 122n.,136,140
171, 306
.. 21
" 34
191, 286
51-53.
503
169, 191
.. 21 ff••
191, 521
,, 38
54, 58, 59 f. 323
191 n., 306
.. 22
476,520
171
ix. 1
57.
304
26, 30
,, 2 f.
315
209, 247
60.
412
.. 30 ff••
316
6 f.
302
64.
. 425n.
.. 36
179
xxviii. l • 324, 502 n.
9
163
.. 38
317
170
19
325
v. 7 •
3 •
28
285
124
• 212n.
6 •
.. 19
178
28 f ••
314
300
8 •
.. 24
100 n.
313
30
9 f.
343
.. 27
209
33-37
167
357, 415
vi. l ff.
10
162
33-50
265
343
16-20.
" 5.
37
264, 278
18
87, 91 n.
.. 7 ff. . 167, 190, 254
191 n.
38 ff.
171
19 29ln.,508,514
" 8.
" 41
569
263
19 f.
358
.. 12
" 42 . 264 f., 281 n .
314
.. 13
161
42-48.
167
Mark
,, 14-xvi. 20
" 42-50.
93
191
i.
82, 85, 90 f.,
.. 16
178
43-47.
572, 576 f.
178
" 17-29.
43-48.
265
173
-v. 30
69
.. 30 ff ••
. 400n.
44, 46, 49
88
86
31-x. 1
-ix.
49£.
32-34, 43
313
210
-xi.
92
" 1-27
50
286
314
93
.. 33
" 6, l3b
. 400n.
x. 1
207, 211
397, 403
.. 37
422
178
1-12.
13
116, 577
.. 39
" 2-12.
210, 259
315
14
206, 422
.. 43
" 14
87, 91 n.
173
22
167
.. 45, 51, 52
93, 162
160,
18
23 ff..
169
.. 45-viii. 26
24
89
172 ff., 214
,, 24
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Mark (contd.)Mark (contd.)Luke (contd.)x. 25
317 xiv. 70
322
vi. 4f.
68
318
322 f.
6.
301
" 30.
" 72 f.
" 14-16.
279 xv. 2 •
322
144, 215
" 31.
" 16
178, 435 xv. 9 .
379
" 35 ff .•
70
" 20-49.
. 435n.
411
249
" 39.
" 17
"
42
423
30-32.
303
20-viii. 3. 167, 201,
"
"
42-45.
210
164
203 f., 214
" 34
46 ff ..
170
323
22 f. .
250
" 39, 46.
"
xi. 1 .
318
304, 323
24 ff..
252
" 43
324
" 1-12 . . 93, 318 n. xvi. l
. 511 n.
" 27-33.
9311.
,, 5 •
248, 251
325
" 7 f.
" 27-36.
178
216
" 12-14.
" 31, 36-38. • 240 n.
" 7
93
88, 175, 300
" 15-17.
251
" 37 f., 41 f.
" 8
301
,, 9-20 70 f., 88, 124,
" 15-19.
399, 409
" 40
178
335-360, 526 n.
" 20-22.
46, 47-49
251
" 1.
22f. .
284
124, 212
vii.
262, 276n.
" 19 f.
"" 27
318, 320
2 ff.
409
" 8.
160 Luke
" 27-33.
276
"
319
i.
574
10, 30
. 258n.
" 29
xii. 11, 12
319
,, and ii.
.208 f., 266
13, 19
213
" 21
320
,, 1-iv. 30
167
" 22, 28
273, 314
" 22
93
124
. 276 n.
" 26 f. •
" 28.
210
" 28 ff..
267, 525
36 ff..
210, 402
" 34.
"
254
267
48£. .
217
" 38.
" 39
" 2
97
266 viii.
" 41, 41-43
350, 358
" 51, 69.
172
ii 1-25 572, 574, 582 f.
" 41-44.
,, 4-ix. 50
167
xiii. 167, 215, 264, 287,
116, 267
302, 567
" 5
" 9
301, 491ff.,522, 540 iii. 1, 23 •
209
313
" 10, 44
263
,, I f.
557
,, 13-xxiv. 53
69
" 7
532
,, I-iv. 30
205, 207,
306
" 16, 17
" 9
254
214
" 9-13
302
" 22
263
305
ix. 3-5
248
" 3, 21
" 10
116, 280
205
176 f., 313,
" 3 f.
" 10
" 11
• 42511.
206
568, 570
" 18
" 4
303
7-9
183
313
" 19
" 11
"
25 ff ..
521
205£.
12
569 f.
" 16, 21 f.
"" 33-37.
169
• 143, 188, 276
13, 14
313, 315
" 22
"" 17
xiv.-xv.
56 iv. 1
305
315
402
205£.
" 2 ff., 3
176
" 1 f.
" 18
397
167
" 3-vi. 19
" 3, 5
303
" 20
210,
378
207, 215
" 14 f.
286
" 3 ff.
" 23
422
206
215
" 28-30.
" 13
" 16
398
" 20, 43
209
315, 325
" 16-30.
" 29
321
v. 1-11
214
" 25, 62
316
" 34
178
355
" 26-28
35
. 567n.
" 4-7
337, 343
143
179
" 28
" 10.
" 36
404 f.
213
317
" 30
" 12
" 41
397
" 42, 54
309
51-56.
290
" 12 f.
303
217
,, 51-xviii. 14
167,
" 47
" 21.
171
299
201, 203 f., 214, 424
" 51 f.
" 25.
93
310
55
88
" 60
" 36 f.
61
299
37.
311
57-x. 24
278
"
94n.
.. 62
vi. 1
311
61 f.
289
"x. 1 •
65
325
312
213
" 2, 4
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Luke (contd.)Luke (contd.)Luke (contd.)x. 1 ff. . 190, 211, 217
xiv. 8 f . .
137, 241
xxii. 19 f.
. 553 n.
254
11
285
20-xxiii. 20
55
" 3-12
"
248
15
115, 288
22, 33-34a,
" 4 ff.
"
569f.
16 ff.
516
42, 46, 52 f.,
" 13.
" 26f.
264, 278
285, 289
54b, 55 f., 59 f.
216
" 16.
" 27
289
191, 286
25-27
210
" 18-20.
" 28-32
" 27
409
190
423
" 22.
" 29 f.
" 28-33
274
289
288
" 23f.
" 31
320
213
34
210
" 25f.
" 34 .
210
286, 289
34f..
404£.
" 25-28.
"
278
74
xv. 3-10.
190
43 .
" 25-xi. 8
" 43 f.
402
249, 285
55 n., 61,
xvi. 13
" 38.
"
233
89, 123, 137
213
16
" 39, 41.
" 16-18 286, 287 n.
xi. 1-4
277
178
45 .
"
" 47
276
518
216, 570
" 2 ff., 11
" 48 .
249, 274
• 287 n.
301
17
" 9-13
" 49 f.
278
178, 210
18
303
" 9-xii. 10
" 1 f . . 265, 281 n.
" 50
568
xvii.
404
" 10
" 58
281, 284
209
1-4 .
322
" 14-23.
"
257, 282
278
3 f .•
61 213, 216, 322
" 27 f.
"
"
213, 284
5f. .
306
323
62
" 29 ff., 33 .
" 14
" 64
217
249
325
" 34-36.
"
"
279
216,321
290
20£.
69
" 37 f.
"
" 22-37
265, 287
253 f.
xxiii.2
538
" 37-52.
" 6
213 xviii.
213
3, 25, 26,
" 39
" 33, 34b, 35,
285
248
14
" 39-52.
" 15-43
279, 306
167
44 f., 46, 51,
xii 1 b, 2.
" 25
317
280
2 ff., 11 f.
52f.
216
"
" 9 •
280, 318
191, 251
30
4, 14
404
"
"
" 10
213
41
509
18, 21 .
405
" 22-31.
"
"
167, 205,
216, 404
249
xix. 1-27
22 •
" 22-59.
" 23-xxiv. lOa 217
278
214 f.
" 30
" 34. 74, 89, 123,
213
. 258 n.
8
" 32-34.
" 11-27
"
284
282
138
" 35
510 f.
• 215n.
28
35-37
303
" 28 f ..
" 38
" 35-38, 39-46
318
89, 216
279
" 28-xxii. 13 . 167
" 47
" 42
213
323
" 37 f. 177 n., 404
" 48
" 42-46
265
87
" 47-50, 54, 57
"
"
37.40
215
216, 405
289
49
" 49-53, 53 . 494 n.
" 41 ff.
"
215, 540
50 .
304
" 52, 53 .
" 54-57.
. 421 n.
. 241 n.
42
323
"
"
" 1
318, 320
178, 217
54 .
324
xiii. 6 ff••
xx.
" l
3, 18, 19
319
xxiv.
324
217
10-17
" 32
.,," 15
320
213
325
4
" 6a, 6b
" 34
209, 247
216
18 f.
89
" 34-38
" 9
" 18-21.
215
300
283
" 11
" 1
" 18-35
278
xxii.
570
350
"
" 23 f.
215, 404
12 202, 403, 406
283
3
" 25-27, 30
" 24
" 8
406
279
215
"
" 28f.
" 14 167, 202, 209
344
283
34
"
" 14-xxiv. 53 167,
" 33, 34
403
. 421 n.
36
" 40
"
404
254, 283
216
.," 34£.
" 47
220
423
xi~. 1-6
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15
" 51
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I

,John
John (contd.)Acts (contd.)70
xv.-xvi. .
i. 12
381, 397
xx. 35
. 185, 532
20
. 268 n.
13
xxi. 17 ff., 20-25 550
•
409
" 6
" 12 f.
iii.
xvi.
88
.
373
xxii. 6 ff. . . 384 n.
492
422
13
23
xxvi. 12 ff.. . 384n.
" 10
404 xxviii. 28, 31
409 xviii.
35
539
11
411
iv. 6.
387
"
46 ff.
12,12-27, 13,
409
Romans
388, 499,
"
" 54
24
381
381
526, 555
"
381
13 f., 16-18,
v.-vi ..
ii. 16.
561
"
381, 421
19, 23, 25a 382
1
xii. 14
. 252 n.
397
1-18 .
217
18, 39
" 2
" 4
411 1 Corinthians
89
xix.
344, 359,
398
6, 15, 25
405
8 f.
499, 526 f.
" 28 f ..
" 13
87
382
v. 7
423
" 35
" 44-47, 47
430
381
vii 10
368
"
"
412
41
381
vi. 1, 17, 59.
ix. 20
550
"
472
1-vii. 10. . 400 n.
xx.
xi. 24 f.
. 553n.
87
16
2, 12, 62.
408
xii. 28
. 367 n.
17
357, 415
413
3
xv. 5.
344, 358
398
381, 421
24
4
9 ff•.
• 257 n.
431
397, 403
30
7
"
365
30£.
174
15
"
. 527n.
" 19
xxi.
343, 353 ff., 2 Corinthians
410
i. 1
. 534 n.
382, 472
574
55-vii. 3.
viii. 18
. 534n.
355
2 f., 14 .
66-vii. 2.
83
xi. 24
532
473
15 ff.
398
71
" 1, 14, 15-25, 25 381
477 f.
23
vii.
" 24
432, 434 Galatians 232, 527n., 545£.
. 400 n.
10
" 40-46
" 24 f.
ii. 1
. 556n.
430, 473
99
" 41 f ..
"
407
" 9 . . 545, 547, 500
" 53-viii. 11 36, 44, Acts 134, 137, 218 f.,
iii. 1 .
596
"
232, 350,368,527n.,
89, 121, 123 f.
531 ff., 545, 555 f., Ephesians 139, 457, 461,
174
ix. 6 f.
592, 594
469, 556, 559 n.
402
xi. 1, 2
142 f.
i. 2
35
387
532 Philippians 457, 515, 526
87 f.
8
39
"11. 38
" 49-52
205
382
i. 15 ff.•
552
557
572 ff., 584
v. 34 ff.
xii. 1·6
iii. 2 .
552
4n.
vii. 38
402
2.
" 3.
. 384n. Colossians .
ix. 3 ff..
397, 402
139, 457,
" 5.
512
xi. 19 f.
397
461, 469
" 8.
.
132
n.
20
410
352
iv. 10
"
" 12 f ..
233
27
88, 404
"
28 512, 533, 554
411
15
" 30 556 n., 557 n. Thessalonians (Epistles)
" 36
417
456, 522, 554
"
"
. 163 n.
404
xii. 12 f.
xiii. 2
532
xiii. 22
409
3
" 16
• 556 n. 2 Thess.
xv. 19 ff.
399, 409
493
ii. 3, 10
" 20
550
264
29
" 38
"
336
38
404£.
" 1-24.
" 10 ff.
352, 527
549, 554 Pastorals
xvi.
381
xiv.
538
xvii. 7
25-31
380
" 26
549 l Timothy
xx. 5
492
" 31
v. 18.
509
554
397
6
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Peter (Epistles) 489, 501 1 John (contd.)352, 489 f.,
iv. 2 f. .
518
497, 554
v. 6 .
. 354, 470
John
(Epistles)
368,
431,
494
434, 439, 446 ff., Revelation 269 n., 347 f.,
454 ff., 558 ff., 4 70 f.
416, 434, 436ff.,440 f.,
461
449 ff., 468 f., 474 ff.,
1 John
489 n., 523, 537
i 1 •
470
i l . . . 368n.
338, 440, 457.
.. 1-3
434
xi. 1 f., 3 f. • 517 f.
501, 527
ii. 6 .
. 391 n.
.. 2 •
476
iii. 7 .
434
xiii. 5 .
476
501
.. 13, 18
456
xxii. 18 f.
. 368 n.

SECTION B
( 1) M iracleB
Blind Man, Healing of . .169, 173 f.
Centurion's Servant, Healing of 182,
203, 223, 250, 253,
256, 262, 273, 409
Demoniac, Healing of .
. 169 f.
Dumb Man, Healing of.
. 169 f.
Feeding of Multitudes . 158, 173 f.,
176 f., 313 ff., 381, 387 f.,
400, 403, 408, 413 f., 422
Fig-tree, Cursing of. 178, 217, 221 n.
Fishes, Draught of . • 220, 355, 390
Gadarene Swine
• . • 158, 170
Jairus' Daughter, Raising of •
158
Lazarus, Raising of
388 f., 402, 420
Paralytic, Healing of . . 300, 398
Syro-Phoenician Woman 221 n, 260,
425, 514
Walking on Water 173 f., 182 n, 355,
388, 400, 410, 502
Water into Wine · • . .
388
203
Widow's Son, Raising of .
Withered Hand, Healing of
240

(2) Parablu

Barren Fig-tree •
Building of Tower
Door .
Drag Net.
Good Samaritan.
Good Shepherd .
Hidden Treasure
House built on Sand
King making War .
Labourers in Vineyard .
Leaven 171, 186, 243, 264,
Lost Coin

217
190, 286
372
522
228
372
190, 522
250
190, 286
166, 228
274, 522
190

Lost Sheep

185, 190, 235, 239,
243 ff., 265
Marriage Feast . • 166, 235, 243,
245, 516
Mustard Seed
159, 171, 186, 190,
204, 209, 211, 243, 246,
264, 274, 284, 305, 522
New Patch •
190
New Wine . .
190
Pearl of Great Price
190, 228, 522
Pharisee and Publican •
228
Pounds (or Talents)
205, 235, 240,
243, 245, 282 f., 287
228, 240
Prodigal Son. . .
171
Seed growing secretly
243
Sower, the
Tares, the .
522
Ten Virgins .
279, 511
166
Two Sons
Vine, the
. . •
372
Wicked Husbandmen
166, 243
Widow's Mite
172
(3) Sayinga
Beatitudes 237, 239, 250 ff., 253, 289
Beelzebub Controversy 159, 186, 189,
204, 209, 211, 274, 305, 409
Divorce, concerning 178, 210, 259 f.
Forgiveness, concerning 239 f., 265,
281
Great Commandment
159, 204, 210
"I thank Thee, Father" • 274, 409
Lord's Prayer • 139, 185, 237, 239,
251, 275 ff., 508
"Love your Enemies". .239, 251 f.
"Rock" passage
257, 515
" Seek to rise " •
136
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137
Gethsemane, Angel of
Great Omission, the 60, 172 ff., 214,
221n.,400
Jesus Barabbas • • 87, 95, 101, 136
Last Supper, the 159, 167, 202, 209,
216, 417' 422 f.
Man working on Sabbath .
68
Martha and Mary •
378, 401, 419
Mission Charge
186, 190, 211, 217,
254 f., 263, 273 f., 305,
422, 509, 514
Mocking of Jesus
. 211, 327, 406
(4) MiscellanwrM
159, 165, 167, 184 n.,
Passion, the
" Abomination of Desolation" 492 ff.,
202, 207 ff., 211, 214, 217'
518 ff., 540
229, 243, 269, '292, 343,
Anointing, the . 159, 203, 210, 243,
403, 406, 411, 424, 503
378, 402 f., 417
Passover, the .
. 381, 383
Apocalypse, the Little
• 167, 263,
Peroean Section, the
. 203, 215,
264 n., 425, 491 f.
278, 424
18 f., 70, 144, Peter, Call of 189, 214, 220, 243, 355
Apostles, names of
215, 501
Peter's Confession
• 176 f., 257 f.,
Ascension, the
• 142 f., 408, 534
424, 515
Baptism of Jesus
5, 137, 143, 186, Peter's Denial .
. 217, 232, 336,
188 f., 205, 220, 273,
404, 407, 473
276, 291, 305, 505 f.
Pilate's Hand-washing .
503
Baptist's Preaching 182, 186, 188 f.,
Rejection at Nazareth . 159, 205 f.,
205 ff., 211, 239, 273,
209, 215, 220, 243
291, 305, 399, 522 Rending of Temple Veil
563
Beloved Disciple
432 Resurrection Appearances 108, 175,
Birth and Infancy • 10 f., 158, 165,
182 n., 207, 209, 211, 214 f., 217,
182 n., 209, 221, 266 ff., 502, 559
341, 343 f., 349, 351 ff., 356, 404,
Bloody Sweat 61, 74, 89, 123, 137 f. ·
406, 415, 473, 499, 514, 539
Cleansing of Temple
• 420 f.
503
Resurrection of Saints .
Collections for the Saints . 545, 554, Rich young Ruler .
240
557 Samaria, Woman of
390
• 219, 531, 546, Spear Thrust, the 122 n., 136, 141 n.
Cornelius incident
551, 553 Stater in Fish's Mouth 182 n., 502, 504
5, 216 f., 292, 411, Temptation, the 165, 182 f., 186 ff.,
Crucifixion, the
422, 456
189, 205 f., 211, 215,
202, 217, 403,
Entombment, the
273, 291, 305
406 f., 412 Transfiguration, the
. 215, 315 f.
423 Trials of Jesus . 216, 218 n., 327, 422
Feet-washing, the
9, 11, 205, 209,
Genealogies, the
"We" Sections in Acts 218 ff., 233,
220, 506, 525
533, 540 ff., 548, 553 f., 560, 562
Sermon on Mount (or Plain) . 158,
167, 182, 195, 203, 215, 227, 239,
249 ff., 257, 262, 275, 414, 514, 522
. 27 4, 306
Sign of Jonah
Signs of times
241
Strait Gate .
. 239, 283 f.
Unclean Spirit
. 274, 278
Woes to Pharisees, etc. . 250, 252 ff.
Woes to Cities •
274
Words from Cross .
74, 89, 123,
138, 405
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