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INTRODUCTORY

FOR some considerable time past (since 1894) a class has
been in the habit of meeting in the ‘lodgings’ of the Lady
Margaret Professor which we have called a * Seminar’, though
it has not been quite like the gatherings known by that
name on the Continent. The subject of study has been the
Synoptic Problem. But as this larger class has alternated
with a smaller (usually upon a subject of Textual Criticism),
the number of meetings has only been three in each term
or nine in the year. It will therefore be understood that
progress has been very leisurely.

The Seminar has lived through some four or five genera-
tions of Oxford life, and it has been attended for the most
part by graduates and special students; so that a certain pro-
portion of the members have naturally been ‘birds of pas-
sage’, who have stayed for a year or so and have then gone.
But it has been the peculiar happiness of this Seminar that
it has had a permanent nucleus of members who have
been faithful to it from the very first This has been the
case with three of the seven contributors to the present
volume, Sir John C. Hawkins, Dr. Vernon Bartlet, and
Mr. Willoughby C. Allen, who left us two years ago—just
as the volume was being planned—to take up the higher
dignity of Principal of the Hostel which is now about to be
replaced by Egerton Hall, and Archdeacon of Manchester.
Mr. B. H. Streeter has also been a very regular and active
member since he joined us. Mr. Addis came for several
years, but has now been called away to parochial work in
London. Mr. N. P. Williams joined us recently, but has
been another of our active members. It has been a special
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regret to me not to include among our fraternity Mr. C. Bad-
cock, a very earnest student, who was also an original
member and attended for a number of years until he was
lost to us through ill health, which I fear still continues.
I must needs at once wish, and not wish, that we could have
kept as a contributor Mr. F. Lenwood of Corpus and Mans-
field Colleges; but he had to obey the more heroic call of
Missions. It is something for the Seminar to feel that it
too has made its sacrifices in that great cause. We have
twice, I think, had lady members for a few meetings. .

It has been our custom to take the Synoptic Gospels
section by section, with Tischendorf’s handy Synopsis Evan-
gelica as our basis, but of course calling in the many excel-
lent Symopses that are in use, especially Rushbrooke and
Wright and, among the Germans, Huck. We have taken
the section, and have had reports upon it from one or two
leading commentaries, usually beginning with the very
close and careful treatment of Dr. Bernhard Weiss; we
have then discussed it freely among ourselves over the
table.

In this process opinion has gradually ripened—individual
opinion, that is, rather than collective; for we have never
sought to fix a corporate opinion, beyond the natural un-
forced convergence of individual minds. And at last the
time seemed come when we might provisionally bring to
a head our own studies, and in the same tentative manner
give them to the world, by the publication of a joint
volume,

With this brief historical #ésumé of the genesis of our
book, I will now go on to give some account of its contents,
taking the essays or groups of essays in their order.

It will be understood that even to one who has taken
part in the proceedings of the Seminar from the first, as
I have done, it is a new experience to have these ripened
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opinions of his colleagues set before him in black and white.
We shall probably all need some little time to adjust our
own bearings on the many points that are raised. It will
therefore be only a first provisional survey that I can offer.
But I will do what I can,

The essay which as it happens stands actually first, had
its place determined for it by its subject-matter, as being
preliminary to the rest. It is an attempt to correct in
advance some mistakes which may very naturally be made,
and to substitute in the mind of the student a right picture
for a wrong one of the way in which the Evangelists sat
down to their task, from the double point of view of internal
or mental conditions and of external or mechanical. With
regard to the former, the conception that we form must not
be too self-conscious ; it must not be stiff and artificial.
The object of the Evangelists is just to tell a story —to
tell over again the same story — with motives indeed, but
not with any deliberately fixed mode of procedure. They
were not hampered by literary conventions ; they neither
aimed at using the same language, nor did they consciously
and of set purpose aim at varying their language. They
just let the pen run on easily and naturally. They were
not what we should call ‘critical’; i.e. they were not on
their guard against certain simple influences and tendencies
which lie sufficiently upon the surface. In the first essay
no attempt was made to pursue these influences and
tendencies further into detail ; the object only was to
describe the general attitude of the Evangelists so far as
it affected literary freedom of composition. The student
who desires to define for himself more exactly the nature
of this freedom in its subtler relations may be referred to
Sir John Hawkins, Horae Synopticae®, pp. 114-38, or he
will find it frequently illustrated in the course of the present
volume ; for the succession of influences and tendencies as
they came into play at different periods of time, I would
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commend him especially to a singularly clear and convincing
sketch in Mr, Streeter's Essay (VII, pp. 210-2%).

It was the purpose of the first essay rather to lay stress
on the external conditions, as having been less insisted upon
by other writers, and less habitually taken into account in
the tracing of particular phenomena to their causes. This
was perhaps more true some years ago, when the essay was
originally written, than it is to-day (see, for instance, an
allusion in Dr. Stanton’s Gospels as Historical Docuimnents,
ii. 153). But it might be well if a sense of these mechanical
conditions entered into the picture which every student
forms for himself at the outset of his studies and keeps
before his mind as they proceed.

The full title given to the first essay is ‘ The Con-
ditions under which the Gospels were written, in their
bearing upon some difficulties of the Synoptic Problem’;
and at the end of the essay the opportunity was taken to
illustrate the principles laid down, by applying them to
certain special cases which have exercised the ingenuity of
students for a long time and have given rise to a variety
of hypotheses. It was not intended to put forward the
explanations suggested as the whole and sole account of
all the phenomena, but only to claim for them a place —
and perhaps a rather prominent place —among the causes
that have been at work. Besides other references that were
given for the treatment of the coincidences between Matthew
and Luke as against Mark, mention should have been made
of that by Dr. Stanton, op. ¢czz., pp. 207-19. I am afraid
that I am inclined to differ from Dr. Stanton, as well as
from Mr. N. P. Williams at the end of this volume, in
rejecting the idea of earlier and later editions of our Second
Gospel, the one containing and the other not containing the
section Mk vi. 45-viii. 26. I agree rather with Sir John
Hawkins (pp. 60-74) in believing that the Second Gospel lay
before St. Luke substantially in the form in which we have it
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now, and that the section in point was deliberately omitted
by St. Luke for the reasons given by Sir John Hawkins, com-
bined with the general considerations stated on p. 25 f.

The essay which comes first is a sort of hors-d’ceuvre. It
was on all grounds right and fitting that the main series of
Essays should be headed by the senior member of our body,
who has not only been the mainstay of the Seminar from
the first but has also given to the Synoptic Problem a
degree of close and continuous attention that has not been
possible to others among us. But there is the special ad-
vantage in his heading the list of essays, with Mr. Streeter’s
contribution next in order, that in this way we are taken at
once to the heart of the problem with a powerful statement
of the views that may be described as generally current—in
other words, of the ‘ Two-Document Hypothesis’. Other
views are expressed, and ably expressed, in this volume;
and it does not follow that the ‘prerogative vote’ always
carries the day; but I think we shall wish the preroga-
tive vote to be where it is. And I also think it a distinct
advantage that the Two-Document hypothesis should have
a full statement first. The two dissentients are Archdeacon
Allen (Essay 1X) and Dr. Bartlet (Essay XI). But I hope
to show, when I come to these essays, that the dissent is
only partial ; and indeed I am myself inclined to mediate
between the different positions. It would be a pity if the
total margin of difference within the two covers of this book
were supposed to be greater than it is. It is true that, by
the time we have done, we shall still leave a good many
questions unresolved, i.e. not brought to an absolute de-
cision. But a case will have been stated for the different
views ; and I think it will be seen that the margin of differ-
ence is not so very large. In any case I believe that it is
not large enough to justify the scepticism which exists in
some quarters, as though the whole problem would never
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be brought to a conclusion—that is, a relatively probable
conclusion,

The character of Sir John Hawkins’s work is well known:
its concreteness and definiteness, always supported by care-
fully chosen examples; its exactness and trustworthiness
of detail—the amount of thought that has evidently been
given to each item, as Mark Pattison said of Bishop Butler,
‘every brick in the building has been rung before it has been
laid’; its extreme sobriety and caution, never overstepping
the limits of proof, and always scrupulously discriminating
degrees of proof; the clear distinction that is observed
between assured results and speculative probabilities or
possibilities. I cannot help hoping that something of these
qualities will be found to run through our book as a whole
(see in particular p. 186, and compare p. 59).

The first of Sir John Hawkins’s essays (Essay II) is a sort
of trident or fork with three prongs. It deals with three
limitations to the broad general principle that the Gospel
of St. Luke is based upon the earlier Gospel of St. Mark.
The first of these limitations is what Sir John believes to be
the complete disuse of the Marcan source in the so-called
‘ Great Interpolation’, Lk ix. 5t1-xviii. 14. The second is
St. Luke’s omission of the well-marked section, Mk vi. 45—
viii. 26. The third is not concerned with insertion or
omission, but points to a much greater freedom in the use
of the fundamental document throughout the last section
in which it is employed, the Passion-narrative of Lk xxii.
14—xxiv. 10,

The first of these I should have been inclined to describe
as a ‘ discovery’ of Sir John's, if he had not himself pointed
out (p. 34) that Mr. F. H. Woods had been to some extent
before him ; and I think it will be agreed that a strong caseis
made out for it. The second I am myself inclined to regard
as a classical treatment of the subject. But when we come
to the third, I should have to express a certain amount of
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doubt — not so much as to the main proposition, that in
this section the Second Gospel has been used with greater
freedom than elsewhere, as with reference to the incidental
hypothesis or theory suggested on pp. 9o—94.

Sir John explains that his own views have undergone
a change in connexion with this head. And, as at present
advised, I should be inclined to agree with his earlier views
rather than with those which he holds at present. He
refers by anticipation to what he conveniently calls ‘the
three-document hypothesis’, which (though under another
name) is more fully expounded by Dr. Bartlet. Sir John
is inclined to hold aloof from this hypothesis. And I am
aware that in this Mr. Streeter is disposed to agree with
him—which is rather like a conjunction of N and B. Never-
theless I should (for the present at least) range myself rather
with Dr. Bartlet on the other side.

At least I cannot say that the view put forward by Sir
John — interesting as it is— carries conviction. Stress is
laid upon the fact that St. Luke is described in Philem. 24
as a ‘fellow-worker’ with St. Paul. It is inferred that he
was largely occupied in preaching the Gospel that St. Paul
preached. We know that in that Gospel the Crucifixion
and the Resurrection held a prominent place; and it is—
quite naturally — assumed that they would have an equally
prominent place in the preaching of St. Luke. Thus
St. Luke would be led to repeat the same story many
times, and would be able to set it down in writing from
memory, and without much referring to documents.

I must allow myself time to weigh this hypothesis more
carefully, and in particular to consider the exact nature of
the difference pointed out between the freedom used in
this section and in others. But I confess that, at the first
blush, the suggestion (for so Sir John himself describes it,
p- 94) does not seem to me to account for the phenomena
as we find them. The most important features for our
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purpose are those specially added by St. Luke: such for
instance as the charge of forbidding to give tribute to
Caesar (Lk xxiii. 2), the trial before Herod, mockery by
Herod’s soldiers, the reconciliation of Herod and Pilate, the
second hearing before Pilate, the address to the Daughters
of Jerusalem, the fuller details about the two malefactors,
an added name to the mention of the women (xxiv. 10), the
walk to Emmaus and what follows. It will be observed at
once that these are all historical details, for the most part
of secondary importance. Not one among them has any
doctrinal significance. In other words, we should say that
St. Luke's additions are narrative for narrative's sake, not
narrative for the sake of doctrine. I am glad to see that
Sir John takes note that ‘Luke’s longest insertion, that
relating to the appearance before Herod, must be admitted
to have been made by him with no homiletic purpose, but
to have been a result of his special interest in, and perhaps
connexion with, the Herodian family and household (Lk iii.
I, viii. 3, xxiv. 10; Acts xiii. 1)’. But it is not only“the
longest insertion’ ; the added details generally are of the
same character. And that character would be naturally
accounted for if St. Luke had access to some special source
of information. They do not seem to deal with the special
doctrinal teaching of St. Paul.

Sir John Hawkins’s second essay (III) deals with the
reconstruction of the second document . We have had
recently similar reconstructions from such eminent scholars
as Wellhausen and Harnack. But I am sure that this very
independent and methodical exposition will be welcomed.
It has all the peculiar excellence of Sir John’s work in the
steady progressive advance from the more to the less
assured, and the careful discrimination of grades of proba-
bility. It is a special pleasure to me to find that Sir John
still pleads for the recognition of the connexion between
the hypothetical document Q and the ZLggia of Papias;
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I am also glad to see the list on pp. 132—4 of passages
from a single Gospel which are regarded as having the
highest claims to be considered portions of Q. At the head
of this list stands the section Mt v. 1748, followed espe-
cially by other portions of the Sermon on the Mount, and
of the discourse against the Pharisees. In this estimate
I should entirely concur.

It is probably true that the part of the Synoptic Problem
which is threshed out most completely in our volume is that
which is concerned with the second fundamental document
Q. Sir John Hawkins devotes to this some forty-three
pages; Mr. Streeter devotes to it in all very nearly
seventy pages (besides incidental allusions in Essay VII);
Mr. Allen’s discussion of the subject extends over fifty-
three pages; and the question is also directly contemplated
in Dr. Bartlet’s essay (XI). I believe there is hardly an
aspect of the question that is not considered more or less
fully ; and I can certainly say for myself that I have never
been conscious of having such a complete presentment
of it before. The discussions by Sir John Hawkins and
Mr. Streeter fall well within the limits of what may be
called the view generally current among scholars. The
theories of Mr. Allen and Dr. Bartlet fall a little (though in
substantial result not very much) outside them. When it
is remembered that the essays were written concurrently,
and in practical independence of each other, I believe that
the outcome will be felt to be satisfactory; and I should
not be surprised if the agreement would have been greater
still if the writers of the later essays had had the earlier
essays before them. For I confess that to myself the
earlier group (IIT-VI) comes with great and cumulative
force. If Sir John Hawkins lays the foundation, the fabric
erected upon it by Mr. Streeter seems to be very solid and
compact, clamped together (I might say) by iron bands
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throughout its whole extent. I do not think that I need go
further into the details of this; I would invite the reader to
work through the essays at close quarters for himself.

But I feel it to be at once a duty and a pleasure to call
attention to what seems to me to be the remarkable excel-
lence of Mr. Streeter’s summarizing essay (VII) on ‘The
Literary Evolution of the Gospels’. I do not remember to
have seen, within anything like the same compass, a picture
at once so complete, so sound, and (to my mind) so
thoroughly scientific, of the whole course of development in
the Apostolic and sub-Apostolic age in its bearing upon
literary composition in general and the composition of the
Gospels in particular. It is a real evolution, and an evolu-
tion conceived as growth, in which each stage springs
naturally, spontaneously, and inevitably out of the last.
I shall in future always refer to this essay when I desire
either to refresh or to correct the picture present to my
own mind.

It is not without reluctance that I have come round to
the conclusion advocated by Mr. Streeter in Essay V, that
St. Mark already possessed a knowledge of Q. This in-
volves the complication, so often laid to the charge of the
theory of Dr. Bernhard Weiss, that it implies the use of Q
by the later Evangelists twice over, once through the medium
of Mark, and a second time independently. This is a com-
plication that one would gladly avoid if one could. But
I have for some time had before my mind arguments
similar to those put forward by Mr. Streeter, and in the
form in which he states them they seem to compel assent.
I should also accept the proposition very much in the
limited and qualified way in which Mr. Streeter puts it.
I do not think that Q was used by St. Mark regularly and
systematically, as the later Evangelists used his own narra-
tive; but he must have known of its existence, and reminis-
cences of it seem to have clung to him and from time to time



Introductory (Essays 1X, X) xvii

made their way into his text. Allowance should, however, be
made for the possibility of what may be called real doublets
as well as literary doublets. I believe that similar sayings
were spoken by our Lord more than once. For instance,
I cannot think that the important discussion about Mar-
riage and Divorce in Mk x. 2—-12 merely grew out of the
saying probably recorded by Q (Mt v. 32, cf. Lk xvi. 18).
I believe that these are distinct sayings spoken on different
occasions.

I am altogether glad that our volume includes Mr. Allen’s
Essay (IX). I think the reader will agree with me that it
is an able and independent piece of work. If I venture to
express an opinion about it, it must be taken as just an
individual opinion and nothing more. As editor, it is my
duty to lay what we have done before the public impar-
tially., In that capacity I would invite the reader to judge
for himself. But if I am to attempt to describe the effect
upon me of Mr. Allen’s essay as compared with that of the
preceding group upon the same subject, it would be some-
thing of this kind. The essay seems to me to state in
a fresh and forcible form the objections that may be taken,
and that ought to be taken, to the current reconstructions
of Q. All advance in knowledge is gained by the patient
weighing of arguments pgro and con. It is far better that the
arguments on each side should be stated in uncompromising
terms. Mr. Allen has done this for the arguments against
the current view of Q. His arguments happen to be
directed more particularly against Harnack, because when
he sat down to write Harnack’s was the most conspicuous
and the best presentment of the current view available.
I do not feel called upon to try to strike a balance between
the two opposing theories. Before I could do so at all
judicially, I should have to read Harnack’s book afresh.
But in any case it seems to me that Mr. Allen’s statement

8.5.P, b
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fully deserves attention. It would not, I think, exactly
impress one as a last word ; but [ should say that it was
a case that ought to be heard before the last word could be
spoken. But as it is, coming to this essay from those which
precede it, my impression is that the difficulties raised—
and they are all real difficulties—have been met and
answered. [ give that as my impression for what it is
worth. It will be for the reader to verify it, or not, from
his own experience.

I ought perhaps to emphasize the distinction, pointed
out on p. 242, between the ‘ Book of Sayings’ as recon-
structed by Mr. Allen and the Second Source (Q) of
Sir John Hawkins and Mr. Streeter. They start from
different principles; the former from that of collecting
together Sayings as such, the latter from the matter
common to St. Matthew and St. Luke that is not found
in St. Mark., The principle in the one case turns upon
similarity of subject-matter, in the other case upon literary
analysis. And yet the final result is not widely different.
If the larger conception of Q outlined by Sir John Hawkins
on pp. 132 ff. is compared with Mr. Allen’s actual re-
construction on pp. 242-72, the principal difference will
be the omission of the preliminary matter connected with
the preaching of the Baptist, the Baptism, and the Tempta-
tion. It must be confessed that it is a natural instinct
which led Mr, Allen to omit these as not quite homo-
geneous with the rest. But we are in danger of judging
too much by the standard of our later conception of what
constitutes a Gospel. That conception is really derived
from St. Mark. But in all probability Q) was composed
before St. Mark, when the whole idea of written remini-
scences of the Life of Christ was still fluid. The difference
could not be better expounded than it is by Mr. Streeter
on pp. 210-20. In the light of that exposition it seems
to me that the prima facie strangeness of the contents
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of Q disappears. But I do not wish to beg the question.
Readers must judge for themselves.

While he was with us, Mr. Allen was always the
authority to whom we appealed on any question of Semitic
idiom. He was possessed of a special knowledge of
Syriac, Aramaic, and Hebrew upon which we did not often
draw in vain. It was for this reason that I begged him
to contribute an essay on ‘The Aramaic Background of
the Gospels’; and the result now lies before us. We must
leave it for the specialists to judge. But I believe that
it will be felt to be at once clear, circumspect, and

judicious.

This brings me to another strong and detailed essay,
by Dr. Bartlet. Once again, whether Dr. Bartlet’s results
are accepted or not, I believe it will be felt that the
question or group of questions before him has been
grappled with earnestly and closely. I spoke above
(p. xiii), perhaps rather too loosely, of his theory as
though it roughly corresponded with the ‘three-document
hypothesis’ adumbrated by Sir John Hawkins. As a
matter of fact Dr. Bartlet does add a third group of
written material to the two groups (Mark and Q) of which
we have hitherto been speaking. But he himself calls his
theory a ‘two-document’ hypothesis of St. Luke’s Gospel
alone. He really recasts the conception of Q, and he is
not even sure that it ever had a substantive existence in
writing (pp. 315 n.,, 323). The two documents for him
are Mark and a somewhat larger ¢ special source’, having
already embedded in it the substance of what we have
hitherto been describing as Q. It is under this second
head that the peculiarities of Dr. Bartlet’s conception
mostly come. He does not even identify his Q with
Logia, but regards Logia as included in it.

I am a little inclined to regret the use of the symbol Q),

5.8, b 2
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which in the rest of our volume has a fairly fixed con-
notation, for this comparatively new entity postulated by
Dr. Bartlet. The nearest precedent for such a use would
I suppose be found in the writings of Dr. Bernhard Weiss.
But Dr. Bartlet goes even beyond this precedent, and uses
terms in a rather different sense even {from Dr. B. Weiss.
Both writers speak of the ¢ Apostolic source or tradition’;
but Dr. Bartlet is fond of the phrase ‘common or basal
apostolic tradition’ (pp. 314, 323, 326). Now I believe
that when Dr. B. Weiss speaks of the ¢ Oldest or Apostolic
source’ he has in his mind the work of St. Matthew
apparently referred to by Papias. But I understand that
Dr. Bartlet is shy of this identification (p. 362); he seems
to mean by Q) something like the general Apostolic teach-
ing, defined in particular directions (QM, QMk, QL, Joc.
cit). But I confess that I could have wished that some
other symbol had been chosen.

Speaking for myself, I am inclined to deprecate the
whole of this reconstruction. I am well content with the
conception of QQ as we have it, and as it is defined in
the previous essays. I am afraid I do not see that there
is any gain in ¢ simplicity ’, but rather the contrary.

It is really easy for me to define my own attitude to-
wards Dr. Bartlet’s essay. From the part relating to Q
I find myself compelled (provisionally at least) to dissent;
but in the part relating to the special source of St. Luke
(in Dr. Bartlet’s notation S), there is a great deal that I
cordially welcome. The summary on pp. 350-4 (so far
as Q is not involved) seems to me in every way admirable.
I am specially glad to see the stress that is laid on the
homogeneity of the peculiar matter of St. Luke. I fully
believe myself in its Jewish-Christian and strictly Pales-
tinian origin. It seems to me a valuable suggestion that
‘S was a peculiar form of written memoirs elicited by our
Third Evangelist ad /e, not immediately for the literary
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purpose to which he finally put it, but rather as a per-
manent record of the most authentic tradition to which
it had been his lot to obtain access, for use in his own
work as an evangelist or catechist of the oral Gospel’
(p- 351). I can altogether go along with the view that
St. Luke probably collected this material during his two
years’ stay at Caesarea (Acts xxiv. 2%, compared with
xxi. 17 and xxvii. 1) ; I could quite believe with Harnack,
Mr. Streeter, and Dr. Bartlet that his chief informants were
Philip the Evangelist and his four daughters, with perhaps
(through them) other members of the Caesarean circle.
This hypothesis would I think cover and explain many
phenomena both in the Third Gospel and in the Acts.
But I agree with Dr. Bartlet that the information derived
in this way probably lay before St. Luke in writing. The
interval between his stay at Caesarea and the publication
of his Gospel can hardly have been less than some fifteen
years; and I doubt if the freshness, precision, and indi-
vidual touches which characterize S could well have been
preserved otherwise than by writing.

Over all this ground Dr. Bartlet has in me a whole-
hearted ally. The only point in regard to S from which
I am inclined to dissent is its supposed inclusion of Q
material. I am aware that on this head I should have
myself to be on the defensive. It has been to me rather
strange that so many of the advocates of a special source
as underlying the Third Gospel have accepted this inclusion.
So Feine, who was the first to put forward the hypothesis
of a special source (1891), Johannes Weiss in the eighth
edition of Meyer's Commentary (1892), Dr. V. H. Stanton
(1909), and now Dr. Bartlet. But I confess that to me
this form of the theory seems to defeat a part at least of
the object for which it was propounded. There are really
two main reasons for believing in a special source to which
St. Luke had access and the other Evangelists had not.



xxii Introductory (Essay XI)

One is, to be a receptacle for the greater part of the matter
found in this Gospel alone (some of it may be isolated
remnants of Q). The reason for believing in a single
source is the common character that runs through it. So
far all supporters of the theory are agreed. But the second
reason—which to my mind is no less important—is to
account for the peculiar individualisms of St. Luke in
passages common to him especially with St. Matthew.
The phenomenon that has to be explained is why some
of these parallels (e. g. in the Sermon on the Mount) should
be so close, while others are so divergent. Why, in par-
ticular, should the two versions of the Beatitudes differ so
widely ? By far the simplest explanation seems to me to
be that, in an instance like this, two of the Evangelist's
documents overlapped, and he followed his own document
and not the other. It is conceivable that the shape in
which the Beatitudes appear in St. Matthew may be partly
due to the Evangelist himself. But even so, it is difficult
to think that St. Luke was following the same original,
though in other parts of the Sermon he pretty certainly
was doing so. Everything is clear if we suppose that he
had another version before him. But if QL. was already
part of S he had no such other version. We should
have, quite unnecessarily, to push the divergence further
back, and to suppose that some previous writer had already
compared and combined two distinct traditions. We should
have to do this when our object is to economize stages as
much as possible. For my own part therefore I believe
that St. Luke was the first to carry out the fusion.!

It seems to me that the two halves of Dr. Bartlet’s
argument are separable, and that it is possible to accept
the one (the distinction of a special source in St. Luke)
without the other (the additional process of a previous

! This point was made by Mr. C. Badcock at an early stage in our pro-
ceedings,
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fusion of this source with any form of Q). But I have
already acknowledged, and I gladly repeat, that on the
side on which I differ from him Dr. Bartlet has a consider-
able body of opinion in his favour. I only cannot help
thinking that the broad and simple argument against that
particular view is clearer and stronger than any of those
that can be adduced for it.

If T were to attempt at this point to sum up the net
result for the Synoptic Problem of the investigations con-
tained in this volume, it would be something of this kind.
None of the theories propounded—unless it were Mr. Allen’s
—is (to the best of my belief) in the strict sense new.
The positions mainly defended by Sir John Hawkins and
Mr. Streeter are held by a considerable majority of scholars.
Dr. Bartlet, if he would forbear to press his (as I must
needs think) somewhat elusive conception of Q—which has
perhaps its nearest approach to support in Dr. A, Wright—
would have behind him a compact group of influential
names (notably Johannes Weiss and Dr. Stanton). The
modification that I should myself desire would, I think,
be most nearly in accord with the views of Dr. B. Weiss.
This further position, in regard to the special source used
by St. Luke, certainly cannot as yet be regarded as estab-
lished. But I should like to ask whether it is not possible
to rally round the clear and sharply drawn definition of Q
as it is presented to us in the earlier essays, and so pass
on to the closer testing of the supplementary hypothesis
of St. Luke’s special source.

These conclusions, or steps towards conclusions, are all
concerned with main branches of the problem. Arch-
deacon Allen’s second essay (X) and the essays of
Mr. Addis and Mr. N. P. Williams (XII and XIII) might
be called subsidiary to the main problem. They have to
do with portions of the problem that are capable of being
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isolated from the rest. We were glad to avail ourselves of
the special knowledge of Mr. Allen, and in like manner
we had recourse to the experience in another field of
Mr. Addis. His Documents of the Hexateuck in two
volumes (1892 and 1898) is a standard work upon the
subject; and Mr. Addis in his essay gives us the benefit
of his previous studies. I believe it will be felt that in
doing so he has cleared up not a little popular miscon-
ception. We are brought fully abreast of modern know-
ledge in relation to the Hexateuch, and the degree to
which the literary analysis of the one set of documents
furnishes a parallel for that of the other is accurately
defined. It is true that Mr. Addis takes a wider range
than most of the other essayists, and enters into historical
as well as literary questions; but his treatment of both
subjects will be interesting to many readers. He refers
(pp. 375ff.) to a doubt expressed by Sir W. M. Ramsay
as to the results of the process of literary analysis.
Mr. Addis discusses the validity of these doubts in their
bearing upon the Pentateuch and Hexateuch; and I may
take the opportunity of confirming what he there says with
reference to the Synoptic Gospels. I do not think that
we have really had any hesitation on this head in the
Seminar. On the contrary, I believe that the longer we
have worked at the subject and tested our methods, the
greater is our confidence in them within the limits to
which they are legitimately applicable. No one has had
a more constant eye to those limits than Sir John Hawkins,
and yet the sureness of touch which distinguishes his
essays and the two editions of Horae Synopticae after
some sixteen years of steady and unremitting work speaks
for itself. I believe that we should all share in the same
confidence, each within his measure.

The last essay, by Mr. N. P. Williams, pushes rather
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further than had been done in the body of the book the
question as to the unity of the Second Gospel—the question,
that is, how far it may be presumed to be the work of
the same author at the same time, or how far it may be
possible to trace different and successive stages in its
composition. Mr. Williams, as coming to his task with
a shorter experience than his colleagues, naturally pre-
ferred to limit his subject by treating it with reference to a
single typical example of the kind of theory that had to be
considered. The theory chosen for examination was that
of E. Wendling in his shorter pamphlet Urmarcus (1903)
and his longer work Die Entstehung des Marcusevangelinms
(1908). Mr. Williams has expounded the theory with
much lucidity, and with a fullness that will be welcome
to those who desire to have the opportunity of testing
it for themselves. I, for one, cannot help agreeing with
the general impression that the grounds on which any such
‘ three-stratum hypothesis’ can be made to rest are highly
subjective and precarious. Mr. Williams himself reduces
the theory to very modest dimensions. He thinks that
two sections, Mk vi. 45~viii. 26 and ch. xiii, may have been
added to the Gospel in a second or third edition, perhaps
by St. Mark himself. On both points he would have
the weighty support of Dr. V. H. Stanton. For myself,
I doubt whether the Gospel was ever issued without
these sections; and that mainly for this reason. It
seems to me that the argument of Sir John Hawkins
(pp. 61-74 inf.) at once proves as conclusively as we can
expect the Marcan origin of the section vi. 45~viii. 26, and
suggests probable reasons for its omission by St. Luke.
But if the section was added to the Gospel, even by
St. Mark himself, it must have been so added between the
point at which the Gospel was used by St. Luke and
that at which it was used by the editor whom we call
St. Matthew. According to the hypothesis it was still
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absent from the copy which lay before the one Evangelist
and present in that which lay before the other. And yet
these two copies closely rescmbled each other, and were
already some degrees removed from the autograph (see
pp. 21-3). In other words, we shall be driving a wedge
in the history of the text just where a wedge is not
wanted.

The Appendix is really an additional essay, contributed
by Mr. Streeter after the rest of the book was in pages.
It may be interesting to compare it with a volume recently
issued by Prof. E. von Dobschiitz of Strassburg, 7/e
Eschatology of the Gospels (London, 1910). This volume,
which is a reprint of a Congress paper and of four articles
published in 7/%e¢ Expositor, covers much the same ground
with Mr. Streeter’s essay and presents considerable simi-
larity of treatment, though the two were quite independent
of each other. Prof. von Dobschiitz does not exactly note
the progressive development pointed out by Mr. Streeter,
but comes very near doing so; and the two writers will,
I think, be found to be in substantial agreement,

It should be said that the Indexes are the work of the
Rev. D. C. Simpson, Lecturer at St. Edmund Hall, who
takes an active part in our work. We are indebted to
Herr Alphons Diirr of Leipzig for permission to reproduce
the photograph which serves as frontispiece; it is taken
from the volume entitled Die Twicrer Ada-Handschrift,
mentioned on p. 18.

It may perhaps be thought that I have written a little
too freely about the work of my colleagues in this volume.
I feel sure that they at least will forgive me. For what I
have written has been only as it were in continuation of the
spirit which has animated all our discussions. We have
been accustomed to a sort of running debate; and just as
the several essayists have taken advantage of this oppor-
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tunity to bring to a head views which they have formed in
the course of that debate, so also have I ventured to bring
to a head such general conclusions as suggest themselves
to me, to go forth along with the work in which we have
been engaged together and to share in its fortunes.

W. SANDAY.

OXFORD,
September, 1910.
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SYLLABUS.

PRESUPPOSITIONS OF THE INQUIRY.

1. Characteristic forms of difference betiveen the First Three
Gospels.

Examples.
1. General problem raised by these.
2, Particular problems.

(@) Secondary or divergent features in Mk.
() Omissions in Lk.

II.  Conditions under which the Synoplic Gospels were written.

1. Psychological conditions.
(i) The Evangelists are not copyists but historians.
(if) And yet the Gospels are not exactly histories.

2. F.xternal conditions.

(i) The wriling and use of books, in their bearing upon
freedom of reproduction.
(ii) The copying and transmission of texts, in their bearing
upon
(a) the agreements of Mt Lk against Mk.
(6) the omission by St. Luke of Mk vi. 45-viii. 26.



THE CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH THE
GOSPELS WERE WRITTEN, IN THEIR
BEARING UPON SOME DIFFICUL-
TIES OF THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM

WE assume what is commonly known as the ¢ Two-
Document Hypothesis’. We assume that the marked
resemblances betwecen the first Three Gospels are due to
the use of common documents, and that the fundamental
documents are two in number: (1) a complete Gospel
practically identical with our St. Mark, which was used
by the Evangelists whom we know as St. Matthew and
St. Luke; and (2) a collection consisting mainly but not
entirely of discourses, which may perhaps have been known
to, but was probably not systematically used by St. Mark,
but which supplied the groundwork of certain common
matter in St. Matthew and St. Luke.

The first document contains 661 verses, the length of
our St. Mark in the Revised Text. We can measure this
exactly, because the document itself has come down to us
as our Second Gospel. All but at most some 50 verses,
out of 661, have been actually incorporated in the other
two Gospels. The other document we cannot measure
exactly, because in its original form it has perished. We
may take provisionally the estimate of Sir John Hawkins
(Hor. Synopt?, p. 110), who assigns to this document some
191 (or 218) verses of St. Matthew and 181 (or 208) verses of
St. Luke. For the purpose of this essay it is indifferent
whether we accept this reconstruction of the document or
the alternative put forward by Mr. W. C. Allen in the pre-
sent volume (Essay IX). I also keep an open mind as to the
possibility of to some extent combining the two theories by

B2
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adding to the common matter of St. Matthew and St. Luke
some of the sections peculiar to the First Gospel, which may
have been omitted by the author of the Third. The common
matter of Matthew and Luke is a fixed nucleus in both
theories, though the nature and history of the document
are differently conceived. We call the second document in
Sir John Hawkins’s reconstruction (which is shared by many
other scholars) Q; in Mr. Allen’s special reconstruction
we shall perhaps do well to call it L. But, as I have said,
for the purpose of this essay the distinction need not be
considered.

The above may be taken as a rough outline of the docu-
mentary theory of the origin of the Synoptic Gospels.

It will be obvious that this theory explains easily and
naturally the multitude of resemblances which the Three
Gospels present to each other. But after all this is only
half the problem. The real difficulty of the Synoptic
Problem arises, not from the resemblances only, nor yet
from the differences only, but from the remarkable com-
bination and alternation of resemblance and difference. The
strong point of the documentary theory is the satisfactory
way in which it accounts for the resemblances; its weak
point—or at least the point at which the strain upon it is
most felt—is when we come to deal with the differences.
And the main purpose of the present essay is to suggest
that in the particular direction which I am going to follow
is to be found the simplest and most satisfactory solution
of a group of difficulties which on a comparison of the
Three Gospels are raised by the points in which they differ.

The opposite of a documentary theory of the origin of
the First Three Gospels would be an oral theory: in other
words, the view that our Gospels as we have them are not
based upon earlier written documents, but that until the
time at which they were committed to writing the substance
of them had been transmitted orally.
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Now, just as it is the strong point of the documentary
theory to account for agreements, so also is it the strong
point of the oral theory to account for differences. And it
is truc that the differences between the Three Gospels are
of such a kind as to suggest oral transmission. This has
been hitherto the chief stumbling-block in the way of the
acceptance of the documentary hypothesis. And it is a
testimony to the strength of the arguments for the use of
written materials that the majority of scholars accept that
use in spite of all apparent indications to the contrary. It
is, however, not enough to do this; we cannot really rest
until all the phenomena are accounted for, not one set alone
but both sets, however much they may seem to be opposed.

Our first duty, then, will be to try to form an idea of the
nature of the differences which subsist between the Gospels.
When we have done this, we may go on to consider how
they may best be explained.

I. THE CHARACTERISTIC FORMS OF DIF-
FERENCE BETWEEN THE FIRST THREE
GOSPELS.

No one has described more exactly or classified more
successfully these phenomena of difference than Sir John C.
Hawkins (Horae Synopticae?, pp. 67-80), and I shall use his
data freely in what follows. The most significant cases of
difference are not those in which the divergence is complete,
but those in which it is only partial. Sir John points out
that “we not infrequently find the same, or closely similar,
words used with different applications or in different con-
nexions, where the passages containing them are evidently
parallel’. And then he naturally and rightly remarks that
it is not at all difficult to see how variations such as these
might have arisen in the course of oral transmission. Par-
ticular words ‘might linger in the memory, while their
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position in a sentence was forgotten: and in some cases
they might become confused with other words of similar
sound .

The kind of facts that we meet with arc these.

i. The same or similar words are used in different
senses or with a different reference.

For instance: In Mk xi. 3 (corrected text) the two dis-
ciples who are sent on before to fetch the ass which our Lord
was to ride on His entry into Jerusalem are told that, if
they are questioned as to what they are doing, they are
to answer, ‘ The Lord hath need of him ; and straightway he
will send him back hither’: meaning that the ass would
very soon be returned. In Mt xxi. g the version is, ‘The
Lord hath need of them (i.e. the ass and the colt): and
straightway he (i.e. the owner) will send them’: meaning
that the owner would at once let them go. In the one case
it is the Lord who will send the ass back: in the other case
it is the owner who will send the ass[es] without delay

In Mk iv. 19 there are the words elomopevduevar, ‘ entering
in, and svumviyovat, ‘ choke’: the cares of the world .
entering in choke the word’ (cf. Mt xiii. 22 sing.). In
Lk viii. 14 the same words are used of the men represented
by the seed sown among thorns: these as they go on their
way ie. in course of time—ovumriyovras, ‘are choked’ by
the cares.

In Mk xii. 20 the word a¢fker is used of the woman
married to seven brothers, the husband dying ‘Z/eaves no
seed '; in Mt xxii. 25 the husband, having no seed, ‘ leaves’
his wife.

ii. Sometimes the same or similar words are assigned
to different speakers.

For instance: In Mk vi. 14, Mt xiv. 2, Herod himself
says that John the Baptist was risen from the dead; in
Lk ix. 7 others say it in his hearing.

In Mk x. 21 Jesus says to the young ruler, ‘One thmg
thou lackest’ (év oe doreper: cf. Lk xviii. 22 &t & got
Aelmee) ; in Mt xix. 20 the ruler puts it as a question, ‘- What
do I lack?’ (r{ ért boTepd ;).

In Mk xv. 36 it is the man who offers our Lord the
sponge soaked in vinegar who says ‘Let be; let us see
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whether Elijah cometh to take him down’; in Mt xxvii. 49 it
is not the man who says this, but the crowd of bystanders.

iii. In one Gospel we sometimes have in the form of
a speech what in another is part of the narrative,
and in one Gospel we have a question where in
another there is a direct statement.

For instance: In Mk v. 30 the Evangelist writes, ¢ And
straightway Jesus, perceiving in himself that the power
proceeding from him had gone forth, turned him about in
the crowd, and said, Who touched my garments?’ In
Lk viii. 46 Jesus says, ‘Some one did touch me: for
I perceived that power had gone forth from me.’

In Mk xiv. 1 the Evangelist states that ‘after two days
was the feast of the passover’, whereas in Mt xxiv. 1, 2
Jesus says to His disciples, ‘ Ye know that after two days
the passover cometh.’

In Mk xiv. 49 ‘ This is done that the scriptures might be
fulfilled ’ are words of Christ ; in Mt xxvi. 56 it is a comment
of the Evangelist’s.

The question in Mk iv. 21, ‘Is the lamp brought to be
put under the bushel ?’ becomes in Lk viii. 16 the statement
“*And no man, when he hath lighted a lamp, covereth it
with a vessel ",

The question (Mk vi. 37), ‘Shall we go and buy two
hundred pennyworth of bread, and give them to eat?’ dis-
appears in the condensed paraphrase of the other Gospels,
and is fused with the previous suggestion ‘ Send them away,
that they may . .. buy themselves somewhat to eat’.

Mk viii. 12, ‘Why doth this generation seek a sign?
verily I say unto you, There shall no sign be given unto
this generation,” corresponds to Mt xvi. 4, ‘An evil and
adulterous generation secketh after a sign; and there shall
no sign be given unto it, but the sign of Jonah. But the
Matthaean version is really a conflation of two distinct
documents.

iv. Other conspicuous examples of diverse
application.
In Mt iii. 5, ‘All the region round about Jordan’ (ie.
the inhabitants of the region) went out to Jesus; in Lk iii. 3

Jesus ¢ came into all the region round about Jordan’.
In Mk vi. 19, 20 Herodias desired to kill John but could
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not, because Herod feared him; in Mt xiv. 5 Herod desired
to kill John but feared the multitude.

In Mk vi. 3 we read, ‘Is not this the carpenter, the son of
Mary?’ In Mt xiii. 55 ‘Is not this the carpenter'sson? Is
not his mother called Mary?’

In Mk x. 18 (= Lk viii. 1g), Why callest thou me good?’
becomes in the best text of Mt xix. 17 ‘ Why asketh thou
me concerning that which is good?’ The Marcan version
is undoubtedly the more original; the Matthaean appears
to be due to the First Evangelist.

v. A special class of varjations is formed by the cases
of inversion of order, which are somewhat frequent.

For instance: In Mt iv. 5-10, Lk iv. 5-12, there is
a transposition of the second and third Temptations, the
pinnacle of the temple and the high mountain.

Mt xii. 41, 42, Lk xi. 31, 32: ‘ The men of Nineveh’ and
the ‘ queen of the south’ change places.

In the most probable text of Lk xxii. 17-1g, the Cup is
represented as given before the Bread, and not as in
Mt, Mk.

On transpositions in general see especially Mr. Streeter

in Essay IV.

The above are all examples—many of them striking
examples—of the freedom with which the Evangelists re-
produced the matter that lay before them. In all the cases
in which Mk is involved we believe his version to be the
original, and the variants in the other Gospels are devia-
tions from the original. And these deviations are so free
that we cannot be surprised if they have been often thought
to point to oral transmission. It is true that they do point
to just that kind of unconscious or semi-conscious mental
action—lapses of memory, rearrangement of details, and ‘the
like—which is characteristic of oral transmission. But it
would, I think, be a mistake to draw from these data the
sweeping inference that, prior to our present Gospels, the
substance of their contents had been transmitted not other-
wise than orally. The conclusion would be too large for
the premises. We shall see presently what I believe to be
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the right conclusion. In the meantime we will note these
examples of free reproduction as a difficulty in the way of
the Two-Document hypothesis with which we started. In
any case they are phenomena which, upon that hypothesis,
require to be satisfactorily accounted for.

And then, besides this general difficulty, there are two
particular difficulties, which also appear to conflict with the
hypothesis.

(@) The first is the problem of secondary or divergent
Jeatures in Mk.

For a long time past the existence of these features has
been a leading cruxr of the Synoptic Problem. It is very
generally agreed that the ‘ most assured result’ of the inves-
tigations which have been going on for the best part of
a century, and with concentrated energy for the last fifty or
sixty years, has been the proof of what is commonly called
‘the priority of St. Mark’; in other words, the proof that
our St, Mark actually lay before the authors of the First
and Third Gospels and was used by them in the construction
of their own works. The assumption that this was the case
explains the whole phenomena far better than any other
hypothesis that has been suggested.

At the same time it must not be thought that the
phenomena are perfectly homogeneous. There is a great
preponderance of data pointing towards the conclusion just
stated ; but, after all, it is a preponderance of evidence and
not a compact mass of details pointing all the same way.
There still remains a residuum of cases in which the usual
relation of the documents to each other is not sustained.
And this residuum of cases it is which constitutes the
difficulty of which I am speaking.

In the first place there are a few rather prominent
examples in which the text of St. Mark as we have it does
not appear to be prior to that of one or both of the two
companion Gospels.
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For instance, the saying ‘I was not sent but unto the
lost sheep of the house of Israel’ (Mt xv. 24) has nothing
corresponding to it in Mk ; and yet on internal grounds
the presumption would be strongly in favour of its
genuineness. In other respects, too, the section in which
these words occur is somewhat peculiar.

Again, in Mt xxiv. 29, ‘/mmediately after the tribu-
lation of those days,’ the word ‘ immediately’ is not found
in the parallel text Mk xiii. 24 ; and yet we may be pretty
sure that it is original, because it would seem to be
contradicted by the event.

But, apart from these few and rather special cases, there
are a number of expressions in which the two presumably
later Gospels (Mt, Lk) combine together against the pre-
sumably earlier (Mk). This inverts the usual relationship,
and may well seem at first sight to be inconsistent with the
priority of Mk altogether.

Sir John Hawkins (Hor. SynZ, p. 210f) has collected
twenty or twenty-one rather notable examples of this
phenomenon; and Dr. E. A. Abbott has printed in full
the whole collection, numbering in all about 230 examples,
as an appendix to his book 7%e Corrections of St. Mark
(Diatessarica, Part II), London, 1gor. These lists, espe-
cially the longer, are perhaps subject to some deductions,
of which we shall speak later. But in any case the instances
are too numerous to be entirely the result of accident.

(#) Another question arises as to omnissions.

In particular, why has St. Luke omitted a rather long
section of St. Mark (Mk vi. 45-viii. 26)? A common view
is that this section is omitted by St. Luke because it
contains duplicates—a second Feeding, a second Storm at
Sea—as well as in part discussions (like that about eating
with unwashen hands) which would not interest St. Luke’s
Gentile readers. Dr. Plummer (Comm. on St. Luke, p.
xxxviii) notes in reply to the first point that there are
various places in which St. Luke has not avoided dupli-
cates, so that some further explanation seems to be required.
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These still outstanding difficulties of the Synoptic Problem,
and more particularly of the Two-Document hypothesis,
have been described so far in a way that is of course quite
summary. We will try to state them with a little more
precision before we have done. I would only ask the reader
to bear in mind the general character of these difficulties, in
order that he may be in a position to judge how far the
explanations which are about to be offered can really be
said to meet them.

I would venture to lay it down that explanations, in order
to be satisfactory, should be simple. And the chief recom-
mendation of those which I am going to submit is that they
are, I hope, both simple and real—werae causae, not drawn
from a state of things that is purely imaginary, but from
the actual conditions under which we have strong reason to
believe that the Gospels were written.

When we speak of ‘conditions’ we have in view con-
ditions of two kinds: (1) those consisting in the mental or
psychological attitude of the writer towards his task ; and
(2) those consisting in the external circumstances in which
his task had to be discharged.

II. THE CONDITIONS UNDER WHICH THE
SYNOPTIC GOSPELS WERE WRITTEN.

(1) Psychological Conditions.

We are concerned at present, not with the individual
Evangelists, but with the Evangelists as a class. The
characteristics of the individual writers will come up for
consideration in other parts of this volume (see especially
Essay VII, by Mr. B. H. Streeter). Our present inquiry has
to do with the Gospels, and more particularly the Synoptic
Gospels, as a group by themselves. And our first duty is
to correct an impression that may easily be formed in regard
to this group.
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We are so accustomed to a close compatison of the
Synoptic texts, and those texts do in fact often present so
close a resemblance to each other, that we are apt to think
of the writers as though they were simply transcribing the
documents which lay before them. But that was not the
way in which they thought of themselves.

(i) The Evangelists arc not copyists but histovians.

The Evangelists thought of themselves not merely as
copyists but as historians. They are not unconscious of
a certain dignity in their calling. They are something
more than scribes, tied down to the text which they have
before them. They considered themselves entitled to repro-
duce it freely and not slavishly. They do not hesitate to
tell the story over again in their own words.

At the same time, when we describe them as historians,
we must think of them as belonging to a naive and not
very highly dcveloped literary type. Historical writing
varies according to the scale on which it is planned and the
complexity of the authorities of which it takes account.
We must put aside altogether an ideal constructed in view
of the abundant materials of modern times. More often
than not an Evangelist would only have a single authority
before him. We may believe that the author of the Fourth
Gospel was acquainted with the works of all his pre-
decessors, though he did not deliberately base his own work
upon theirs, and though his attitude towards them was
quite independent. But the Gospe!l of St. Mark was a first
attempt in its own particular kind. In this case we may
believe that the writer knew of the existence of a previous
document (Q), and allowed his work to be in some degree
shaped by this knowledge. This seems to be the best way
of explaining the comparatively summary character of the
opening paragraphs; and it would also account for the
preponderance of narrative over discourse—if the earlier
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document consisted mainly of discourse, the later writer
would naturally wish to supplement its contents rather than
to repeat them. There is reason to think that the tradition
is true which represents him as deriving his own material
chiefly from the public preaching of St. Peter. Besides
this, he would doubtless be affected by the body of floating
tradition which circulated amongst all the greater Churches.
This tradition would be for the most part oral ; whether
St. Mark made use of any written document may remain, at
least for our present purpose,anopen question (see Essay XIII,
by Mr. N. P. Williams). In the case of St. Matthew (i.e.
our present First Gospel), the two chief constituent elements
are St. Mark’s Gospel and Q. These sometimes overlap
each other, with the effect of producing the phenomenon
known as ‘ Doublets’ (on which see Sir John Hawkins, Hor.
Synopt?, pp. 8o—107). If any further written sources need be
assumed in addition to these, they were probably not
extensive. If we study the First Evangelist’s treatment of
St. Mark, it resolves itself for the most part into (a) free
rearrangement for the sake of effectiveness of teaching, and
(0) simple abridgement. St. Luke has rather more peculiar
matter, and with him the peculiar matter is rather more
considerable and rather more important. As an historical
work his Gospel is a degree more elaborate than those of
his companions. Accordingly, there is perhaps in his case
a little more of the blending or fusion of different authorities.
He has a somewhat higher ambition in the matter of style.
In a word, he approximates rather more nearly to the
ancient secular historian; and he shows that he is conscious
of doing so, partly by the language of his preface, and
partly by such features of his Gospel as his attempts to
connect the events which he narrates with the larger frame-
work of the world’s history (Lk ii. 1, 2, iii. 1, 2, &c.). In
this respect, however, he should not be judged by too severe
astandard. He had not the advantages that (e. g.) Josephus
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had, of living at the centre of the empire, in personal inter-
course with the court, and with access to the best authorities.
Even with the help of public inscriptions and the like, it
cannot have been an easy matter for a provincial like
St. Luke to fix exact synchronisms. It is something to be
able to say that in recent years, especially through the
investigations and influence of Sir W. M. Ramsay, his credit
has steadily risen.

(ii) And yet the Gospels are not exactly histories.

St. Luke is thus most nearly akin to the secular
historians. It was very much their ideals which guided
his hand. But even he to some extent, and his com-
panions still more, had a further object in view. They
were not content to narrate facts simply as facts. They
all three—or we may say all four, for the statement is true
most conspicuously and avowedly of the Fourth Gospel
(Jn xx. 31)—had an eye not only to the facts but to some-
thing to be believed as growing out of the facts. Even
St. Luke has an eye to this retrospectively; he writes to
strengthen the confidence of his patron Theophilus in the
truths in which he had been instructed. St. Mark indicates
his object when he calls his work ‘the gospel of Jesus
Christ, the Son of God’; and this would still hold good,
even if with a small but early group of textual autho-
rities (N*, Iren. 1/3 Orig. pluries Bas.) we were to
omit the last clause, which only defines more explicitly
the meaning of that which precedes; ‘the gospel of Jesus
Christ’ is the good news of One who is believed in as Son
of God. St. Matthew indicates his object when he so
frequently points out the fulfilment of ancient prophecy.
The purpose of the Evangelists is thus in part homiletic,
though it is embodied in an historical form, and though the
story is left as a rule to have its own effect.

I refer to the point here, chiefly in order to give a
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complete and not misleading impression of the frame of
mind in which the Evangelists approached their task.
For the more immediate bearings of this essay, it is of less
importance. Qur direct concern is with the difficulties of the
Synoptic Problem ; and in regard to these, the attitude of the
writers comes in as a determining factor so far as it explains
the nature and degree of the freedom with which they repro-
duced their documents. What has been said will perhaps go
some way to explain this freedom. It shows us the Evange-
lists, not as painfully transcribing the older texts on which
they relied (such as Mk and Q), or feeling themselves
in any way called upon to reproduce them verbally, but
as setting to work in a spirit independent and yet on
the whole faithful, not punctilious and yet not wilfully
capricious and erratic, content to tell their story very much
as it came, sometimes in the words of their predecessors
and sometimes in their own. This is the kind of picture
that we should be led to form for ourselves from a com-
bined study of the antecedent probabilities of the case and
of the facts as we have them. It happens that we are
in an exceptionally favourable position for this part of our
inquiry. For the whole of the Triple Synopsis all three
documents are extant—not only the two later Gospels, but
the original which the writers worked up into their own
compositions; so that we can see exactly what changes
they introduced and in most cases can form a shrewd
guess as to the reason which led to their introduction.
In the net result the Evangelists come out as very human,
not as actuated by the Machiavellian motives which at one
time it was the fashion to attribute to them, as neither
pedants nor yet wantonly careless, influenced a little by
their wishes and their feelings, but not to such an extent as
seriously to affect their credit. The examples given above
of the degree of freedom which they allowed themselves
are in this sense extreme that they are at least selected
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from among the more striking of their kind; and the
reader will be able to judge for himself how far the general
estimate based upon them is justified.

We have, however, as yet only considered one half of our
problem. We must go on to the other half; and, if T am
not mistaken, we shall find our results confirmed from
another side or sides,

(2) External Conditions.

(i) The writing and use of books, in their bearing
wpon freedom of veproduction.

We have had to correct one impression which the in-
experienced student may unconsciously or semi-consciously
form for himself; and now we shall have to correct another
impression of the same kind. When we think of composing
a book, and still more when we think of compiling a book
in the way in which the later Gospels at least were com-
piled, it is natural to us to picture to ourselves the author
as sitting at a table with the materials of which he is going
to make use spread out before him, his own book in which
he is writing directly in front of him, and the other writings
a little further away in a semicircle, each kept open at the
place where it is likely to be wanted; so that the author
only has to lift his eyes from his manuscript as he writes to
his copy, and to transfer the contents from its pages to his
own. Insuch a case it would be only natural to reproduce
what lay before the eye with a considerable degree of
accuracy. But it happens that this picture, if it were
applied to the writing of the Gospels, would be in almost
every feature wrong.

The ancients had tables, but they did not use them for
the same miscellaneous purposes that we do. They used
them for eating; they used them as a stand for vases or
statuary; they used them for paying out money. But
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I am not aware of any evidence that they were used for
other purposes than these.!

The ancients had books; but they were not af this time
(i.e. when the Gospels were composed) like our own books.
They were rolls, and rather lengthy rolls, with the writing
in short vertical columns across them, as a rule less than
a foot high. They were therefore rather cumbrous, and
not quite easy to keep open at a particular place. Again,
I am not aware of a single representation of the book-roll
so kept open. There are many representations of a writer
or student making use of books (i.e. of rolls); but to the
best of my belief these are always, or almost always, con-
tained in a sort of round canister (capsa) or square box
(scrininm) which stands upon the ground.? Birt lays this
down as the all but universal rule (op. cit., p. 254), and the
exceptions which he notes are hardly exceptions. Under
such conditions it is not at all likely that the roll would
be taken out and referred to more often than could be
helped.

The ancients had desks; but they were not like our desks
on a writing table. They were quite small, like the reading
desks that we attach to the arm of an armchair. As a rule
they are affixed to a raised stand, which is independent of
other furniture. Sometimes the writer sits at such a desk,
more especially in the later examples from the fourth
century onwards, when the codex, or book proper, had

1 Cf. Th. Birt, Die Buchrolle in der Kunst (Leipzig, 1907), p. 2. Perhaps
as the facls stated in this essay coincide closely with those given in Birt’s
excellent volume, it may be right to say that the rough draft of the essay
was written some years before the book appeared, but of course with help
from Birt’s older work, Das antike Buchwesen (Berlin, 1882), and Watten-
bach’s Schriftwesen inme Mitielalter® (Leipzig, 1896) ; also from Dr. Kenyon’s
Handbook to the Textual Criticisms of the N. T. (19o1), Palacography of Greek
Papyri (1899), and other recent literature. But I have been glad to intro-
duce a few illustrations from Birt’s new book, which is the most complete
and detailed.

? ‘In allen Darstellungen, die wir kennen gelernt, steht die Buchschachtel
am Boden,'

S.5.P. C
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superseded the roll. But in the earlier examples the writer
is usually represented with the roll open simply upon his
knees. So Virgil (ap. Birt, p. 178), who, however, is not
writing but only holding a roll and has a desk at his side.
So, more distinctly, an Evangelist in Pal. Soc., ser. I,
pl. 44 (where the book is a codex). There are several
examples of Evangelists at work in Beissel's Vaticanische
Miniaturen, 1893 (pll. v, ix, x, xi} ; and more in the sumptuous
reproduction of the copy of the Gospels written for Ada,
sister of Charles the Great (Die Trierer Ada-Handsclhrift,
1889, pll. 10, 15, 16, 17, 20, 23, 26,29, 32, 33,36). Plate 23
of this work, from an Evangeliarium in the Domschatz at
Aachen, is reproduced as a frontispiece to the present book.

What is the effect of all this on the problem more
immediately before us? It enables us, I think, to realize
more exactly the process involved in the construction of
a narrative on the basis of older materials. A modern, if he
were doing this, would have the document he was using
constantly under his eye. There would be hardly any
interval of time between the perusal of its text and the
reproduction of it in writing. The copy would be followed
clause by clause and almost word by word. Given physical
accuracy of sight and an average power of attention, the
rest of the process would be almost mechanical. With the
ancient writer it would be otherwise. He would not have
his copy before him, but would consult it from time to time.
He would not follow it clause by clause and phrase by
phrase, but would probably read through a whole paragraph
at once, and trust to his memory to convey the substance of
it safely from the one book to the other.

We see here where the opening for looseness of repro-
duction comes in. There is a substantial interval between
reading and writing. During that interval the copy is not
before the eye, and in the meantime the brain is actively,
though unconsciously, at work. Hence all those slight



1. Conditions under which Gospels were written 19

recarrangements and substitutions which are a marked
feature in our texts as wc have them. Hence, in a word,
all those phenomena which simulate oral transmission.
There is a real interval during which the paragraph of text
is carried in the mind, though not a long one. The question
may be not one of hours or days but only of minutes. We
cannot indeed lay down a rigid rule to which all use of
books would strictly conform. We must leave a margin for
the habits of the particular writer. One man would trust
his memory, and run the risk of trusting his memory, for a
longer period than another. All we need assume is that
there would be some interval, some period; enough to
account for, or to help to account for, the phenomena of free
reproduction which, as a matter of fact, we find. The cause
we are considering is elastic within certain limits. I believe
that it will be found to meet all that we want.

The phenomena of variation (as between Mk and the
succeeding Gospels) in the texts that have come down to us
do not require for their explanation any prolonged extension
of time or diffused circulation in space; they might be
described in homely phrase as just so many ‘slips between
the cup and the lip’.

(i) Te copying and transmission of texts, in theiv bearing
wpon (a) the agreements of Mt Lk against Mk.

The question as to the agreements of Mt Lk against Mk
in the Triple Synopsis takes us into another region, but still
a region connected with the production and transmission of
books.

This question of the coincidences between Mt Lk in places
where Mk is extant is of great importance. There is a
complete collection of these coincidences at the end of
Dr. E. A. Abbott's Corrections of Mark (London, 1901)
which is a valuable basis for study. It has been already
said that the examples (many of them simple, but many

C2
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also complex) given by Dr. Abbott number in all
about 230. These examples, as constituting a problem
in regard to the relation between Mk and his successors, are
doubtless subject to some reduction. 1t may be questioned
whether in all the cases the writers are even professing to
reproduce the same text,

Mr. C. H. Turner has recently called attention (in Fours.
of Theol. Studies for January, 1909, pp. 175 ff.) to two other
causes which will account for some of the examples besides
that of which we are about to speak. It might well be
thought that some of the agreements are so slight and easy
to account for that they might be set down as accidental,
that they are obvious corrections of St. Mark arising in each
of the two later Gospels independently of each other. And
then, allowance may also be made for the possibility (on
which Mr. Turner specially enlarges) that we have not yet
got back to the true text of one or other of the Gospels,
and that when we have done so, the double coincidence
against St. Mark will be found to disappear. Besides these,
there is yet a third cause to which I should be inclined to
ascribe some of the most complex of the examples noted by
Dr. Abhott. The later Evangelists certainly used St. Mark ;
but they also used the second document Q; and I
suspect that in some of the cases there has been an
overlapping of the two documents. This overlapping
of documents is a phenomenon that certainly happened
sometimes. It is by means of it that I should account for
some cases of marked divergence between Mt and Lk in
places where both Evangelists were using Q. The simplest
way of explaining the divergence (as compared with the no
less marked identity in other places) is to suppose that the
same passage occurred not only in Q but in St. Luke’s
special source (or in one of his sources) in a somewhat
different form. St. Luke will then have preferred the form
in his own source to that of Q. A conspicuous example
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would be the treatment of the Beatitudes. The same sort
of thing may well have happened in the case of the parallels
to Mk iii. 19-21, 23—26; iv. 30-32; vi. 7-13, 31-34; viii. 12,
29 ; ix. 19, and a few others.

But I believe that by far the greater number of the
coincidences of Mt Lk against Mk are due to the use by
Mt Lk—not of an Ur-Marcus or older form of the Gospel,
but —of a recension of the text of MFE different from that
Srom whick all the extant MSS. of the Gospel are descended,

I reject the idea of an Ur-Marcus, or older form of the
Gospel, because the great majority of the coincidences seem
to me to belong to a later form of text rather than an
earlier. And I call this form of text a recension, because
there is so much method and system about it that it looks
like the deliberate work of a particular editor, or scribe
exercising to some extent editorial functions.

This appears to come out clearly from Dr. Abbott’s
classification of the corrections. We may give this in
Dr. Abbott’s own words:—

They are, almost entirely, just such modifications of
Mark’s text as might be cxpected from a Corrector
desirous of improving style and removing obscurities.

(i) In about twelve instances Matthew and Luke adopt
corrections defining subject or object. For example,
where Mark omits the subject (leaving it to be under-
stood as ‘they’, ‘ people’, &c.) Matthew and Luke supply
‘the disciples’, &c. . .

(ii) In about fifteen instances they correct in Mark
the abrupt construction caused by the absence of a
connecting word. . . .

(iii) In about thirteen instances they correct Mark’s
historic present. This number does not include the cor-
rections of Mark’s use of ‘says’ applied to Jesus (see (v)).

(iv) In about twelve instances they substitute the
participle (e.g. ‘saying’) for the indicative with ‘and’
(e.g. ‘and he says’), or for the relative and for the
subjunctive, e.g. ‘whosoever has’, which is changed to
‘those having’, &c.

(v) In about twenty-three instances they substitute for
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Mark’s ‘says (Aéyet)’ the word ‘said (elmev)’, or correct
Mark’s imperfect ‘ used to say’ or ‘ began to say’ (éxeyer,
more rarely #fpfaro Aéyew). . . .

(vi) In at least thirty instances Matthew and Luke
agree in adopting the idiomatic Greek connecting particle
(6é)—commonly and necessarily (though most inade-
quately) rendered by the English ‘but’—instead of the
literal translation of the Hebrew ‘and’, i.e. kaf . . .

(vii) Another class of corrections includes improve-
ment of Greek construction or style, by softening abrupt-
ness, of a different kind from that mentioned above .
changing interrogatives into statements, introducing
pév . . . 8¢ 4xAd, or other particles, and altering Hebraic
or vernacular words or phrases. In a few instances the
correction may be made in the interests of seemliness,
rather than of style. . . .

(vili) In some cases, and notably in the use of the
exclamatory ‘behold’, Matthew and Luke appear to
agree in returning to the Hebrew original (op. ci%.,

PP- 300-304).

The number and the recurrence of these phenomena is
evidently due to design, and not to accident. What appcars
to have happened is something of this kind. Neither our
present Gospel, even in the best text, nor the copies used
by St. Matthew and St. Luke were exactly what St. Mark
wrote. All our extant copies, whether of the Received
Text or of those constructed upon the most highly
critical principles, are descended from a single copy which,
although very near to St. Mark’s autograph, is not to be
identified with it. A few mistakes or slight modifications
had already crept in. In like manner, the copies used by
Mt Lk were not St. Mark’s autograph. Into them, too,
changes had been introduced, and that with considerable
freedom. And it happens that, while these two copies—
the copies used by Mt Lk—were closely allied to each
other, indeed we may say probably sister MSS., they
belonged to a different family or different line of descent
from that other important copy from which the great mass
of our extant authorities is descended.
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This is easily exhibited in the form of a diagram.

Mk

» l
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C D

| | | |
2
(ancestor of all Mt Lk

extant MSS.)

The question may be asked how it came about that these
copies which were used by St. Matthew and St. Luke have
not (like the A group) left descendants that have survived to
the present day. It is never difficult to account for a MS. of
this period perishing, and perishing without offspring. The
books of this date were almost all written upon papyrus, and
papyrus is a frail material ; and the Christian book must
have been much used and exposed to accidents of many
kinds. But there was a special reason why those two
copies should perish unregarded. The moment the two
longer Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke were written,
the shorter Gospel of St. Mark was at a discount. In early
times it was always the Gospel least used and least quoted.
The two longer Gospels incorporated the greater part of
St. Mark; and therefore the possessor of either of them
possessed practically the substance of St. Mark as well:
and so that Gospel fell into comparative, though of course
not complete, disuse.

We can form two interesting inferences as to the divergent
families or lines of descent derived from St. Mark’s auto-
graph, One is, as I have just said, that the parent of our
extant authorities was very near to the autograph, and
represents it closely. The other is, that on the line of
perhaps four or five copies intervening between St. Mark’s
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autograph and the copies used by Mt Lk one at least
must have been the work of a person with literary tastes
and habits, who did not hesitate to improve the text before
him and make it more correct and classical. This process
of improvement went so far that I have ventured to call it
a ‘recension’. It was a recension perpetuated in just those
two copies, but which after giving birth to them came to-an
abrupt end.

It is a remarkable fact that those two copies should have
been so like each other, and it puts us upon questions which
we are not able to answer. There is every reason to think
that tradition is right in placing the origin of St. Mark’s
Gospel at Rome. But, apart from this curious connecting
link, we know of nothing that would naturally bring the
authors of the First and Third Gospels together. It is
natural to suppose that the First Gospel was written not far
from the outskirts of Palestine, at such a place, say, as
Damascus or Antioch. And it is equally natural to asso-
ciate St. Luke’s Gospel with that part of the mission field
in which the Evangelist seems to have been most at home
—from Greece in the West to Antioch in the East. Is it
possible that after the death of St. Paul and the destruction
of Jerusalem St. Luke made his way once more to Caesarea,
where he had spent the two years of St. Paul’s captivity, or
to Antioch? Two sister copies of St. Mark’s Gospel might
quite easily have been brought thither, or from St. Luke’s
copy another copy may have been made, which fell into the
hands of the compiler of the First Gospel. It is, however,
well to remember that at this time all roads led to Rome,

(8) The omission by St. Luke of Mk vi. 45—viti. 26.
There remains only the little puzzle about the omission
by St. Luke of the contents of Mk vi. 45-viii. 26. Sir John
Hawkins has written at length about this (Essay II. 2).
Perhaps I may be allowed to say that, so far as my judge-
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ment goes, I agree entirely with his conclusions. He has
stated, as [ conceive, very happily the reasons which led
St. Luke to omit this particular section—that is, always
assuming that he found that he had to omit something.

It is only on this last point that I have one small remark
to offer, which falls strictly within the subject of this
essay. The Gospels were written each on a separate roll of
papyrus. These rolls were, roughly speaking, of the same
kind of average length. This became a general rule for
literary compositions dating from the Alexandrian critics
of the second century B.C. There was a sort of recognized
average length for a book, i.e. for the whole of a small
composition or for a subdivision of a larger one.! The
so-called ‘books’ of the //ad and Odyssey, of Herodotus
and Thucydides, were conventional divisions imposed upon
the ancient poems and histories by the scholars of Alexandria
after the fact.? But the later works, written after their time,
were usually composed ‘to scale’. The reason was that
the materials for writing, the blank rolls of papyrus, were
cut into convenient lengths, ranging within certain accepted
limits. This was the meaning of the word régos, which in
its origin had nothing to do with ‘ponderous tomes’; it
meant simply a ‘cut’ or ‘length’ of papyrus.?

Now, if we take Westcott and Hort’s text, which is not
encumbered with footnotes, we observe that St. Matthew
occupies about 68 pages, St. Mark (without the last 12
verses) not quite 41, St. Luke about 73, St. John about 53
(not including the pgericope adulterae), while the Acts occu-
pies very nearly 70 pages. Dr. Kenyon has calculated
that the Gospel of St. Mark would take up about 19 feet of

1 ¢ Fiir verschiedene Lilteraturgattungen waren verschiedene Buchmaxima
oder Formate iiblich oder obligat® ‘Birt, Das antike Buchivesen, p. 288).

2 0p. cit. pp. 443 fl.

% Tépos = abgeschnittene charia papyracea’ (op. cit. p. 35). ‘Denn es ist
hervorzuheben, dass gerade er (véuos) klarer und schirfer als alle anderen
die Papyrusrolle und nur sie allein bezeichnete * (Jbid.".
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an average-sized roll, that of St. John 23 feet 6 inches, St.
Matthew 30 feet, the Acts and St. Luke’s Gospel about 31
or 32 feet. The last figures are larger than those for any of
the existing MSS. mentioned (Hyperides 28 feet ; Iliad 25
feet; Mimes of Herodas about the same ; Odyssey 24 feet ).
I have little doubt that St. Luke was conscious of being
pressed for space, and that he felt obliged to economize
his materials. Something had to be omitted, and for the
motives which led to the choice of this particular section
I cannot do better than refer the reader to Sir John
Hawkins’s paper.

The suggestions made in this essay are all very simple.
It is just their simplicity which has had the chief attraction
for me: as a rule, the simpler the cause, provided it is
adequate, the more likely it is to be true. And I cherish
the hope that the connexions of effect and cause propounded
may have the advantage of being, within their limits,
adequate as well as simple. The essay will have served its
purpose if it enables any of its readers to form for themselves
a more exact conception of the processes which gave shape
to the Gospels as we have them, and of the influences of
various kinds to which they were due.

1 Kenyon, Handbook to Textual Criticism of N. T, p. 2q.
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THREE LIMITATIONS TO ST. LUKE'’S
USE OF ST. MARK’S GOSPEL"

1. THE DISUSE OF THE MARCAN SOURCE
IN ST. LUKE 1X. 531-XVIIL 14.

RATHER more than three-fourths of St. Matthew’s
Gospel, viz. 816 verses out of 1068, and rather more than
two-thirds of St. Luke’s Gospel, viz. 798 verses out of
1149, may be taken as generally supporting the now
prevailing opinion that the compilers of those two Gospels
used the Gospel of St. Mark—pretty nearly, if not quite, as
we have it—not only as one of their most important sources,
but as a framework. It is true that even in these major
portions of their works they make many additions to the
Marcan narrative in the way of introductions, conclusions,
and both long and short insertions. They also make a few
omissions from it, by far the most important being St.
Luke’s great omission’ dealt with in the second of these
Studies; and St. Luke makes an occasional substitution
of more or less parallel matter. But they do not desert
its arvangement and orvder, with the exception of some brief
transpositions, most of which occur in Luke xxii-xxiii, and
are therefore considered in the third Study, which relates to
St. Luke’s Passion-narrative.

That general statement, however, does not apply to
what forms nearly a quarter of the First Gospel, viz.
Mt viii-xiii, containing 252 verses, nor to what forms
nearly one-third of the Third Gospel, viz. Lk ix. 51-xviii. 14,

! The first and third of these Studies are mainly reprinted, by the
Editor’s permission, from the Expository Times of 1902—4.
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containing 350 verses (omitting xvii. 36 as spurious), Of
neither of those two large departments of the Gospels bear-
ing the names of Matthew and Luke can it be said that

uch account is there taken of the Marcan arrangement
and order.

But though in that respect those two lengthy sections
may be classed together, there is also an essential difference
between them. On the one hand, it can hardly be doubted
that in Mt vifi-xiii the compiler had our Mark, or its
general equivalent, before him, for there at least 108 verses,
being more than two-fifths of the 252, are substantially
parallel to Mark, and as a rule it is the latter which exhibits
the chief signs of originality. In those chapters of Matthew
therefore, the main task of students of the Synoptic Problem
is to discover the reasons which induced Matthew (meaning
the compiler of the First Gospel) here, and here only, to
break up his Marcan source, and to rearrange it among
other materials, instead of merely inserting those materials
into it as it stood.! On the other hand, when we begin to
examine Lk ix. 57-xviii. 14 in connexion with its parallels,
the question soon arises whether the Marcan source is used
there at all ; and it is the chief object of this Study to show

1 Tt has often been shown (very clearly in Allen’s Commtentary, pp. xiii-xvii
and notes passim) that Matthew’s main object here was to collect his
Marcan and other materials into five blocks, of which three (corresponding
roughly to chaps. v-vii, x, and xiii) should contain teaching of Jesus in its
fundamental, missionary, and parabolic aspects, a fourth (chaps. viii-ix)
should give specimens of His ‘mighty works’, and the remaining one
(chaps. xi-xii) should show the reception which His words and works
met with. As Von Soden well says, ¢ Each of these five great compositions
shows an arrangement that has been well thought out’ (Zarly Christian
Literature, E. T., p. 184". And again, ‘ The author of these compositions
is without doubt a born teacher. His arrangement, by which the reader
gains an insight into the Life of our Lord from every standpoint, is masterly
in the extreme’ (p. 188). But, adds Von Soden, ‘he has no interest in the
historical connexion of events’ (p. 194); and ‘the occasions of the utter-
ances of our Lord are to [him] matters of indifference’ (p. 195). For
a discussion of the specially difficult questions suggested by the arrangement
in the fourth block (Mt viii-ix) I venture to refer to the Expository Times,
vols. xii, pp. 471 ff., and xiii, pp. 20 ff.
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that the answer to that question must almost certainly be
in the negative. For out of the 350 verses there are but
g5—exactly one-tenth—which contain any parallels to
Mark either in substance or in phraseology. And it will
also be found that, with the exception of a few brief
phrases, which shall be carefully noticed and scrupulously
weighed as we proceed, the whole of the Lucan matter in
these 35 verses, or parts of verses, which is parallel to
Mark is also parallel to the First Gospel, between which
and the Third Gospel there was undoubtedly some com-
munion of sources. Is it not, then, very unlikely that Luke
made such very slight use here of the Marcan source which
he elsewhere uses so abundantly? Is it not more reason-
able to suppose that, for whatever reason, he made no use
of it at all, so that these 350 verses—including even the
35—were drawn up in complete independence of it, except,
of course, so far as echoes of its doubtless familiar phraseo-
logy may have lingered in the memory ?

Before entering upon the arguments for this view which
this ‘great interpolation’ of Luke’s—as it has well been
termed from its relation to the Marcan order—itself supplies,
it will be worth while to observe the analogy of that one of
the insertions in the previous part of the Gospel which is so
much longer and so much more varied in its contents than
the rest of them, that it has sometimes been distinguished
from them by being called Luke’s ‘lesser interpolation’.
Certainly that analogy, so far as it goes, gives support to
the hypothesis that Luke in his great interpolation wrote
quite independently of Mark. For there is very strong
evidence that he did so in his lesser interpolation. That
section of the Gospel extends from chap. vi. 20 to viii. 3
(it seems to be sometimes taken as commencing at vi. 12,
but surely vv. 12-19 are to be taken as parallel to Mk iii.
7-19, although there is an inversfon of order for the purpose
of providing an introduction to Luke’s Sermon on the Level
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Place), and thus contains 83 verses. Now in the whole
of it there is nothing at all, either in words or sub-
stance, which is also found in Mark without Matthew, and
only three short passages in which there is anything
parallel to both Mark and Matthew. And as to two of
these passages, we find that the ‘setting’ is completely
different in Luke and Matthew from what it is in Mark.
(1) The first of them is a very interesting and instructive
case. We find that the five words, ¢ uérpe perpeire perpn-
Ohaerar dpuiv, are identical in Mk iv. 24, Mt vii. 2, Lk vi. 38,
except that in Luke the right reading is almost certainly
avriperpnicerar. But then we further find as to the con-
texts of those words and the purposes for which they are
introduced, that while, like the words themselves, these arc
identical in Matthew and Luke, they are completely different
in Mark. It seems then that, either in one of those two con-
nexions or the other, the words can only be what I have
above called an echo of familiar phraseology lingering in the
memory, and applied to a matter to which it did not origi-
nally belong. And here, as sometimes elsewhere in reports of
discourse, it is the Marcan connexion that gives the impres-
sion of being the less original ; which happens to be the case
also with the three other words, kal wposrediioerar Huiv,
which Mark subjoins to the five words just quoted, but
which have a more suitable environment and a clearer mean-
ing in Mt vi. 33 and Lk xii. 31. (2) The second passage
is the quotation from Mal iii. 1, (8o (Mt and perhaps Mk
éyw) dmooTé e k7., which is recorded in Mt xi. 10, Lk
vii. 27 as spoken by Jesus after the message from John in
prison, but which Mark (i. 2) uses as an introduction to his
account of the Baptist’s preaching in the wilderness. And
it is remarkable that the verb karackevdoe: is used by all
three writers, instead of the émBAéyrerar of the LXX.!

1 They also agree in substituting dmooréAAw for éfamosréAAw, 8s for xai,
and oov for pov alter mpd mposdmov. As Plummer (on Lk vii. 27) says,
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(3) The third case of parallelism between all three Synoptists
is of a different kind, for here Matthew and Mark agree
generally against Luke. It consists in the use of a few
words, of which aXdBagrpor pvpov and the name Zifpwv
are the only distinctive and important ones, both in Luke’s
account of the anointing by the sinful woman in the house
of the Pharisee (vii. 36 ff.), and in Matthew’s and Mark’s
accounts of the anointing by Mary at Bethany (Mt xxvi.
6ff., Mk xiv. 3ff). But these resemblances between the
two narratives are so very largely outweighed by the
differences between them as to the time and place of the
action and the teaching founded upon it, as to make it clear
that any influence of the one upon the other can only have
been very indirect. It may safely be concluded then, from
an examination of these three passages, that though the
first and second of them may prove, and apparently do
prove, some real community of sources between Luke and
Matthew, there are no adequate proofs of any such com-
munity between Luke and Mark in the 83 verses extending
from Lk vi. 20 to viii. 3.

It may be taken then as morally certain that in Luke’s
previous and shorter interpolation into the Marcan order he
laid aside entirely his usual Marcan source. And if so, we
shall be to some extent predisposed to find the same indepen-
dence of Mark in the later and much longer interpolation
made by the same Evangelist. But here the circumstances
of the case are considerably more complicated. For in Lk
ix. 51-xviii. 14 there are, as has been said, no less than 33
verses or parts of verses which show more or less likeness
to our Second Gospel, and which therefore might conceiv-
ably be derived from it; and it has been admitted that
these verses contain a few words and short phrases found in

‘the passage was one of the commonplaces of Messiaric prophecy, and had
been stereotyped in an independent Greek form before the Evangelists [or,
we may add, Q] made use of it.’

s.8.1, D
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Mark and Luke exclusively, which was not once the case in
the lesser interpolation. But, nevertheless, I think it can
be shown, by a close and careful examination of these
verses, that the evidence which they supply is very
decidedly against any derivation from Mark. Since making
such an examination for myself, I have noticed that the
Rev. F. H. Woods, in Seudia Biblica, ii, pp. 75-8, has
made some similar observations in support of the same
conclusion; but as my investigation of the passages has
been more minute and detailed than his could be in his
general and comprehensive essay, I think it may be of use
even to students of the subject who are well acquainted
with that extremely valuable contribution to the literature
of the Synoptic Problem.

The 35 verses or parts of verses in question may be most
conveniently considered in three classes—I. Doublets
(occupying 13 verses or parts of verses). II. Brief sayings
of a similar kind to those found as doublets (g verses). III.
Three important passages of other kinds (13 verses).

I.

Doublets are almost always of primary importance in
the investigation of sources. And the fact that nine of
Luke’s eleven doublets! have one of their members in this
division of his Gospel, though it is less than one-third
of the length of the whole Gospel, is perhaps in itself
somewhat significant : it seems to suggest that Luke was
here for some reason adopting a different procedure as to
the use of sources from that which he adopted elsewhere,
One of these nine, indeed, has both its members (Lk xiv. 11
and xviii. 14) in this same division, so it has no bearing
upon our present inquiry. The remaining e/t Lucan
donblets are as follows:——

11 have displayed and discussed the eleven in Horae Synopticae?,
pp. 991l.; the two which have neither of their members in the great inter-
polation are Ik viii. 18 with xix. 26, and ix, 46 with xxii. 24.
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No. 1 Lk x. 4,5,7,10, IT Lk ix. 3, 4,5\ which Mk vi. 6-11

No. 2 ,, Xi. 33 form ,y Viil, 16 passages | ,, iv. 21
. doublets 6 a8
No. 3 » XL 43 with the | XX. 4 are n Xl 35,39
No. 4 5, Xil. 2 following{ " viii, 17 respec- yy iV. 22
xii. ix. 26 tivel viii. 38
No.5 » ‘m 9 passages ” ) 3 1[y[ n it 3
No. 6 ,, Xii. IT, 12 resoec. | 7 xxi.14,15| paralle sy Xl 12
No. 7 5 Xiv. 27 tivgl yy iX. 23 in posi- | ,, Vlll 34
No. 8 ,, xvii. 33 s y 1X. 24 tion to ,, Viil, 35

No. 1 has been entered because it is technically a doublet,
but I should not attach very much weight to it as evidence
for a plurality of sources. For the two occasions referred
to are sosimilar in nature, and the earlier of them had been
put into writing so shortly before the latter (if the parts of
the Gospel which include chaps. ix. 1-5 and x. 1-11 were
composed at the same time, which we shall afterwards see
to be by no means certain!), that Luke might easily repro-
duce in chap. x forms of expression which he remembered
from having transcribed them in chap. ix. How closely
connected these two discourses were in his mind seems to
come out in chap. xxii. 35, where the words BaAAdvriov
and vmodfjpara are referred to as belonging to the charge
to the Twelve, whereas he had only recorded them as
addressed to the Seventy.

Bearing in mind this qualification as to one of the eight
doublets, let us try to estimate their evidence, and the
amount of weight that should be attached to it. Now
doublets prima facie suggest the use of two sources, and
they do so with a force which increases largely with their
frequency ; for it is very unlikely that a compiler—especially
one who laid claim to accuracy and orderliness (dxpifBds
kalefijs ypdyrar Lk i. 3)—would repeatedly let himself
use twice over materials derived from a single source,
though he might, inadvertently or otherwise, do so once in
a way.? He would be much more likely to draw similar

! See pp. 56, 58 below.

% There seem to be two instances of this in Matthew, viz. the doublets
in vii, 16-18 and xii. 33-5, and in x. 22 (a and b) and xxiv. 9&, 13 (Hor. Syn.2,
Pp. 84 and 86).

D2
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materials, or in the case of short sayings admitting of
different applications it might even be identical materials,
from two distinct authorities. So the obvious inference
from the occurrence of these eight members of doublets is
that Luke in his Gospel had the use of at least two sources.
But we can infer something more as to this particular
department of the Gospel. For from the uniformity with
which that member of the doublets which does not occur
in the great interpolation agrees in position with a similar
passage in Mark there result the two further probabilities as
to one of these sources—(a) that it corresponded closely
with our Second Gospel, and (§) that it was not made use
of by Luke in this division of his Gospel. And these
probabilities are confirmed and strengthened by the two
following observations upon the doublets :—

(i) In five out of the eight cases, viz. in Nos. 3, 4, 5, 7, 8,
the member of the Lucan doublet which corresponds to
Mark in position is also considerably more similar to Mark
in wording than is the member of it which occurs in the
interpolation. The same is the case in the more com-
plicated but (as has been pointed out) less certainly
significant No. 1. In No. 2 the Marcan passage has about
an equal resemblance to the two Lucan passages, the
agreement as to «Aivn in one case being balanced by that
as to ubdios in the other. As to No. 6—which next to
No. 1 has the weakest claim to rank as a doublet—the pre-
ponderance of agreement is undoubtedly on the other side ;
but, after making full allowance for that one case, there is
on the whole a very large balance of evidence in favour of
connecting with Mark, on the ground of language as well
as on the ground of order and position, that half of the
eight Lucan doublets which occurs elsewhere than in Lk
ix. 51—xviii. 14.

(ii) Tt is further to be observed that in the 13 verses or
parts of verses which have come under our consideration as
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forming these members of doublets, there is hardly anything
which belongs to Mark and Luke without having a parallel
in Matthew, and which therefore implies a Marcan source.
I can find only two items of this kind. (@) There is a
slight difference which nearly all MSS. keep up in No. 1,
where Luke in x. 7 (and so in ix. 4 except in R) has uévere
as in Mk vi. 10, whereas in Mt x. 11 we find peivare. (&)
And in No. 6 the 76 mvedpa 70 dywov of Mk xiii. 11 and the
70 dyiov mrebua of Lk xii. 12 agree against the 70 wvedua
Tob matpos vudy of Mt x. 20. But such a reference to God
as the ‘Father of’ men is a predominantly and almost
exclusively Matthaean habitude (Matthew 20 times, Mark I,
Luke 3). And the coincidence of Mark and Luke in the
employment of the usual epithet of the Divine Spirit, which
occurs 3 times elsewhere in Mark and 12 times elsewhere
in Luke, besides 41 times in Acts, and which had doubt-
less grown to be a familiar religious expression since its use
in Ps L. (Ii.) 13 and Is Ixiii. 10, 11 LXX as the adjectival
rendering of the Hebrew genitives T¢I and WM, cannot
count for much as an indication of a direct Marcan origin of
Lk xii. 11, 12. Those verses may be ascribed with far
greater confidence to the collection of discourses which
Matthew and Luke so often use in common.

I

Our examination of these doublets, all of which have
occurred in sayings of Jesus, seems to show that the
members of each of them which are found in Lk ix. 51—
Xviii. 14 came to Luke quite independently of the Marcan
source. In whatever degree that view is accepted as
probable, it will lend probability to the further supposition
that the same account is to be given of certain other sayings
of a like brief kind, which also are found in this division ot
Luke, and which also are there placed in a totally different
Position from that which is assigned to them in Marlk, but
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which do not happen to have such parallels in other parts
of Luke as would qualify them to be classed as doublets.

There arc nine such sayings, each of them occupying a
single verse—

No. 1 Lk xil.1 | arere- [Mk viii. 13 which Mt xvi. 6

No. 2 ,, xii. 10 | spectively | ,, iii. 28, 29 respec- ,» xii. 31, 32
No. 3 4, xiii. 30 placed )y X. 371 tively are | ,, Xix. 30

No. 4 , xiv. 34 quite ,y i¥. 50 k exactly

No. 5 , xvi. 18 ‘differently{ ,, x. 11 parallel { ,, xix. g

No. 6 ,, xvii. 2 | fromthe | ,, ix. 42 in position | ,, xviii. 6

No. 7 ,, xvii. 6 similar sy Xl 23 to the very | ,, xxi. 21

No. 8 ,, xvii. 23| sayings yy xiii, 21 similar ,, XXxiv. 23
No. g ,, xvil, 31 in ,, Xili, 15, 16) sayingsin ' ,, xxiv. 17, 18

In No. 4 the last column had to be left empty; for,
although this saying is also given by Matthew (v. 13), he
places it in a third—and seemingly the best—connexion,
Between that connexion and Luke’s it may be possible to
trace some amount of parallelism, since the duties entailed
by Christian discipleship were the general subject on both
occasions ; but Mark’s setting is totally different, the saying
being attached by him to the mysterious mvpl dAwwijoerat
in a discourse which had taken an eschatological turn.

The above list of passages, like the previous list of
doublets, gives a prima facie impression of Luke’s indepen-
dence of Mark, which an examination of the verses in detail
confirms and strengthens in two respects—

(i) We find here, again, that the verbal similarities are
in a large majority of cases greater between the Marcan and
Matthacan than between the Marcan and Lucan versions of
the sayings. This preponderance is very decided in Nos. 1,
3, 5, 7; it also exists, though to a smaller extent, in Nos. 2,
8, 9. In the remaining two cases, Nos. 4 and 6, something
considerable will have to be said on the other side; but in
No. 6 the exclusively Marco-Lucan correspondences which
will presently be noticed are balanced, if they are not out-
balanced, by the exclusively Marco-Matthaean correspon-
dences oy miorevérTor and ovikés (a word found nowhere
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else'); so that No. 4, the only entry which does not show the
sayings in Mark and Matthew as parallel to one another in
position, is the only one which shows them as less like to one
another in phraseology than the sayings in Mark and Luke.

(ii) It happens that the two verses of Matthew referrcd
to as parallels in Nos. 5 and 7 are members of doublets in
Matthew. And an examination of these Matthaean doublets
lends support—in the first case very strong support—to the
view that there had been some community of sources
between Luke and Matthew, but none between Luke and
Mark. (a) In No. 5 the passage named as both parallel
and very similar to Mk x. 11 is Mt xix. 9, which forms a
doublet with Mt v. 32. Now the verse which immediately
precedes Lk xvi. 18 enforces the permanence of the law in
words closely corresponding (note especially xepéa) with the
like enforcement near the commencement (Mt v. 18) of the
section of the Sermon on the Mount which contains Mt v.
32. This fact very strongly suggests that Mt v. 32 and
Lk xvi. 18 have the same origin (presumably in Q), while
Mt xix. 9 came separately from the other (presumably
Petrine) source which lies before us in Mark. And this is
only one of several Matthaean doublets as to which the
same two distinct lines of descent can be traced with very
considerable probability. (4) The case connected with our
No. 7 is not one of the strongest of these, but it deserves
mention. The words of Matthew (xxi. 21) there entered
as parallel with Mk xi. 23 form a doublet with Mt xvii. 20;
and the occurrence of ds xékkov gwdmews in Mt xvii. 2¢ and
Lk xvii. 6 exclusively cannot but suggest here again a
common origin for these two passages, while Mt xxi. 21 and
Mk xi. 23 seem to be accounted for by the Marcan source.
But Luke’s substitution of the ‘sycamine tree’ (cf. o0 pévor
70 Tis ovkfis Mt xxi. 21) for the ‘mountain’, which forms

! Except in the papyri ; three instances of its occurrence there are given
by Moulton and Milligan in Eapositor, VIL x. p. g2 (July 1910,
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the illustration in the other three passages, makes the
inference less clear and certain than in the case of No. 5.
We have now to notice in these nine verses the verbal
coincidences between Mark and Luke only which can be
quoted against the latter’s complete disuse of the former as
asource. Three of them areof real importance. In No. 4 it
may be called practically impossible that Mark (ix. 50) and
Luke (xiv. 34) can accidentally and independently both (a)
have prefaced the saying with kaiév (Luke kaXov odv) 7o
dAas, and also (B) have introduced into it the verb dpriew,
which only occurs once besides in the New Testament (Col
iv. 6 dharte pprvpévos). And (y) though it is not so near to
being impossible, it is very highly improbable, that in
No. 6 the use of meplkettar in Mk ix. 42, Lk xvii. 2 against
kpepaadp in Mt xviii. 6 was a mere accidental coincidence.
The four other verbal coincidences which follow seem to
me to be ‘negligible quantities’, as being such expressions
as writers, using the freedom which generally characterizes
the Synoptists, might be expected to introduce anywhere,
But it may be well to add them, if only to show that they
have not been forgotten. (8) It is true that in No. 2 Mark
and Luke have els 76 mvedua as against Matthew’s kara Tod
mvedparos (Mk iii. 29, Lk xii. 10, Mt xii. 32); but the
significance of that coincidence almost or quite disappears
when we remember (a) that xard in the sense of against
is a favourite usage with Matthew, being employed by
him 14 times against 6 times in Mark and 3 times in
Luke; and () that Matthew alone of the three had not
been using the verb BAaopnueiv, which carries after it the
preposition e/s in Dan iii. 96 (29) LXX, and in Bel g
Theod., as well as in Mark and Luke here, but which is
never followed by xard either in the Greek O.T. or N.T,
(¢) In No. 6, again, we have (besides the really important
wepikerrar already noted) the change of preposition from
Mark’s and Luke’s els 79y 8dlacoar to Matthew's év 78
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merdyel Tijs Baddoans ; but that is merely the result of the
requirements of the three different verbs that had been used
(Mk BéBrnrar, Lk éppurrar, Mt karamovricdf). And
similarly meAdye: is a rhetorical amplification suitable to
the forcible karamovriadf. ({) In No. 8, again, there is a
trifling, and doubtless a fortuitous, agreement between Mark
and Luke only, in that Mark has &8¢ followed by éxet (xiii.
21) and Luke has é«ei followed by &de (xvii. 23), whereas
Matthew has &de both times (xxiv. 23; cf. Ex ii, 12 LXX).
(n) Once more, in No. 9 Mark and Luke, unlike Matthew,
insert els vd before émiocw. But in doing so they were only
adopting a fairly common usage which is employed again
by Luke himself in ix. 62, and which is found also in
Jn vi. 66, xviii. 6, xx. 14, and at least 17 times in LXX,
exclusive of 5 places in which the reading is doubtful.

In examining then (134 9=) 22 of the 35 verses in which
the three Evangelists have any common subject-matter
(there being none in which Mark and Luke stand alone),
we have found only three really uncommon and outstanding
expressions in which Mark and Luke agree against
Matthew ; and two more will have to be added to them
from the remaining 13 verses.

These 13 verses are found in three passages, two of
which are longer and more complex than any that have
been hitherto discussed, and all of which deserve careful
and minute attention, for it is from them chiefly that a cur-
sory reader might gain the impression that Luke’s disuse of
the Marcan source was not entire in this division of his
Gospel, and that consequently what we have here is not
simply and completely a ‘great interpolation’ into the
Marcan Grundschrift.

1. Luke x. 25-8.

This passage, which is the earliest of the three, has to be
brought into comparison with Mk xii. 28-34, with which
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Mt xxii. 34—40 is exactly parallel in position and in general
substance. For the two latter passages describe one of four
brief discussions which appear to be represented as occurring
consecutively on the Tuesday before the death of Jesus (Mt
xxii. 15-46, Mk xii. 13-37; cf. Lk xx. 20-44). But Luke
has there three only of those discussions, for he omits the
question of the scribe (Mark) or Pharisaic lawyer (Matthew)
as to the first or great commandment, and the reply which
that question received. His only account of such a dialogue
is that given in the passage now before us (x. 25-8), which
forms part of the great interpolation. But the contrasts
between it and the Marco-Matthaean account are very con-
siderable : () the incident is attributed to a much earlier
time and to a quite different locality, and it leads up to the
Parable of the Good Samaritan ; (§) the lawyer does not, as in
Mark and Matthew, ask about the ‘first’ or ‘great command-
ment ’, but (as in Mk x. 17, Lk xviii. 18, and cf. Mt xix. 16)
about the way to ‘inherit eternal life ’; and (¢) by the inter-
rogative form of the response to the lawyer, he himself is
made to be the quoter of the well-known passage from
Deuteronomy, which in Mark and Matthew forms the direct
reply given by Jesus. These three alterations—or, at any
rate, the first and third of them-—could hardly have been
made by a writer who had the Marcan document before
him as one of his sources, and who relied upon it, and espe-
cially upon its order, as Luke did usually. And they
constitute divergences which very far outweigh three Marco-
Lucan correspondences which have now to be noted and
allowed for.

(2) One of these correspondences is not verbal, but con-
sists in the fact that the inquirer receives in the Second and
Third Gospels some commendation, in the former for his
intelligent appreciation of the statement by Jesus of the two
great commandments (vovvexads dmekpifn Mk. xii. 34), and
in the latter for his own correct statement of them (Jp6as
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dmexpifns Lk x. 28). In Matthew’s narrative there is
no commendation; but this omission is sufficienily ac-
counted for by his tendencies ‘to give a very dark picture
of the Pharisees’, and to regard the Scribes as identical with
them.!

The other two correspondences are verbal; they both
occur in one verse, Lk x. 27 compared with Mk xii. 3o.
(B) One of them is rather important. To the three ele-
ments in man’s being which are to be exercised in the
love of God these two Evangelists add a fourth, viz.
¢f Ons Tis loxvos oov (Mark) and év 6An g loxit gov
(Luke). This coincidence is not very likely to have been
accidental, although it is possible that the use of loxds in
this connexion may have come naturally to both writers
from a reminiscence of its occurrence in 4 (2) Ki xxiii. 25,
where in the Deuteronomic language used in extolling the
character of Josiah, {oxds is adopted as the rendering of
TR, instead of Svwaputs, as in Dt vi. 5. (y) The other such
correspondence is certainly insignificant. It is true that
Mark and Luke agree in having é£ oAns 79s xapbias aov
against Matthew’s év with the dative, but this is only
because the two former adhere more closely than the latter
to the usage of prepositions in Dt vi. 5, LXX. It may be
well to place that passage side by side with these quota-
tions, adding to them the scribe’s reply in Mk xii. 33, which
is practically a second quotation in that Gospel, so that the
numerous variations may be clearly seen; though indeed
there is no passage of the O.T. in quotations from which
we should so little expect to find variations as the leading
portion of the familiar * Shema’ (Dt vi. 4-9, xi. 13-21; Nu
XV. 37-41).

1 See Allen, St Matthew, pp. lxxvili and 240, for proofs of these
tendencies.
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Dtvi. 5
dyamjoes Ki-
piov Tov Qedy
aov ¢ BATs TS
Siavoias oov kal
¢ Bans Tis
Yyuxijs gov kal
€¢ 6Ans Ths Suv-
apedss gov.

Mt xxii. 37
dyamjoes K-
piov OV Q€by
gov &v 6Ap Kap-
dig gov kal év
6rp TR yuxi
oov kat év BAD
7§ diavolg oov.

Mk xii. 30
dyamjoers Ku-
piov 1oV Oedy
gov & BAps
xapbias gov kal
& GAys s
Yyuxis oov kal
€ 6Ans Tijs Bea-
volas gov xal

Lk x. 27
ayarjoes Ku-
pov Tov @by
gou & GAys
xapdias gov xai
v BAp Th
Yuxn oov kal
év SAp T o
gov xai év 6An
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Mk xii. 33
70 dyamdy ab-
Tov ¥ OAys
rapblas xai &
oAns Tis ov-

vigews xal éf

BA7s Tijs loxvos

. . mepiogd-
Tepoy éoTy
KTA,

¢ 8aps  Ths 77 Bavoiq gov.

ioxvos oov.

To which passages may be added for further comparison,
4 (2) Ki xxiii. 25, above referred to: ds éméorpeyrer mpos
Kipiov év 6A7 kapdig adrob kal év 6An loxvi adTob kal év 8Ay
Yyuxf adrod (so in B; in A loyxd: and Jyvx7 are transposed).

On the whole, then, and after giving due weight to the
coincidence as to loxvUs, there is no sufficient ground for
supposing that Luke was here using Mark as one of his
authorities, It seems much more reasonable to assume
either (@) that the two writers were referring to two distinct
incidents—and it is by no means unlikely that the Shema,
which as an often-repeated formula ‘undoubtedly belongs
to the time of Christ’ (Schiirer, A. #. P., ii. 2, p. 77 ; cf.
p- 84), might more than once enter into His discussions with
Jewish vouixof*—or else (6) that one incident had in the
course of oral tradition been deflected into these two forms,

On the other hand, and by way of contrast, it deserves
notice that while Matthew agrees with Mark as to the
time and place of this incident, the verbal correspondences
between him and Luke only are very considerable, viz.
voutkds 2 (used here only by Matthew, but often by Luke),
metpdov (for which, however, Luke characteristically has

! There is also now reason for supposing that this might have been thé
case even as to the fwo great commandments; for Dr. Charles has shown
in his edition of the Testaments of the XII Patriarchs, which he dates in
B.C. I09-106, that ‘ Love the Lord and your neighbour’ may have been known
in Judaea as a summary of duties before the Christian era (Introd., pp. xcv
and Ixxix). But see also Plummer’s St Matthew, pp. xxxiv fl.

2 But voukis in Matthew is omitted by Syr®® 1 e arm; and it seems

probable that ‘the critical texts of the future will remove’ this agreement
between Matthew and Luke (C. H. Turner in J. T. S., x. 178).
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éxmreipdfwr), 8iddakake, and év 76 véuw, besides the use of
év with Yvxy and Siavola, which more than balances the
Marco-Lucan use of é£ with xapbias which has been men-
tioned. These identities seem sufficient to show either that
Matthew and Luke were influenced by some non-Marcan
source, or else that one of them was familiar with the other’s
Gospel in some form. There is not much here to guide us
towards a decision between these alternatives, but that the
former of them is by far the more probable will, I think, be
suggested by the analogy of the passage which we have
next to consider.

2. Luke xi. 15, 17-23.1

These seven verses have to be brought into comparison
with Mk iii. 22-7. And it is at once evident that the
verbal resemblances in which Mark and Luke stand alone
are of the slightest kind. There are but three of them at
the utmost. (a) There is the use of én{ for ‘against’ twice
in Mk iii. 24, 25, and in Lk xi. 17, where Matthew (xii. 25)
has xard; but we have already seen that xard with this
meaning is a favourite usage of his (see above, p. 40, on
Lk xii. 10, and cf. especially Mt x. 35 with Lk xii. 53) ; and
even he agrees with the others in having ¢é¢’ éavrév in the
very next verse (xil. 26 = Mk iii. 26 = Lk xi. 18). ()
There is the parallel use of the participial forms e/seXfdv
in Mk iii. 27 and émeAfdv in Lk xi. 22 ; but this little gram-
matical resemblance can count for nothing in comparison
with the mass of exclusively Marco-Matthaean identities

1 It is generally assumed that Luke places this incident and discourse
much too late. But it should be noticed that in Mk iii. 22 there are no
words of connexion with what had gone belore; indeed this discussion
with the Pharisees has seemed to many to break the connexion between
the references to the relatives of Jesus in verses 21 and 31fl. And in
Mt xii. 22fl. it forms one of several incidents leading to anti-Jewish
controversy, which Matthew may have collected from records of different
occasions,
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which distinguish the records of this saying about the
“strong man armed’. (y) And it is not impossible that é7:
Aéyere kTA. in Lk xi. 18 may be a reminiscence of Mark’s
brief concluding comment, 67¢ é\eyor k7A., in iii. 30, or
vice versa.

But to most people it will seem far more probable that
none of these three little similarities betoken a common
source. At any rate, it will be admitted that their testi-
mony in favour of the dependence of Luke upon Mark
would be outweighed by any fairly good arguments for
the independence of the two accounts. And a careful study
of those accounts in their relation to the parallel passage
of Matthew (xii. 24-30) will be found to supply such an
argument.

That study may be best commenced by a reference to the
incident of asking for a sign, which in Matthew follows
upon, and in Luke is actually bound up with, the contro-
versy which produced this ‘defensive discourse’ (as it has
been aptly named) on the subject of casting out demons.
We find that Matthew, and he alone, has fwo accounts of
such a request for a sign and of the answer with which it
was met, one of those accounts being found in Mt xvi. 1, 4
(verses 2 and 3 are almost certainly spurious), and being
parallel to, and presumably derived from, Mk viii. 11, 12,
and the other occurring here (Mt xii. 38—40), and being
parallel to Lk xi. 16 and 29f. So those two incidents
which come before us in Mark and Luke respectively, and
are by them attributed to different occasions, are treated by
Matthew as doublets, which may be taken as an indication
that he drew them from two distinct sources. He does not,
however, take this course as to the ‘defensive discourse’
which is now under our consideration; for although it
happens that he does twice record miracles which might
have led up to such a discourse (with Mt xii. 22, 23 cf.
Mt ix. 32-4, remembering that v. 34 is bracketed by WH
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as perhaps a ‘ Western non-interpolation ’?), he does not
twice append any sayings of this defensive kind, Probably
it may have seemed to him too distinctive and striking
a discourse to have been delivered twice—or at any rate
too distinctive and striking to need to be recorded twice
in the Gospel. So, instead of giving in one place the Mar-
can account and in another place the account (probably
from Q) used by Luke, he combines or ‘ conflates’ them into
a single account here. That this was almost certainly the
genesis of the Matthaean passage as we have it, may be
seen most conveniently and convincingly in Rushbrooke’s
Synopticon, or less easily in any ordinary Harmony of the
Gospels (though, indeed, the arrangement of these parallel
passages by Tischendorf in secs. 47 and 91 of his Harnonia
LEvangelica is not as simple and helpful as usuval). For the
following phenomena will be observed in the course of a
close comparison of Mt xii. 24-30, Mk iii. 22-7, Lk xi.
15, 17-23:—

i, Marlk’s record is considerably the shortest of the three,
the number of words being in Matthew 136, in Mark g8,
in Luke 139.

ii. The chief cause of this disparity in length lies in
three entire verses which are found almost word for word
in Matthew and Luke, so that they must have had a com-
mon origin, but to which Mark has no parallel at all (Mt xii.
24, 28, and 30, Lk xi. 19, 20, and 23).

iii. And, besides those three complete verses, Matthew
has some detached words and phrases which are found also
in Luke but not in Mark, and as to which it is hard to
believe that they were all adopted independently by the
compilers of the First and Third Gospels, viz. (@) eldos .
avrédy (with év@upsjoers in Matthew here as in ix. 4, and
with Siavofuara in Luke); (4) the participial forms uept-
ofeioa in Matthew, and Siauepiabeiga in Luke ; (¢) the verb

! Syr*® omits it, besides D a k.,



48 Studies in the Synoptic Problem

épnuody, which is found in N. T. only here and in Rev
xvil, 16, xviii. 16, 19; and (d) the interrogative form of the
sentence més oradicerar § Bacihela adrod ;

iv. And Matthew further agrees with Luke in introducing
this discourse by means of the record of a miracle which had
just been wrought, whereas Mark only speaks of it as result-
ing from the inference which ‘scribes which came down from
Jerusalem’ had drawn from such miracles generally. The
exclusive agreement of Matthew and Luke in this point is
particularly noteworthy, because as a rule such agreement is
not found to exist in records of acts, but only in records of
discourses.

v. On the other hand, it is with Mark rather than with
Luke that Matthew agrees as to the period of the ministry
in which this discourse was spoken, though he is not here
following Mark’s order exactly.

vi. And Matthew’s ver. 29 corresponds almost precisely
with Mark’s ver, 27 in the presentation of the little parable
of the ‘strong man armed’, while Luke'’s vv. 21, 22 differ
very widely from them,! as has been already noticed (p. 45).

vii. The use of Mark by Matthew is further supported
by the fact that they both subjoin immediately to the verses
now under consideration the passage on the blasphemy
against the Holy Spirit (Mt xii. 31,32, Mk iii. 28,29), and their
versions of it agree not only exactly in position but gene-
rally in form and substance, the few and easily accounted for
exceptions being (2) the absence in Matthew of the plural
viol Tov dvfpdmwv, which, though common in the O.T,,
is almost disused in the N.T., being found besides only in
Eph iii. 5; (4) the expansion by him of Mark’s eis 7ov
aldva into the then familiar Jewish eschatological terms

olire év TobTew 78 aléve olire év 7@ péNhovr: (see Schiirer,

! Matthew agrees with 23 words or parts of words out of the 26 words
used by Mark, but with only 7 words or parts of words of the 33 words
used by Luke.
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H.¥.P,ii 2, p. 177, and especially the references there to
Pirge Aboth, and 4 Esdras;?!) and (¢) his omission of the
profound saying &voxés éoriwv aiwviov duapriuaros, the
difficulty of which is proved by the later introduction of
a facilior lectio even into the Marcan text itself. While, on
the other hand, we have seen previously that the corre-
sponding Lucan saying is considerably more compressed,
besides occupying an entirely different position (xii. 10).

viii. Finally, the few words in Mt xii. 24-30 which
remain after deducting those which we have seen to be
assignable to Mark and Luke (or their sources) respectively,
are just such as would be used by a compiler. For almost
all of them are either quite colourless and commonplace, as
dxovoavres, and the use of wéAis as a third illustration
intermediate between Bagirela and olkia, or else they are
such as we know to be characteristic of the same writer in
other parts of his compilation, viz. év@uunoets, and, at least
against Mark, Papicaior. The only alteration made by
Matthew from his presumed sources which would not come
under either of these descriptions is his use of mredpar:
(ver. 28), which might well seem to him a more easy and
intelligible expression for the divine power as exercised
against demons than SakrvAe, which is found in Lk xi. 20,
being probably suggested by the language of Ex viii. 19.

These cight observations combine to prove almost irre-
sistibly that Matthew ‘ conflated” his record of this discourse
from two sources, which we have substantially before us in
our Luke and Mark. And the insignificance of the only
three resemblances which could be found between these
two latter, and between them only, shows with almost equal
cogency that up to the time of the employment of them by
Matthew, they had been quite independent of one another,
though they embody traditions either of the same con-
troversy or at least of the same class of controversies.

! But see also Dalman, The Words of Jesus, E. T., pp. 147 ff.
S5t E
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3. Luke xiii. 18, 19.

There remains a passage which is much briefer in itself,
and can be treated very much more briefly, than the
¢ defensive discourse ’, but which supplies evidence pointing
in the same direction. It is the Parable of the Mustard
Seed, which Matthew (xiii. 31 f.) and Mark (iv. 30 ff.) place
in their collections of seven and three parables respectively,
apparently as spoken by the Sea of Galilee somewhat early
in the ministry,' but which Luke places much later, sub-
joining it to, and seeming by &\eyev odv to connect it with,
the deep impression made in a synagogue by the healing of
a woman ‘which had a spirit of infirmity’. On the other
hand, Luke agrees with Matthew in annexing to it the
companion Parable of the Leaven—almost the only parable 2
recorded by those two Evangelists but not by Mark, unless
we take the Talents and the Pounds, and the Marriage
Feast and the Great Supper, as versions of the same two
parables respectively.

Here again, as in the last case, it will be observed—

i. That Matthew’s language has much in common with
Mark only, viz. uikpérepov mdvrwv v omeppdrov, GTav,
petfov T@v Aaydvov, dote with infinitives instead of finite
verbs following «aif, besides the unimportant because
natural use of forms of the verb omeipewv instead of Luke's
verb BdAAew, which is much less usual in this particular
sense.

ii. That on the other hand Matthew has also not a little
in common with Luke only, viz. AaBov dv8pwmos, adTol or
éavrod with the same meaning, forms of adfdvew, 8évSpoy,
év Tols kAddois avTod (cf. however, kAdbovs in Mk iv. 32),
similarities which, though not being very distinctive in

1 Matthew certainly gives this impression, for he introduces it with the
words dAAny mapafloAly mapédnrey adrois Aéyav ; but Mark’s only introductory
words are xal éAeyev, which do not necessarily imply that it was spoken
on that day by the sea-shore.

? See p. 127 in this volume.
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themselves severally, are too numerous to have occurred
accidentally in this short passage.

iii. That there remains nothing peculiar to Matthew
himself except some quite unimportant words of connexion
and his usual substitution of 7év oUpavév for Tof Ocob after
Bagihela.

These three observations show very distinctly that the
various forms of the parable are best accounted for by
assuming that Matthew combined the two sources which
are substantially preserved for us in our Mark and Luke.
But we cannot add so confidently as in the preceding case
that these two sources were quite independent of one
another. For in the introduction to the parable there is
a rather remarkable correspondence in which Mark and
Luke stand alone. While Matthew has the simple state-
ment, dAAnry wapaPBoryy mwapéfnker (cf. Mark's Oduev)
avrols, Aéywv dpola kTA., the others record a doubly
interrogative sentence with which the parable was pre-
faced—

Mk iv. 30 Lk xiii. 18 Is xl. 18 Lk vii. 3t
kal éxeyev, whs éeyev ovv, Tivi Tividuowoare Ki- Tive olv Suoidiow
Suodowpey Thy Ba- Spoia dotiv ) Baoi- piov kal Tive Spoww- Tods dvbpwmovs Tis
ohelay ToD OcoU, Acla ToD Ocol, Kal paTL  WuOITaTE Yeveds TAUTYS, Kal
h & Tthh abriy ThvdpodowadTiv; abTiv; Tive eloly duotor;
napaBoAn Oauey ;

I have placed by the side of the Marcan and Lucan
verses that verse of 2 Isaiah—a part of the O.T. very
familiar to the N.T. writers—because of its remarkable
similarity to them in structure and expression, and because
there is therefore a possibility that its double interrogation
may have become a kind of formula in the introduction of
parabolic teaching, and thus may have affected the lan-
guage of Mark and Luke independently. And I have
added in a fourth column the parallel duplication with
which Luke introduces the similitude of the Children in
the Market-place. Now as to the single question 7iv:
6potdow which we find just below in Lk xiii. 20 and again

E 2
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in Mt xi. 16, there is no doubt that the corresponding
query mov7 =37 wd, as quoted by Lightfoot, Hor. Heb.,
on Mt xiii. 3, or sometimes m dn 1wb, as found in Pirge
Aboth, iii. 27, iv. 27, 28, was both ancient and usual as
a Jewish preface to parables. But there does not seem to
be evidence for such an habitual use of the double inter-
rogation, so it must be owned that some sort of derivation
from one Gospel to the other is a more natural explanation
of the coincidence.

We ought, then, in fairness to reckon this introduction to
the Parable of the Mustard Seed as forming, together with
kaddv 70 dAas and the use of forms of dprdw in Mk ix. 50,
Lk xiv. 34, mepicerrac in Mk ix. 42, Lk xvii. 2, and the
addition of ioxds in Mk xii. 30, Lk x. 27, a group of five
intimations that there had been some kind of bridge of
communication between the Marcan and Lucan Gospels as
we have them in those parts of the latter Gospel which have
now been examined, I have noted in passing ten other
similarities or identities between those two Gospels exclu-
sively,! but it has seemed to me that all these are expres-
sions which might have suggested themselves, and indeed
are likely to have suggested themselves, to the two writers
independently as obvious and suitable to the matters which
they both had in hand. That, however, as I have admitted,
cannot be said of the five similarities which have just been
recapitulated. But it does not therefore follow that those
coincidences—even if reinforced by any significance that
may be thought by any one to attach to the other ten or
to some of them—are sufficient to prove any direct use of
one of these Gospels by the other. Their evidence is much
more in favour of there having been some more indirect and

! These smaller similarities, as well as the five more important ones,
have been marked throughout the whole of this Study with Greek
letters (a, B, v, &c.), which have been reserved for this purpose only.

So there would be no difficulty in referring back to the places where they
are entered.
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casual means by which the words or phrases came across
from the one document or line of tradition to the other,
for it is most unlikely that the venerated Marcan source,
the vehicle of Peter's teaching, would have been put into
requisition so seldom and so scantily, if it had been in use
at alll

On the whole, then, there seem to be very strong grounds
for assuming that Luke’s disuse here of his customary Mar-
can authority was not only comparative but entire, and that
even in the thirty-five verses, which are more or less parallel
in substance with what we read in our Second Gospel, he
was drawing upon a non-Marcan source or sources.

Less positive and more tentative words must be used in
any attempt to answer the question which now naturally
arises—Can we go any farther than that negative con-
clusion? Can we indicate with any tolerable amount of
likelihood the sources which Luke did use here, as well as
the one source which, whether through inability or un-
willingness, he did not use? In particular, can we, if we
dislike the multiplication of unknown entities, simply
attribute a ‘Logian’ origin to this whole division of his
Gospel as it stands, or (if we except certain references
to a journey which will be mentioned presently) nearly
as it stands? Can Luke have here done nothing more,
or very little more, than insert a large block of the work
known to Papias as the ZLoggza, because he had been unable
to find elsewhere appropriate places in which to insert
its component parts, and yet he could not bring himself
to omit such highly attested materials? Such a view,

! Another branch of the 'Synoptic Problem supplies a suggestive parallel
to this argument. If indirect and casual transmission, without the use
of one Evangelist’s work by the other, is accepted as the most reasonable
account of the comparatively few sporadic Matthaeo-Lucan peculiarities
in many sections of which Mark supplies the groundwork, there seems to
be equally good reason for accepting it as the account of the similarly
few and sporadic Marco-Lucan peculiarities which we have found here
in Luke’s great interpolation.
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however prima facie improbable, cannot be dismissed as
absolutely impossible. And it is a possible view, not only
if with Bishop Lightfoot we take the name ZLogia as denoting
sacred writings generally, but if, in accordance with a view
which now seems more probable, we regard it as meant by
Papias to express sayings of the Lord, together with notices
of the occasions which led to their being delivered, when
such notices were needed for the full understanding of them.!
For on the whole it is certainly characteristic of this section
of the Gospel that it is ‘lacking in incident .2 Indeed, it may
be said that there is really no part of the great interpolation
which does not either consist of, or else lead up to, sayings
of Jesus, with the single exception of the record of the in-
hospitable Samaritan village in ix. 51-6, where the shorter
and far better attested text ends by only stating that a
rebuke was spoken, and without giving any of the words of
it. I do not add xi. 53 f. as another exception, because that
description of Pharisaic hostility evidently leads up to the
warning against Pharisaic leaven in xii. 1, as we may see by
disregarding the modern division into chapters and by giving
to év ois the more simple and natural rendering of ‘ during
which [things]’ instead of ‘in the meantime’. It must be
admitted, however, that the circumstances of the three
miracles recorded in xiii, 10-17, xiv. 1-6 (cf. Mt xii. 9-14),
and xvii. 12-19 (though in a less degree than the other two)
are described more fully than was altogether necessary in
order to bring out the force of the sayings for which those
miracles respectively supply the occasions.?

But there are more serious objections than that to the
theory of the use of the Logia thus ez bloc and exclusively
of all other authorities. (1) We know that Luke was aware

1 See pp. 105~7, 118, 123 in this volume.

? Edersheim, Jesus the Messiah, ii. 195.

3 The same thing may perhaps be said of Luke’s record of the healing

of the Centurion’s servant in an early part of the Gospel (vii, aff.; see
p. 119).
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of the existence of ‘many’ attempts to write Gospels, and
that these attempts, like his own, were grounded upon
original traditions—whether written or oral—which came
down from eyewitnesses. From this it seems almost cer-
tain that several good sources must have been available for.
his work ; and, if so, it seems very unlikely that he would
have confined himself to one of them through nearly one-
third of his Gospel. (2) Again, the eight references (ix. 52,
56, 57 x. I,38; xiil. 22; xiv. 25; xvii. 11) to a journey or
journeys, during which the recorded events are said to have
occurred and the recorded discourses to have been spoken,
imply more of a connected history that would come under
that definition of Zog7a which was above (p. 54) accepted as
the most probable, and to which modern opinion seems on
the whole to incline. Lk ix. 51 was not entered as a ninth
such reference, because it should perhaps be regarded as
parallel in substance, though so different in wording, to
Mk x. 1=Mt xix. 1, and therefore as forming a means of
introducing the interpolation into the general triple narra-
tive rather than as being part of the interpolated matter,

It would seem, then, that Luke continued here to refer to
one or more sources known to him, but completely unknown
to us,as well as to the Logia, or great Spruchsamminng (Q),
upon which both he and Matthew so often drew, and that
his only change of procedure at chap. ix. 51 lay in his
ceasing to use the Marcan document as the framework into
which his various extracts were inserted.

What caused that very decided change of procedure it is
of course impossible for us to say; but some definite cause
for it there must have been. Only conjectures on this point
can now be offered, and perhaps they are hardly worth
offering. Yet two of them have some plausibility, and the
second of them suggests some interesting thoughts.

I. Luke may have drawn up this ‘ travel-document’ with
some special purpose helore he knew of, or at least before
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he began to found a Gospel upon, the Marcan Grundschrift,
and he may thus have had it ready to his hand for incorpora-
tion here. The intention so to incorporate it would probably
have affected the arrangement of the previous part of his
Gospel in no more than two points: (a) it would have
caused him to refrain from inserting (or to strike out if he
had already inserted) the defensive discourse in a position
parallel to that in which Mark places it; and () he would
have had to make a consequent change in the position of
the incident of the coming of the mother and brethren,
which Mark (iii. 31, and cf. Mt xii. 46) attaches to that
discourse, but for which Luke finds a place by subjoining
it to the group of parables which forms the body of dis-
course that comes next in Mark’s order (Lk viii. 19 ff. ; the
matter, however, is complicated by the occurrence of a very
similar incident in Lk xi. 271f, immediately after the ‘defen-
sive discourse’). In favour of this supposition that Luke
may here have utilized a previously arranged document, it
may be suggested that a writer whose Sparsambkeit, or
economy in the use of his materials with a view to making
the best use of his space, often! makes him careful to avoid
repetitions of identical or similar matter, would hardly have
given so fully the closely parallel charges to the Twelve
and to the Seventy in chaps. ix and x, if he had drawn up
the records of those two missions at or about the same
time.

2. Or again, even if Luke was already in possession of the
Marcan document upon which he elsewhere places his main
reliance as to order, and as to events as distinguished from
discourse, he may have deliberately decided to lay it aside
here, because for this one portion of his work he may have
had other guidance at first-hand towards writing in order

! See, however, the cautions against exaggerating this tendency in Luke
given by Bebb in Hastings's D. B. iii. 172 b, and by Plummer in Comsnentary,
p. xxviii. See also p. 35 above.
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(kaBegis) as he wished to do, whereas Peter's account only
came to him at second-hand, and through a writer who is
described to us by Papias (Eus., 4. E., iii. 39) as not extend-
ing his carefulness and accuracy to the order in which the
words and deeds of Christ had occurred. It may be that,
at Caesarea or Jerusalem (Acts xxi. 8 ff,, 15 ff.) or elsewhere,
a more exact and chronological account of this final journey
had been supplied to him by one who had at the time of
the commencement of that journey become an ‘eyewitness
and minister of the Word’. And when that suggestion is
made, the thought at once arises of that large body! of
such ‘eyewitnesses and ministers’ (dmwnpérar, a word not
used of the ministry of the Twelve) who appear for the first
time very soon’after the beginning of this division of the
Gospel (x. 1, and it may be that the preceding verses,
ix. 5762, refer to a sifting of disciples preparatory to this
appointment of so many of them to ¢ preach the kingdom of
God’). One would like to think, if one might, that accord-
ing to the tradition which we first hear from Epiphanius,
Luke himself was one of these ‘ Seventy’, and that therefore
he himself was the eyewitness through this journey which
he describes so minutely, thus supplying to us what would
be, in ‘effect though not in form, the most precious of all
‘ We-sections’. But the distinction which he himself ex-
pressly draws between the narrators of whom he was one,
and those who were their informants as having been ‘from
the beginning, eyewitnesses and ministers of the Word’,

! Serious difficulties have been suggested by this mention of the Sévehty
in Luke x only: but, as Dr. Salmon reminds us, we may accept the
statement that such ‘supplemental missionaries’ (among whom probably
such men as Matthias and Joseph Barsabbas and possibly ‘Philip the
Evangelist’ would be numbered) were sent forth at this period, without being
equally ‘certain. .. that their number was exactly seventy or that they
were all sent out at one time’ (Husnan Element én the Gospels, p. zo1),
See also Sanday in Hastings’s D, B.ii. 614 4 ; and Konig invol, iii. 563 a on
the number seventy bearing ‘not unfrequently an approximate sense’,

For instances of the frequent use of it as to officials in Josephus and
elsewhere, see Plummer in Joc.
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has made the acceptance of that tradition all but impossible
for us. We must be content to admit with the writer of
the Muratorian fragment, ‘ Dominum tamen nec ipse vidit
in carne! We need not, however, put out of court so
decidedly the conjecture that some other disciple, who had
been one of the ‘Seventy’, subsequently supplied Luke
with many or most of the materials for his description
of this journey, and especially with the order in which
events occurred during it. That supposition is at least
directly opposed by none, if it is directly supported by
none, of our data. In particular it seems to me that there
is much less weight than has generally been supposed in
the internal evidence against nearly all the sayings and
doings here recorded having belonged originally to this
late period of the ministry, which according to Luke fol-
lowed the mission of the Seventy.! The most plausible
objection is that drawn from one scene (xiii. 10-1%) being
laid in a synagogue; for it would seem that the use of
synagogues for teaching was not now open to Jesus as it
had been at first (cf, however, Jn xviii. 20). But even if
they were by this time closed to Him in Galilee or parts of
it, this need not necessarily have been the case in every
outlying place that was visited in the course of this cir-
cuitous journey to Jerusalem. So this conjecture as to
Luke’s informant may at least be borne in mind as giving
some interest—though not the interest originally intended—
to the appointment of passages referring to the Seventy as
the Gospels for St. Luke’s Day both in the Western (Lk x.
1-7 or 1-9) and in the Eastern (Lk x. 16~21) Church.

1 Such evidence is collected by Schmiedel in Enc. Bibl, ii. 1873. He
there objects to the warning against the plots of Herod Antipas (xiii. 31)
that it implies that Jesus was still in Galilee. But Peraea was also under
Herod (ib. ii. 2030), and part of this period is said in Mk x. 1 and
Mt xix. 1 to have been spent beyond the Jordan. See however as to
Peraea Mr., Streeter on p. 159 of this volume, and Burkitt, Gospel History,
&c., p. 96 f. ; also Montefiore, Synoptic Gospels, ii. 923, 1025, on the different
views as to the route to Jerusalem.
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But, indeed, all such conjectures and speculations as have
been admitted into these last few paragraphs are easily
‘made too much of, and when that is the case they bring
discredit upon the serious study of the Synoptic Problem.
They are only harmless if they are clearly and constantly
and emphatically distinguished from such conclusions or
working hypotheses as are supported by a preponderating,
or at least a very substantial, amount of evidence. And
that may be safely said of the view that Mark’s Gospel was
entirely disused as a direct authority by Luke in ix. 51—
xviii. 14, whatever source or sources he may have rested
upon in its absence.
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SYLLABUS

Exceptional character of this ¢ Great Omission’.
Three proposed ways of accounting for it :—

L. Tt may have been added by a ‘ deutero-Mark ’ after Luke had
made his use of Mark’s Gospel. The unity of style throughout
Mark is shown to be strongly against this solution.

I1. Accidental omission must be allowed to be possible.

I1I. But deliberate omission, owing to a concurrence of various
causes, appears to be more probable, This is shown by an
examination of the contents of the nine sections which constitute
the omitted part of Mark.
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2. THE GREAT OMISSION BY ST. LUKE OF
THE MATTER CONTAINED IN ST. MARK VL
45-VIIL 26,

This well deserves its usual name of St. Luke’s ¢ great
omission’. It forms a startling contrast with the way in
which he has dealt with St. Mark’s Gospel up to this point.
From the commencement of the Baptist’s ministry he has
been closely following the order of that Gospel,supplementing
it with a good deal of fresh matter (chiefly in what is called
his ‘lesser interpolation’, i.e. Lk vi. 20-viii. 3, see p. 31), but
only seldom and briely making real omissions from it.
There are four other apparent omissions, but these are found
upon examination to be only cases of supersession by similar
matter or of postponements. For the call of the Apostles
in Mk i. 16-20 ( = Mt iv. 18-22) and the teaching in the
synagogue at Nazareth (Mk vi. 1-6 = Mt xiil. 54-58) are
superseded by the fuller narratives from a different source,
which we find respectively in Lk. v. 1-11 and iv. 16-30;
and though the Beelzebub discourse and the Parable of the
Mustard Seed disappear from their places in the Marcan
order (Mk iii. 22~30 and iv. 3o0-32), they are only postponed
until Luke’s ‘ greater interpolation’ or ¢ Peraean section’ (xi.
14-26 and xiii. 18 f). There remain but three real omissions
from Mk i-vi. 44, two of them being made by Matthew also,
and being more or less easily explicable, viz. the desire of
the ‘friends’ of Jesus to ‘lay hold on him, for they said, he
is beside himself’ (Mk iii. 201f), which considerations of
reverence might well cause to be passed over, and the
Parable of the Seed growing secretly (Mk iv. 26 ff.), which
to those who looked for an early ‘consummation of the
age’ might not commend itself as it does to us; and the
third being the details about the Baptist's death and its
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cause (more briefly given in Mt xiv. 1-12), as to which the
fullness with which Mk (vi. 14-29) records them is perhaps
more surprising to us, because less accordant with our
estimate of the relative importance of things, than Lk’s
omission of them.!

But here there is a sudden change: after adopting for so
long, and with such brief and slight exceptions, the sub-
stance as well as the order of Mk, Lk suddenly, after the
conclusion of the miracle of the Feeding of the Five
Thousand (ix. 17), omits 74 verses, or almost exactly one-
ninth part of the 6612 genuine verses of our Second Gospel.
And the omission is not only thus great in compass, but it
is complete and permanent: that is to say, there are no
postponements or reservations of the omitted matter for
use on other occasions, except only that the caution against
‘the leaven of the Pharisees’ (Mk viii. 15 = Mt xvi. 6) re-
appears on a later occasion and in a quite different connexion
in Lk xii. 1, as a warning against hypocrisy. The reference
to washing before meals in Lk xi. 38 f. has been suggested
as another exception, but there seems to be very little
reason for regarding it as derived from Mk vii. 1 ff2

After Lk has, in ix. 18, resumed the use of Mk, his omis-~
sions from it again become brief, no one of them extending
over more than a dozen consecutive verses.*

! Luke however had already mentioned the fact of the imprisonment
(iii. 19f.) previously to its actual occurrence, for it must have been
subsequent to the baptism of Jesus by John (iii. 21 f.).

? This number is arrived at by excluding as probably spurious Mk vii. 16
(in the * great omission”) ; ixX. 44, 46 ; xi. 26 ; xv. 28, as well as the appended
verses xvi. 9-20.

3 The refusal of a sign in Lk xi. 16, 29ff. is not a case in point, the
parallel to it being Mt xii. 38 ff., and not Mk viii. 11 f. = Mt xvi, 1-4.

t The omitted incidents, sayings, and important details are as follows,
those marked * being omitted by Matthew also:—Mk viii. 324*; 37; ix.
10-13; I456-16%; 23f£.*%; 281.; ix. 41 (= Mt x. 42); 43, 45, 47, 48; 49*;
X. I-10t; 35-411; xi. 1x*; 12-14; 19-251; xii. 11; 28-34 (but ef. Lk x.
25-28) ; xiil. 10; 18; 20; 22f.; 27; 32; 34-7 (but cf. Lk xii. 36-40) ; xiv.
3-9%; 27f+; 33f; 386-421; s0t; 51L*; 55-8;5 50*; 60; xv.16-20%;
44 £.*.  The probable causes of all the most considerable of these omissions
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How are we to account for this one great omission of
74 verses being made? Three ways of explaining it have
been propounded :—

1. The omission may have been unavoidable, because
this whole division of Mk may not yet have been inserted
into that Gospel when Lk used it. To use a now well-
known expression, it may have belonged to a ‘deutero-
Mark’.!

A good case could be made for this account of the
matter if we could appeal to any appreciable linguistic
difference between this one-ninth part of our Mk and the
remaining eight-ninths. But we cannot do so. There is
a general uniformity of style and wording in the whole
Gospel which is sufficient to show that—apart from small
additions and modifications—it was composed by one
author, or at least was thoroughly worked over by one
editor. To say that is not an attempt to deny that there
are strong signs of a compiler’s hand in our Second Gospel,
whether the hand was that of Mark putting together at
a later time? separate reminiscences heard and perhaps
taken down at previous times from St. Peter, or of some
second person; the proofs of some such compilation,
whether of Aramaic or of Greek materials, are almost irre-
sistible in parts of chapters iii, iv, and ix,® and there are
phenomena in chapter xiii which have caused Colani's
theory of the employment there of ‘a little apocalypse’ to
be welcomed by many scholars.* But my contention is that
will appear incidentally as we proceed with the present inquiry (pp. 68-72
passim) ; these are marked + in this list.

! So Dr. A, Wright in Synopsis®, p. lviii, and Gospel of St. Luke, p. 83, and
elsewhere.

? Irenaeus expressly says (iii. 1. 1) that it was after Peter’s death that
what he had preached was put into writing by Mark; Papias does not
specify how soon this was done,

% See Encyc. Bibl. ii. 1864-7, and Allen’s Cosnmentary on Maithew, pp. 193,
315.

¢ The case for it is well stated in Charles’s Lecfures on Eschatology (1899},
PP- 323~9. Sece also Mr, Strecter on pp. 179 {I. of this volume.
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any such secondary additions and arrangements—or perhaps
sometimes derangements'—of matter were completed before
the Gospel was clothed by some author or editor with the
Greek form in which we know it. It is true that the dis-
tinctive expressions in Mk are less numerous and outstanding
than those in Mt, and to a still greater degree than those in
Lk, but still they are quite sufficient to show unity of style
and manner—in the narrative nearly everywhere and fre-
quently in the small amount of discourses also. Now on
the whole these characteristics occur in the block of 74
verses here omitted by Lk with as much proportionate
frequency as they do in the other 587 verses which (with brief
and easily explained exceptions) were used by him. Among
the proofs, lexical and grammatical, of unity of authorship
in this one-ninth and in the other eight-ninths of Mk are
the following : —

(@, ) To begin with the two adverbs which are the most
conspicuous characteristics of Mk’s style in narrative
(apart from records of discourse), 5 out of 34 (or approxi-
mately one-seventh) of the occurrences of e/8vs and 5
out of 26 (or approximately one-fifth) of the occurrences
of wdAw are found in this one-ninth part of the Gospel.

(¢) Here also belong 18 or 19, being nearly one-seventh, of
MXK’s 141 historic presents.? To show how characteristic
of him these are, it may be mentioned that there is only
one such present in the division of Mt (xiv. 22-xvi. 12)
which is parallel to 62 out of Mk’s 74 verses now under
consideration (the 12 verses describing two miracles in
Mk vii. 31-37 and viii. 22-26 being alone unparalleled in
Mt).

(d) A)gain, as to the imperfects éeyer and é\eyov, which
occur 50 times in Mk against g times in Mt and 23 times
in Lk, there are 6 cases of é\eyev, or nearly one-eighth of
the 50, in this division of Mk, while there is not a single
case of either the singular or the plural in the correspond-
ing parts of Mt. '

(¢) Here as elsewhere Mk (like Jn, but very unlike Mt and

! As, for instance, the location of the Beelzebub discourse between the
two references to the family of Jesus in Mk iii. 21 and 31~33.
2 A list of these is given in Horae Synopticac®, pp. 144 ff.
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Lk) entirely abstains from fov, with or without «ai, in
his narrative.!

(f) And the uncompounded verb mopedouar is avoided
here, as it is in the rest of the Gospel, with perhaps the
exception of ix. 3o0.

(¢) Turning now to characteristics of Mk which can be
observed in his small amount of discourse as well as
in narrative, we find that his habit of generally com-
mencing sentences or clauses with xaf, and therefore using
8¢ comparatively seldom (Hor. Syn.? p. 150), is kept up
here. Out of the 9 sections or sub-sections into which
WH divide this part of the Gospel, 7 begin with xai—
a proportion which, though it may be exceeded in other
parts of Mk, is far greater than would be found in any of
the other historical books. And, further, in the portions
that can be compared with Mt, we find that clauses which
follow a full stop, colon, or note of interrogation are intro-
duced 37 times by kaf and only 8 times by 8¢ in Mk,
while in Mt xai is thus used only 16 times and 8¢ 19
times.? And as to Mk’s two brief narratives of miracles,
for which, as we saw, Mt supplies no parallels, xa{ is thus
used 5 times, and 8¢ not at all, in each of them.

(4) Mk’s frequent custom of using duplicate expressions,
half of which only is used by the other Synoptists in their
parallels, comes out in vii. 15 éfwfev elomopevéuevoy,
vii. 21 éowfev . . . éx Tis kapbias, viil. 17 olme voeire, ovde
ovviere; as contrasted with the eloepxbuevor, éx 775
kapbias, olrw voeire of Mt xv. 11, 1g; xvi. g respec-
tively,

(¢) It is notable that 6 éorw, used by Mk alone among the
Evangelists—in introducing an interpretation or explana-
tion—occurs twice out of six times in this division of the
Gospel (vii. 11, 34).

(#) And 8iaoTéANopas, which is almost if not quite peculiar
to him (for the reading is doubtful in Mt xvi. 20), occurs
here three times out of five.

(/) The diminutive fuydrpiov is found both in Mk vii. 25
and previously in v. 23, but nowhere else in the N.T. or
the LXX.

Some other instances of consistency in the exclusive or
preferential employment of words or phrases might be

! See J. H. Moulton, Gram. of N. T. Greek, i. 11 note.

3 We may notice especially the quasi-adversative sai in Mk vii. 24 ¢, as in
Xii. 12 a,

8.8.P, F
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added:! but those already given seem sufficient to estab-
lish a moral certainty that this part of Mk was drawn up
by the same author or editor as the rest of the Gospel.?
And from this surely there results a very strong probability
that it formed part of the Marcan document which was
available for Lk as well as for Mt. Of course we cannot
claim that inference as more than a very probable one, for
we cannot shut out the two possibilities :

(1) that this section of 74 verses may somehow have
dropped off from the MS., as the conclusion seems to
have done, though this is much less likely to have hap-
pened in the middle than at the end of a book or roll ; and

(2) that the author or editor, keeping up exactly the same
style, may have chanced to insert this section into the
MS. just between the times of it being used by Mt and
by Lk—if indeed Mt used it before Lk did, which would
not now be considered as certain as it used to be. But
these do not seem to me to rank as more than bare possi-
bilities.

II. Considerably more probability attaches to a second
theory, viz. that this division of our Second Gospel was
contained in Lk’s copy of it, but that he accidentally left it
unused, having perhaps been misled into doing so by pass-
ing on in his MS. from the mention of feeding multitudes
in Mk vi. 42-44 to that in Mk viii. 19—21, or from the name
Bethsaida in vi. 45 to the same name?® in viii. 22 (the place
being nowhere else mentioned in Mk). I have long thought
that this is a more than possible solution ; and the evidence
for it is greatly strengthened by consideration of the physical
difficulties that must have beset compilers and copyists in
the first century as compared with our own literary con-

veniences.*

' “AXalos and kpdBarros may be specially named; and ¢épw where &yw
might be expected.

% It is instructive to observe the contrast with xvi. 9-20, from which
Marcan characteristics are almost entirely absent (mpoi and eayyéAiwoy being
the unimportant exceptions).

3 There is however a Western reading Bpfaviav.

* See Dr. Sanday in this volume, pp. 16 fl.
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III. But for those who cannot bring themselves to accept
as likely such a prolonged case of omission by homoeote-
leuton or by any other accident, there remains a third
solution. Lk may have intentionally passed over this whole
division of Mk, because its contents seemed to him unsuit-
able for his Gospel, or at least not so suitable for it as other
materials which he had ready for use. And that this may
not improbably have been the case as to all, and would
almost certainly be the case as to most, of its nine con-
stituent parts,! will appear if we consider them with reference
to what we can learn elsewhere as to the proclivities and
preferences which influenced him in his adoption or rejec-
tion of materials.

It will be best to take these nine sections according to
the causes which may have led to Lk’s omission of them,
instead of taking them in the order in which they stand in
the Gospel.

(1,2) Let us begin with the two passages which are
absent from Mt as well as from Lk, namely, the two
accounts of single miracles of healing in Mk vii. 31-37
and viii. 22-26. Though these accounts are of much
interest to ourselves as showing the methods through which
Jesus occasionally, and perhaps usually, wrought cures, they
would be less well adapted than others for employment by
teachers and preachers as proofs of His divine mission in
the sense in which St. Peter speaks to the Jews of Him as
‘approved (or demonstrated, dmodederypuévor) of God unto
you by mighty works and wonders and signs, which God
did by him in the midst of you’(Acts ii. 22). These two
are the only cases in the Synoptic Gospels in which any
other means than laying on of hands is used by Jesus;?
and the means used in both of them—the application of

! These form the nine sections numbered 6o, 61, and 63-69 in Tischen-
dorf's Synopsis Evangelica.
% Gould on St. Mark in Int. Crit. Comm., p. 149.

F 2
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saliva—was so familiar in magic and in medicine, which
often were and are closely allied in the East, that it might
seem to detract from the exceptional and signal character
of the cures.! Something of the same effect might be
produced by the gradual process of the recovery of sight by
the blind man at Bethsaida, as contrasted, for instance, with
the case of the man or men at Jericho who ‘immediately 2
received sight’. And again a sense of difficulty or painful
effort in the Healer might be thought likely to be suggested
by the record that He looked up to heaven and ‘sighed’ or
‘groaned’® These considerations might be sufficient to
cause the omission of the details of these two miracles by
Mt and Lkt And Lk especially, in his readiness to save
space by avoiding repetition, would be content with the
more impressive and significant healings of a kw¢és and of
a blind man which he meant to record further on in his
Gospel (xi. 14 and xviii. 35-43).

(3, 4, 5, 6) The suggestion as to avoidance of repetition
which was thrown out in that last sentence has much more
force and importance with reference to four other sections
of the omitted part of Mk. Certainly there is some ten-
dency in Lk to pass over incidents similar to those which
he has already recorded. No doubt the influence of this
tendency has been carelessly exaggerated ; and more than
one recent writer ® has warned us against making too much
of it, by reminding us that we read in Lk such duplicates
as the commissioning of two bands of teachers (ix. 1 ff. and
x. 1 ff.), the healing of one leper and of ten (v. 12 ff. and
xvii, 12 ff.), two comparisons of the position of the mother of

! But there is another case of it in Jn ix, 6. Compare Tac. Hiss, iv. 81,

4 Matthew and Mark e8vs, Luke mapaxpijpa.

® Zrevalw and dvaorevd{w are applied 10 Jesus by Mark only, the former
here, and the latter in viii. 12.

¢ Matthew seems to refer in a general way to the first of them, and
perhaps to both, in xv, 29-31.

* So Bebb in Hastings's D. B. iii. 192 f.; Plummer, Conmm. on St. Luske,
p. xxviii, already referred to (p. 56 .
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Jesus with that of His disciples (viii. 19ff,, xi. 27f), two
disputes as to who should be the greatest (ix. 46, xxii. 24),
besides the three predictions of the Passion and (twice) of
the Resurrection (ix. 22, 44, xviii. 31 ff.). But after making
all allowances for these and other passages more or less like
one another, and also for the briefer “ doublets’ in Lk, this
tendency is surely traceable in the omissions of the anoint-
ing at Bethany (Mk xiv. 3ff.,, Mt xxvi. 6 fi.) presumably
because of the anointing in the Pharisee’s house (Lk vii. 36 ff.),
of the incident of the barren fig-tree (Mk xi. 12 ff. and 20 ff,,
Mt xxi. 18 ff) because of the parable so closely resembling
it (Lk xiii. 6 ff.), of the mocking by Pilate’s soldiers (Mk xv.
17 ff., Mt xxvii. 27 ff.) because of that by Herod’s soldiers
(Lk xxiii. 11).,)  And if there was in his mind any such
disposition to abbreviate his Gospel by passing over matter
that would add nothing essentially new to it, most certainly
this tendency (which has been well expressed by the German
word Sparsambkeit) would be appealed to and called into
exercise as soon as he reached and examined this division
of his Marcan MS.

(@) Especially this would be the case as to the Feeding of
the Four Thousand. So close indeed is this narrative to
that of the Feeding of the Five Thousand, that to us it
seems less difficult to understand why Lk omitted it than
why Mk and Mt give it at such length ; they seem to have
done so mainly with a view to the distinct references to
the two miracles in that rebuke of the Apostles (Mk viii.
19 ff.=Mt xvi. g ff.) which they were intending to record,
but which we shall see is not retained by Lk.

(¢) Again, the first narrative omitted, namely the record of
a second storm on the lake (Mk vi. 45-52), brings out no
new lesson in addition to that contained in the record of
the first storm (Mk iv. §5-41), though it is in a different
way that the disciples are assured of their Lord’s care for
them. And, as we shall see presently, the obtuseness of
the heart (xapdia memwpwpévn, vi. 52) which Mk here

! Perhaps we may add the statement by Jesus of the Two Great
Commandments (Mk xii. 29-31, Mt xxii. 37-9), which had been attributed
by Luke (x. 27) to the inquiring lawyer.
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records in connexion with the walking on the water is the
kind of trait which Lk does not care to preserve.

(c) Next to this comes a general account of miracles worked
on the plain of Gennesaret (Mk vi. 53-6) ; but if Lk had
embodied it in his narrative he would have added but
little ! to the similar account which he had already given
in vi. 17-19, founding it upon Mk iii. #-11.

(@) And-if he had retained from Mk viii. 11, 12 the request
for and refusal of a sign from heaven, it would practically
have been only another account, less full in detail and
less appropriate in situation, of the request and refusal
which he was intending to give later on (xi. 16, 29 ff.),
drawing it, like Mt, from Q [or Logia], and subjoining it,
like Mt, to the Beelzebub-discourse. Mt, on the other
hand, does in his xvi. 1, 4 retain the Marcan narrative, and
consequently he has there and in xii. 38, 39 a doublet,
which Lk saves some space by avoiding.

(7) Another observable tendency in Lk is to limit the
amount of anti-Pharisaic controversy which he preserves.
This tendency again must not be exaggerated ; for we have
to bear in mind the unparalleled reference to the Pharisees
as ‘lovers of money’ in Lk xvi. 14, 15, and the rebukes
delivered at the tables of Pharisees in Lk vii. 36 ff. and
xiv. 1-14.2 But it appears very distinctly in the omission
from his Sermon (on the Level Place) of the passages
against Pharisaic legalism which Mt has in his Sermon
on the Mount (v. 20-48, vi. 1-6, 16-18), though the two
Sermons have the same general framework. The same
tendency appears no less plainly in the absence from Lk
of the whole discussion following upon the Pharisees’ ques-
tion about divorce, as related by Mk in x. 2—-12 and repro-
duced by Mt in xix. 3-11.> We may therefore attribute to

1 The detail of carrying the sick on beds would have been such an
addition ; but Luke had already given an instance of this in v. 18.

2 In Lk xi. 37l there is another case of rebuke at table, but almost the
whole of it is also embodied in the public discourse given by Matthew in his
chap. xxiii. A. B. Bruce (Expositor's Gk. Test. i. 47} suggests that in Luke
what is retained of the anti-Pharisaic element ‘is softened by being given,
much of it, not as spoken about, but as spoken fo, Pharisees by Jesus as
a guest in their houses’.

3 In connexion with Luke’'s tendency to minimize anti-Pharisaic contro-
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the same cause the omission of the primarily anti-Pharisaic
discourse, arising from the ‘ unwashen hands’ of the disciples,
which we have in Mk vii. 1-23 (followed in Mt xv. 1-20),
and in the course of which Jesus spoke words ¢ making all
meats clean’ and showing that the only real source of
defilement was not physical but moral.

(8) The name ‘ Pharisees’ occurs in yet another of our
nine sections of Mk, namely, in the sayings of Jesus which
arose out of the Apostles’ forgetfulness to take bread with
them in the boat (Mt viii. 14-21, preserved substantially in
Mt xvi. 5-12). But in that case the reason for Lk’s omis-
sion of the section does not seem to lie in the caution
against ‘the leaven of the Pharisees’, for he himself records
elsewhere (xii. 1), and in a quite different connexion, a like
caution—whether it had remained in his mind as a reminis-
cence of this rejected passage of Mk or whether it was
drawn with the following verses (Lk xii. 2-9 =Mt x. 26-33)
from () we cannot say—* Beware ye of the leaven of the
Pharisees, which is hypocrisy.” Rather this omission is the
result of Lk’s tendency to ‘ spare the twelve’l—to say com-
paratively little as to their faults and failings. Thus, to
take only a few prominent instances, Lk passes over both
the prediction that they all should be offended (Mk xiv. 27,
Mt xxvi. 31), and the fact that after their Master’s arrest
they all ‘left him and fled’ (Mk xiv. 50, Mt xxvi. 56); he
alone apologetically describes the failure of the three to
watch in Gethsemane as a ‘sleeping for sorrow’ (Lk xxii.
45: contrast Mk xiv. 37, 40 and Mt xxvi. 40, 43), and he
considerably abbreviates the narrative as it affects them;
he omits the attempt of St. Peter to ‘rebuke’ his Master

Versy it is noticeable that certain rebukes which Matthew represents as
spoken against Scribes and Pharisees appear in Luke to be addressed
l°' the people generally : compare Lk iii. 7 with Mt iii. 7; Lk xi. 14, 15
with Mt xii. 24; Lk xi. 16, 29 with Mt xii. 38; Lk vi. 39 with Mt xv.
T2-14,

' A. B. Bruce, op. cit., p. 46, quoting Schanz.
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and the stern repulse with which it was met (Mk viii. 32 f,,
Mt xvi. 22 f.), he has no record of the ambitious request of
James and John (Mk x. 35-45, Mt xx. 20-8), contenting
himself with the general remark (Lk xviii. 34) that the
disciples did not understand the preceding prediction of
the sufferings and death of Jesus, instead of showing how
these two exhibited their anticipations of an earthly and
temporal kingdom. This last instance is particularly
interesting to us here, because we find Mt in some degree
palliating the two Apostles’ conduct by assigning the actual
utterance of the request to their mother, while Lk ignores
the incident altogether; and we have thus a parallel to the
present case, in which Mt softens the language of the rebuke
of the twelve in several points, and especially by not pre-
serving the attribution to them of a ¢ hardened’ or blinded
heart (wemwpwpévny xapdiav, Mk viii. 17),! while Lk goes
further and removes all possibility of discredit attaching-to
them by leaving out the whole rebuke and its occasion.

(9) There remains one more of the nine sections which
compose the part of Mk omitted by Lk, namely that con-
taining the cure of the Syrophenician woman'’s daughter in
‘the borders of Tyreand Sidon’ (Mk vii. 24~30, Mt xv.21-8).
And in this one case it may seem at first sight that the
omission of the incident could not be intentional, since the
idiosyncrasies and prepossessions of the Third Evangelist
would incline him to preserve it in his Gospel. For we
rightly regard him as one who, because of his almost
certainly Gentile origin and his Pauline associations, would
rejoice in the opening of the door of faith to the Gentiles,
and who therefore would welcome and emphasize any
anticipations of this in the ministry of Christ. Thus we
understand his omissions of the limitation of the preaching

1 On the exact meaning of mwpovv and mapwars, which in the Synoptic
Gospels are used only by Mark in iii. 5, vi. 52 (already referred to), and
here, see Dean Armitage Robinson in Comun. on Eph., pp. 264 fl., or Journal
of Theol. Studies, iii. 81 fl.
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of the Gospel to the Jews as prescribed in Mt x. 5, 6, and his
insertion of the references to the widow of Zarephath and
to Naaman the Syrian in Lk iv. 25-7; and his omission
of the visit of the Magi (Mt ii. 1 ff) seems to us only
accountable by the supposition that it was unknown to him.
How then, we may ask, can he have brought himself to
omit these seven verses of Mark, recording as they do the
withdrawal of Jesus into a ‘frankly pagan’! land and a work
of mercy wrought in that land? in compliance with the
request of one of its inhabitants? But if we look closely
and carefully into the narrative we may well doubt whether
its insertion would have interested, or at any rate whether it
would have gratified, I.k’s Gentile readers at the time when
he compiled his Gospel, and when the claims of the Gentiles
to equal rights with Jews were thoroughly established in
the Church. It in no way prefigures or anticipates the
granting of such rights. For, as Harnack says, neither Mk
nor Mt ‘leaves it open to question that this incident repre-
sented an exceptional case for Jesus; and the exception
proves the rule’® Mk at once makes it clear that it was
for retirement only, and not for the purposes of His ministry
that He passed over into that heathen land (ver. 24) : when
‘he entered into a house there, he would have no man know
it’, and it was only when ‘ he could not be hid’* that the
occasion for the cure was given; the mothert’s petition is at
first refused in terms of which we can only realize the dis-
couragement when we call to mind the ancient and oriental
connotation—so different from our own in England now--
of the name ‘dog’%; and, to use Dr. Hort's words, when

! Swete, in loc.

? For it is Matthew only, and not Mark, who says that she came out froims
those borders to make her request: see Allen on Mt xv. 22.

* Expansion of Christianity, i. 41 (E. T.).

‘ Here is one of those attributions of inability to Jesus which Mark
ventures to make, but which did not commend themselves to Luke; cf
Mk vi. 5; xiii. 32 (probably = Mt xxiv. 36); perhaps also i. 45.

® See Mt vii. 6, Phil iii. 2 (and Lightfoot on that verse and on verse 8),
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at length the boon is ‘granted her, nothing is said to take
away from its exceptional and as it were extraneous
character, it remains a crumb from the children’s table’.!
It would seem then, on consideration of this narrative, that
it might be repellent rather than attractive to St. Luke’s
readers so far as it was taken as bearing on the mutual
relations of Jews and Gentiles in the Christian Church;
and there seems to have been no other special ground on
which he should wish to preserve it, since the case of the
Centurion’s Servant at Capernaum (vii. 2-10) had already
provided him with an instance of a cure being wrought
at a distance. We can thus easily understand his omitting
this section as well as the other eight, if at this stage of his
compilation he began to see the impossibility of compress-
ing his materials within his space? and therefore the
necessity of limiting himself to the most important of them,
among which he would certainly reckon the incident” at
Caesarea Philippi, to which he next proceeds.

There seems, then, to be good reason for holding that
all the varied matter which happens to come together in
Mk vi. 45-viii. 26 is such as Lk, judging from what we
otherwise know of him as an author, would be at least not
indisposed to pass over. Possibly, indeed, the truth of the
case may lie in a combination of the two hypotheses of
accident and intention: that is to say, Lk may first have
missed this division of Mk by opening his MS. at the wrong
place, as above suggested, and in that case, even if he after-
wards discovered the mistake and examined the omitted
matter, it might seem to him that none of it was so necessary
or even suitable for his special purposes that he would care to
go back and repair the omission by any subsequent insertions.

2 Pet ii, 22, Rev xxii. 15. I can find no ground for the suggestion that
xvvépia used by Mark and Matthew here implies fondness (¢ pet dogs’, Bruce,
sn loc.) rather than contempt. The only companionable dog seems to be
that of Tobias in Tobit v. 16, xi. 4. There is no such friendliness implied in
the watch-dogs of Job xxx. 1, Is lvi. 10, I1.

v Judaic Christianity, p. 34, quoted by Swete.

3 See Dr. Sanday, p. 25 f., above.
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SYLLABUS

Luke does not in his Passion-narralive desert the Second
Gospel, but employs it with unusual and remarkable freedom.

This is shown by two contrasts :—

I. The contrast between Luke’s use and DMatthew's use of
Mark’s Passion-narrative—

i. as to verbal similarity,
ii. as to the introduction of additional malter, and
iii. especially as to the number of transpositions; and

II. The still more important contrast between Luke’s own use
of Mark here and elsewhere in those same three respects.

Suggestion that Luke’s previous knowledge and use of a Passion-
narrative as St. Paul's ‘fellow-worker’ may have caused him to
dispense with the close and constant reference to Mark’s Gospel
which we find elsewhere.
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3. ST. LUKE'S PASSION-NARRATIVE CON-
SIDERED WITH REFERENCE TO THE
SYNOPTIC PROBLEM.

The third of these ‘limitations’ is of a much less conspi-
cuous kind than the first and second. It isa qualification of,
and not an exception to, St. Luke’s use of St. Mark’s Gospel.
But I think that it deserves and will repay consideration. It
is to be found in L.k xxii. 14-xxiv. 10, which may be de-
scribed with sufficient accuracy for our present purpose as
St. Luke’s Passion-narrative, though it commences with the
institution of the Lord’s Supper, and includes the visit of
the women to the empty tomb. There the Marcan source
is not indeced deserted, as it apparently is in the two
divisions of Luke already discussed, and in the lesser inter-
polation which was also referred to (p. 3I); nor is its main
order departed from, as in Mt viii-xiii, but that source is
used with a freedom, as to details both of matter and of
order, to which there is no parallel elsewhere in any con-
siderable department of the two Gospels that are founded
upon it,

I propose to give proofs of this statement, and then to
suggest a certain significance that it seems to have as bear-
ing upon the authorship and composition of the Third
Gospel.

That these 123 verses of Passion-narrative are rightly
reckoned among those portions of Luke, forming 469 verses
out of 1,149, or about two-fifths of the Gospel, which are to
be regarded as in some sense founded upon the Marcan
basis, will be generally admitted. The proof of this lies not
only or chiefly in the main sequence of events, which indeed
could not be very different in the Passion-narratives, and
which is to a large extent paralleled in the Fourth Gospel



II. 3. St. Luke’s Use of St. Mark’s Gospel 77

also, but also and most forcibly in the smaller structural
and verbal similarities to Mark (who is here closely followed
throughout by Matthew) which appear in such verses as
Lk xxii. 18, 22, 42, 46, 47, 52f, 54b, 61, 71 ; xxiii. 22, 26,
34b, 44f, 46, 52 f. ; xxiv. 6a.

Our attention, therefore, may be mainly directed to the
other task of showing the unusual and remarkable freedom
with which Luke here uses his fundamental source. This
may be best exhibited by way of contrast (I) with Matthew’s
procedure in his parallel Passion-narrative, and (II) with
Luke’s own procedure in the other parts of his Gospel which
rest upon the same basis.

I

i. The degrees of closeness with which Mark’s wording
is followed in any parts of the First and Third Gospels
respectively may be ascertained with a very near approach
to accuracy by a method which Mr. Rushbrooke’s invalu-
able Synopticon makes practicable. There it may be seen
how many of the words used in any passage of any one
Gospel are reproduced, wholly or in part, in the correspond-
ing passage of any other Gospel. Thus, to take one short
verse as an illustration, in Lk xxii. 42, which contains 19
words, 12 words are either wholly or in part printed in red
or in spaced type, thus showing that those 12 words are,
either in their entirety as mapéveyxe and the 5 following
words, or in part as the e\ in OéAnua, found also in Mk
xiv. 36. Now if we examine in that way both the 123
verses of Luke’s Passion-narrative and also the 130 verses
of Matthew’s parallel narrative, which extend from xxvi. 20
to xxviii. 6, and if we tabulate and compare the results of
those examinations, so as to show the amount of agreement
with Mark’s wording which those narratives respectively
show, a very striking contrast presents itself. Matthew’s
harrative contains 2,083 words; and of these we find that
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1,070 words, being about 51 per cent., or a trifle more than
half, agree either wholly or in part with the words used
in Mark. Luke’s narrative contains 1,906 words ; but of
these only 507 words, being not much more than a quarter,
or about 27 per cent., are found either wholly or partially
in Mark. That is to say, Matthew adkeres to Mark's
language very nearly twice as closely as Luke does—surely
a very notable and significant contrast, as implying very
different ways of dealing with the same source. And to
those who hold—as it seems to me impossible to avoid
holding—that both oral and documentary transmission had
shares in the formation of the First and Third Gospels,
the natural inference will be that in this part of Matthew
the documentary mode of transmission, and in this part of
Luke the oral mode, very largely preponderated.

ii. The same inference may be drawn, though less defi-
nitely and less directly, if we compare the two Passion-
narratives in a less mechanical way, paying attention, not to
the amount of verbal alteration from Mark shown in them,
but to the amount of distinctly new matter which they
respectively add to that source, thus supplying us with
additional information. No doubt opinions will differ to
a certain extent as to what should thus be classed as dis-
tinctly new matter, but I think that in Matthew we may
thus label 25 complete verses and 2 half-verses, viz. xxvi.
25, 504, 52-4; XXvii. 3-10, 19, 24f, 43, 51b, 52f, 62-6;
xxviii. 2, 4, besides a few brief phrases, of which eis dpeowv
dpapridy (xxvi. 28) is perhaps the most important. In
I.uke, on the other hand, the new information given us
(excluding xxii. 24-7 as being probably transferred from
Mk ix. 34 f and x. 42-5) may be fairly estimated as fill-
ing 33 verses and 3 half-verses, viz. xxii, 28f., 30 (cf,, how-
ever, Mt xix. 28), 31 1., 35-8, 481, 51, 61a, 67b, 68; xxiii.
2, 5-12, 15, 27-31, 40-3, 46 b, 48, besides some briefer
additions, such as ds éyévero fHuépa (xxii. 66). There are
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also 3 such verses and 2 half-verses which have not been
reckoned here, being those which are double-bracketed by
WH as probably insertions by a later hand than Luke’s
(xxii. 19 b, 20, 43 f.; xxiii. 34a). And it has not been
thought necessary to complicate the comparison by re-
ferring to additions to Mark which are identical in Matthew
and Luke, for these, so far as they have any importance at
all, are limited to two, viz. ris éorwv 6 maloas oe; in Mt xxvi,
68, Lk xxii. 64,and éfeXbov éfw . . . mikpads in Mt xxvi. 75,
Lk xxii. 62; cf. also Mt xxvii. 54 with Lk xxiii. 47. It
may be remarked in passing that the extreme fewness and
slightness of these correspondences seems to show that the
source (QQ or Logia) upon which Matthew and Luke had
previously drawn so largely did not extend over the period
of the Passion.!

We have seen, then, that the new or non-Marcan in-
formation given in Luke’s Passion-narrative only exceeds
in amount that given in Matthew’s to a comparatively small
extent, the proportion between the two being only about
four to three (344 verses against 26, according to the above
approximate estimates). That small excess would in itself
be hardly worth our notice. But it is certainly important
to observe that the difference between the two narratives
as to the way in whick the new matter is introduced, is
very much more marked—so much so that in Syngpticon,
while two of its large pages (195f) suffice for exhibiting
Matthew’s ‘single tradition’, fully five of them (from
the middle of p. 227 to the middle of p. 232) are required
for Luke’s ‘single tradition’. The cause of this notable
difference is that Matthew’s additions are, in nearly every
case, simply insertions into the Marcan text—insertions
generally made without involving any alterations in that
text, though occasionally causing slight modifications of
a few words at the points where the older narrative is

1 See p. 120.
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1,070 words, being about 51 per cent., or a trifle more than
half, agree either wholly or in part with the words used
in Mark. Luke’s narrative contains 1,906 words ; but of
these only 507 words, being not much more than a quarter,
or about 27 per cent., are found either wholly or partially
in Mark. That is to say, Matthew adherves to Mark's
language very nearly twice as closely as Luke does—surely
a very notable and significant contrast, as implying very
different ways of dealing with the same source. And to
those who hold—as it seems to me impossible to avoid
holding—that both oral and documentary transmission had
shares in the formation of the First and Third Gospels,
the natural inference will be that in this part of Matthew
the documentary mode of transmission, and in this part of
Luke the oral mode, very largely preponderated.

ii. The same inference may be drawn, though less defi-
nitely and less directly, if we compare the two Passion-
narratives in a less mechanical way, paying attention, not to
the amount of verbal alteration from Mark shown in them,
but to the amount of distinctly new matter which they
respectively add to that source, thus supplying us with
additional information. No doubt opinions will differ to
a certain extent as to what should thus be classed as dis-
tinctly new matter, but I think that in Matthew we may
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(excluding xxii. 24-7 as being probably transferred from
Mk ix. 34 f and x. 42-5) may be fairly estimated as fill-
ing 33 verses and 3 half-verses, viz. xxii. 28f,, 30 (cf, how-
ever, Mt xix. 28), 31 1., 35-8, 481, 51, 612, 67b, 68; xxiii.
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also 3 such verses and 2 half-verses which have not been
reckoned here, being those which are double-bracketed by
WH as probably insertions by a later hand than Luke's
(xxii. 19 b, 20, 43 .5 xxiii. 34 a). And it has not been
thought necessary to complicate the comparison by re-
ferring to additions to Mark which are identical in Matthew
and Luke, for these, so far as they have any importance at
all, are limited to two, viz. 7is éariv 6 maloas ae ; in Mt xxvi.
68, Lk xxii. 64,and éfeNbov &w . . . mikpds in Mt xxvi. 75,
Lk xxii. 62; cf. also Mt xxvii. 54 with Lk xxiii. 47. It
may be remarked in passing that the extreme fewness and
slightness of these correspondences seems to show that the
source (Q or Logia) upon which Matthew and Luke had
previously drawn so largely did not extend over the period
of the Passion.!

We have seen, then, that the new or non-Marcan in-
formation given in Luke’s Passion-narrative only exceeds
in amount that given in Matthew’s to a comparatively small
extent, the proportion between the two being only about
four to three (343 verses against 26, according to the above
approximate estimates). That small excess would in itself
be hardly worth our notice. But it is certainly important
to observe that the difference between the two narratives
as o the way in whick the new matter is introduced, is
very much more marked—so much so that in Synopticon,
while two of its large pages (195 f.) suffice for exhibiting
Matthew’s ‘single tradition’, fully five of them (from
the middle of p. 227 to the middle of p. 232) are required
for Luke’s ‘single tradition’. The cause of this notable
difference is that Matthew’s additions are, in nearly every
case, simply insertions into the Marcan text—insertions
generally made without involving any alterations in that
text, though occasionally causing slight modifications of
a few words at the points where the older narrative is

! See p. 129.
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resumed, as in xxvi. 55; xxvii. 11,26. So it will be found—
except only in xxviil. 2—4, where the matter is complicated
by the previous notice of the setting of the watch—that if
one strikes out with a pen the Matthaean insertions, it will
need only a few more strokes of that pen in order to remove
the few resumptive words, and thus to make the narrative
as consecutive and as intelligible as in the original Marcan
text. But the case is very different when we turn to
Luke’s additions, for we find that the Marcan narrative is
in many cases very considerably modified for the sake of
them. To work out this point in detail would require more
space than can be given here; but striking instances may
be seen in the setting and environment of Lk xxii. 31f,
67 f. ; xxiil. 5-12, 40—-3. The old and the new matter are
so blended that the one is often unintelligible without the
other. And therefore it was, for the sake of intelligibility,
that it was found necessary to print in Syngpticon so many
Lucan verses which are substantially parallel to Mark, be-
sides those which are simply Lucan additions ; and thus, as
has been already said, while the proportion of actually new
Lucan matter to actually new Matthaean matter is only
about four to three, the amount of space required to display
them respectively is in the proportion of five to two.

Here again, then, we find in Luke a freedom of adaptation
which points to just such modifications and expansions of
the Marcan source as would occur in the course of con-
tinued oral use of it, while Matthew’s procedure is that of
a man who adhered as closely as he could—or at any rate
very closely—to his Marcan MS,, even when he had to make
insertions into it.

iii, A third distinction which may be observed between
the habits of the two compilers points still more decidedly
in the same direction. Transpositions or inversions, both
verbal and substantial, of Mark’s order are unusually and
remarkably frequent in Luke’s Passion-narrative. The num-
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per of them is no less than 12. With the exception of
Nos. I and 2 in the list, perhaps none of them have any
practical importance in the way of giving us different im-
pressions as to the course of events. The others are
unimportant in themselves, being chiefly such transpositions
of statements as do not necessarily imply any transposi-
tion of the facts referred to; but does not their very
unimportance make it unlikely that a compiler using a
MS. source would have taken the trouble to make such
alterations from its order?

The list of the transpositions is as follows (it will be
seen that Matthew always follows Mark, except in No. 11,
where he does not supply a parallel) :—

1. In Lk xxii. 15-23 the reference to the coming betrayal
is recorded after, in Mk xiv. 18-25 (so Mt xxvi. 21-9) it is
recorded defore, the institution of the Lord’s Supper. This
difference is highly important and interesting in its bear-
ing on the question whether Judas was one of those who
received the eucharistic bread and wine.

2. (@) If the short Western text preferred by WH is
adopted in Lk xxii. 17-20, the only cup mentioned is given
before the bread at the Last Supper (cf. 1 Cor x. 16 and
Didacke 9), and not after it, as in Mk xiv. 22—-4 (so Mt
xxvi. 26-8).

(6) If the usual and longer text is there followed, there
is a transposition of another kind connected with the
institution of the Lord’s Supper; for the saying, ‘I will
not drink from henceforth,” &c., in Lk xxii. 18-20 precedes,
while in Mk xiv. 22-5 (so Mt xxvi. 26-9) it follows,
the words of institution.

It is true that both these transpositions are avoided by
the arrangement of the narrative in b and e, and very
similarly in Syr®w and Syr®®; but almost certainly such
arrangement was not original, but made for harmonistic
purposes.

Ssr. G
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3- In Lk =xxii. 21-3 the intimation that the traitor
would be one who was then present at the table, and the
woe pronounced upon him, precede, in Mk xiv. 19-21 (so
Mt xxvi. 22~4) they followo, the questioning of the Apostles
as to which of them should be the traitor. It is possible,
however, that the questioning among themselves in Luke is
to be regarded as an incident distinct from the question
‘Is it 1?’ addressed by them to Jesus in Mark and
Matthew.

4. In Lk xxii. 33 f. Peter's denial is foretold defore, in
Mk xiv. 29-32 (so Mt xxvi. 33-5) after, the departure
from the supper room.

5. In Lk xxii. 56-71 Peter’s denials are recorded defore
the examination before the high priest and the mockery
by the soldiers there, but in Mk xiv. 55-72 (so Mt xxvi
59-75) after those incidents. Here, however, Luke’s reason
for making the transposition is obvious; it was in order
to bring together in his vv. 55 and 56 the statements which
Mark separates in his vv. 54 and 66.

6. And in Lk xxii. 63—71 the mockery is related defore,
but in Mk xiv. 55-65 (so Mt xxvi. 59-68) af7er, the exami-
nation.

Thus the joint result of the transpositions numbered
5 and 6 is that the three incidents are recorded in these
different orders (note yet another arrangement in Jn xuviii.
12-27) :—

Luxe. Mark (and MaTTHEW).
1. Denials. 1. Examination.
2. Mockery. 2. Mockery.
3. Examination. 3. Denials.

7. In Lk xxiii. 35-8 the superscription on the cross
is not mentioned until afZe» the reviling and mockery by
the rulers and soldiers, though before that by the one
malefactor ; but in Mk xv. 26-32 (so Mt xxvii. 37-44) the
mention of the superscription precedes the mockery of
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passers-by and chief priests and soldiers, as well as the
reproaches of the two malefactors.

8. In Lk xxiii. 36, as has just been said, mockery is
ascribed to the soldiers in connexion with offering the
vinegar (a connexion perhaps suggested by Ps Ixix. 20f.)
when Jesus is on the cross; but mockery from soldiers
is only mentioned by Mark at a much earlier stage, viz.
in chap. xv. 16—20 (so Mt xxvii. 27-31) referring to the
Praetorium. Luke also speaks of Herod’s soldiers as mock-
ing (xxiii. 11). Of course it is possible that threc distinct
incidents, or at least two, may be referred to; but some
amount of transposition seems far more probable, judging
from the analogy of other cases in which such transferences
of words undoubtedly took place.

g. In Lk xxiii. 45 f. the rending of the veil is recorded
before, in Mk xv. 37 f. (so Mt xxvii. 50f,) after, the death
of Jesus.

10, The time of the deposition and burial, viz. the even-
ing of the day of preparation, is only mentioned by Luke
(xxiili. 50—-4) after his account of the request of Joseph
and the entombment, but it is named J¢fore those incidents
in Mk xv. 42-6 (so dyrias in Mt xxvii. 57). In Luke the
notice of time seems also to have reference to the following
statement about the women.

11. In Lk xxiii. 56 the preparing of spices and ointments
is mentioned before the Sabbath is named, and, if we had
no other information, we should have supposed that this
work was done on the eve of the day of rest; in Mk
xvi. I the spices arc said to have been bought when the
Sabbath was past. Matthew has no mention of spices or
ointments.

12, Luke, in xxiv. 1-10, does not give the names of
the women until affer he has described their visit to the
tomb ; Mark, in xvi. 1-8 (so Mt xxviii. 1-8), commences his
account by naming them.

G 2
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Thus Luke exhibits twelve transpositions from Mark,
where Matthew exhibits none. Now such inversions of
order are very much more likely to occur in oral than
in documentary transmission. The experience of those
who have had personal experience of both these methods
of reproduction of sources, on the one hand as extempore
preachers or teachers, and on the other hand as authors, or
even as copyists of extracts into their own notebooks, will
have shown them that writers are very unlikely to make
changes in the order of the materials before them, except
for some special purpose, but that such inversions are
constantly occurring in the course of memoriter narration
and instruction. (See Wright, New Zestament Problems,
pp. 91, 136 f.; also the present writer’s Horac Synopticac?,
p- 77 1)

We have seen, then, in three distinct ways, the remark-
able freedom with which Luke, as contrasted with Matthew,
uses in his Passion-narrative the Marcan Grundschrift.
And in each case the freedom appeared to be of such
a kind as was likely to result from oral use of the source.

II

But perhaps it may be said that there is nothing very
surprising or unaccountable in two writers being led by
their personal idiosyncrasies, or by the special objects of
their literary works, to utilize with very different degrees
of closeness a source which lay before them both. Admit-
ting the fact, we may not unreasonably be content to leave
it. without cxplanation. But we pass now to what does
most certainly call for explanation. We shall see that
Luke’s free treatment of the Marcan document in his
Passion-narrative (xxii. 14 - xxiv. 10) is very strikingly
different from his own treatment of it in very nearly all the
other portions of his Gospel which have any appearance
of being grounded on Mark. I say in very nearly all those
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portions, not in quite all of them ; for both Matthew’s and
Luke’s narratives of the Baptist’s preaching and of the
Temptation, though they stand in parallel places to Mark’s,
and though they embody some matter that seems to be
Marcan, contain also a large amount of matter that is
not found in Mark. The causes of this cannot be fully
discussed here: it may be said, however, as to the Baptist-
narrative that there is considerable reason for thinking that
there, and probably there only, some of the original Marcan
or Petrine matter may have been omitted from our present
Mark (so Woods in Studia Biblica, ii. 85,91, 94 ; cf. Stanton
in Encyel. Brit. xxix. 41) ; while of the Temptation-narra-
tive we can only say that in this case the details which the
two compilers found in their (? Logian) source happened to
be very much larger in quantity than the slight Marcan
framework, from which but 13 words are prescrved wholly
or in part by Matthew, and but 12 by Luke.

i. But let us pass beyond those two more or less pre-
liminary sections, and examine Luke’s records of our Lord’s
actual ministry, from Lk iv. 14 = Mk i. 14 = Mt iv. 12
onwards, so far as they are based on Mark, with a view to
comparing them with his Passion-narrative. And first let
us apply to them that mechanical and verbal kind of
examination with which we commenced our comparison
between Matthew’s and Luke’s Passion-narratives. Now
Luke’s Ministry-narrative which concerns us consists of
311 verses, which are contained in five scctions of the
Gospel, namely, Lk iv. 31-44 ; v. T2-vi. I1g; viii. 4-ix. 5T;
xviil. 1543 ; xix. 29—xxii. 13 (I have omitted some single
verses such as iv. 14 as being negligible quantities, and
I have excluded iv. 15-30and v. 1~11 as apparently resting
upon non-Marcan sources, and being but slightly influenced
by Mk vi. 1-6 and i. 16-20). Those 311 verses contain
5,320 words, of which no less than 2,829, being rather more
than half of them or about 53 per cent., are also found
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either wholly or in part in Mark. It should be mentioned
in passing that the case is almost the same in Matthew; for
those parts of the First Gospel, extending over 477 verses,
which refer to the ministry of Jesus and which appear
to be founded on the Marcan source, contain 8,180 words,
of which 4,173, being a very little more than half, or about
51 per cent., occur either wholly or partially in Mark, so
that Matthew adheres to that source to almost exactly the
same cxtent when he is using it with reference to the
Ministry and when he is using it with reference to the
Passion. DBut the case is very different as to Luke, with
whom we are now concerned: /75 procedure varics very
greatly in these two departments of his Gospel. As has
just been shown, more than half the words in those five
portions of his Ministry-narrative which have a Marcan
basis are also found, either entirely or partially, in our
present Mark; and it may be added that when wc examine
thosc five portions separately, in none of them does the pro-
portion fall below one-half, except very slightly in Lk iv.
31-44 (where the numbers are 126 and 263), while in xviii.
15~43 it rises as high as two-thirds (being 291 words out
of 424). How great then is the contrast when we turn to
Luke’s Passion-narrative, in which we have found (p. 78)
that very little more than a quarter of the words (namely,
507 out of 1,906) are wholly or in part identical with words
found in Mark. In other words, the verbal correspondence
with the Marcan source is about twice as great in the Lucan
account of the Ministry as it is in the Lucan account of the
Passior ; and that, as it happens, is almost exactly the
same amount of disparity as we found to exist between the
Lucan and the Matthaean Passion-narratives when we
compared them from this same point of view.

ii. If we turn from the wording to the substance of the
two departments of Luke which we are engaged in com-
paring, we shall find that the additions to our knowledge
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are considerably less important and less numerous in the
Ministry-narrative than in the Passion-narrative, although
the former contains 311 verses and the latter only 123.
(It must be borne in mind throughout that we are only
concerned with those portions of the Ministry-narrative
which appear to be founded on Mark and not with the
large insertions made from other sources, such as Lk xix.
1-28, besides others already referred to.) In the 311 verses
of the Ministry-narrative, there are of course not a few
short additions to, and variations from, Mark ; but in the
great majority of cases these are either (@) derived from or
suggested by the context, or (4) they arc the results of
Luke’s special idiosyncrasies and interests, or (¢) they are
such as an Evangelist might naturally supply as the result
of his gencral knowledge of the habitual tone of the life
of Jesus, for instance, the constant recourse to prayer (as in
v. 16; vi. 125 ix. 18, 28), or again () as the result of his
general knowledge of the impression made by the Lord’s
teaching and miracles (as in vi. 11; ix. 43; =xviil. 34
(=ix. 45), 43 ; xix. 37; xx. 26,39). But to examine and
classify all the small Lucan additions would be out of place
here; I would mention, however, that in doing so Dr.
Wright’s edition of Sz Luke's Gospel in Greek, in which he
brackets the apparently ‘editorial supplements’, is particu-
larly helpful ; and I may refer to some suggestions made
in Horae Synopticae®, pp. 194 fi. The point before us now is
that these small additions do not often contain any substan-
tially new matter, such as would require the hypothesis of
a non-Marcan source to account for it. Such really new
matter does not seem to me to constitute more than about
17 entire verses, namely, Lk v. 39; ix. 31, 32 ; Xix. 39-44 ;
xX. 18; xxi. 18, 22, 24, 28, 34-6, besides a few short sen-
tences (such as xxi. 11b) and phrases, and single words.
It will be observed that a very large proportion of this new
matter is contained in Luke’s version of the Prophecy
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on the Mount in chap. xxi, and seems to be mainly caused
(@) by the use of Pauline language as in vv. 24,' 28, 34-6 (cf.
also ver. 18 with Acts xxvii. 34), and (¢) by Luke’s knowledge
of the events by which the prophecy had been fulfilled be-
fore he wrote, as in vv. 11, 20, 24 (and so also in xix. 43 f).

But the much shorter Passion-narrative of Iuke has
been shown (see p. 78) to contain a much larger amount
of ncw matter, namely, about 33 verses and 3 half-verses,
besides some more brief and [ragmentary additions to our
knowledge. Thus it appears that the later of these two
departments of Luke which we are comparing, though it
extends to only two-fifths of the length of the earlier one
(123 verses against 311), contains mearly twicc as much
matter, which seems to imply the usc of an additional source
or sources besides the Marcan one.

This second contrast, though less capable of clear and
incontrovertible statement than those which I place first
and third, points in the same direction as they do; for it
shows that from Lk xxii. 14 to xxiv. 10 the IEvangelist was
more ready, or more able, than he had previously been to
supplement his Marcan source, not merely with editorial
comments and amplifications, but with fresh information.

iii. It will be remembered that the third point of contrast
between the Matthaean and the Lucan Passion-narratives lay
in the fact that while Luke twelve times transposes the Mar-
can order, Matthew never does so; and it was pointed out
that such transpositions are particularly worthy of notice,
because the freedom which they show is so specially sympto-
matic of oral use of a source, while on the other hand they
are the kind of alterations which a copyist is very unlikely
to make, however inaccurate he may be in the way of
alteration and of omission. Now the occurrence of such

! The comparison here suggested is that between the last words of the

verse and Rom xi. 25. With verse 28 compare the [requent Pauline use of
dwohiTpwats, and with verses 34-6 the warnings in 1 Thes v, 31
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changes of order, though not completely absent from Luke’s
Ministry-narrative, occurs with much greater frequency in
his Passion-narrative. For in those 311 verses of the former,
which we are now concerned with as being based on Mark,
I can find but seven variations from the Marcan order,
namely, those which may be secen in—

1. Lk vi. 12-19 compared with Mk iii. 7-1¢ a.

2. ,, Viii. 23 " " iv. 37, 38.
3. , viii. 28, 29 " " v. 3-8.

4. ., viil. 42 " " V. 42.

5. 5 Viii. 55b, 56 " v. 42 b, 43.
6, ,, ixX.I4a " y vi. 44.

7. » XX.Ij » " xii. 8.

The different placing of the coming of the mother and
brethren in Lk vii. 19-21 and in Mk iii. 31-5 is not
included in this list, because a change of that incident from
its Marcan position was necessitated by Luke’s omission
here of the discourse to which it is appended in Mark.

Of the above seven instances only the first has any
intrinsic importance, and there no doubt the transposition
of the substance of Mk iii. 7-12 and 13-1ga was inten-
tionally made by Luke, in order to provide an introduction
to his Sermon on the Level Place. The other six are trifling
alterations of order, which make no difference to our under-
standing of the narrative, and which therefore no copyist
would have been likely to care to make designedly.

Now if the 123 verses of Luke’s Passion-narrative con-
tained inversions of Mark’s order in the same proportion as
the 311 verses of his Ministry-narrative, to which we have
now been referring, there would of course only be three
such inversions. But we have seen that as a fact therc arc
twelve (see the list of them on pp. 81-3 above). In other
words, Luke avails himself of the liberty of transposition
Jour times as freely in his Passion-narrative as he does in
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those natratives of the ministry which are founded upon the
same source.

Such are the facts of the case. How are they to be
accounted for? How came Luke in his Passion-narrative
to deal so freely with his fundamental source, thus differing
so remarkably in these respects both from the procedure of
Matthew and also from his own procedure in carlier parts
of his Gospel ?

The well-known theory of Feine and others (sce Dr, Sanday
in The Expository Times, xi. 473 and xx. 112), that Luke
had before him some kind of record, or early Gospel, which
he used as a third source, in addition to, and frequently in
preference to, Mark and the Logia, at once suggests itself.
And I used to think that the strongest arguments in favour
of that theory were to be found in his Passion-narrative.
But the closer investigation, of which I have been here
summarizing the results, has impressed upon me that such
a ‘three-document hypothesis’, as it may be called, does
not give much help towards thec interpretation of the
phenomena here presented to us. Luke’s additions are
(unlikc Matthew’s) so mixed up with the Grundschrift,
and they have caused alterations and modifications of such
kinds, that they suggest a long and gradual conflation in
the mind rather than a siinple conflation by the pen.

It seems then that more probability would attach to a
hypothesis that would represent our author as having been
accustomed to make oral use of the materials which he em-
bodies in this part of his Gospel. Now it is something
more than a hypothesis, it is the subject of a direct state-
ment in the generally accepted lipistle to Philemon (v. 24),
supported by other cvidence both external and internal, that
St. Luke wasa ‘ fellow-worker’ with St. Paul. And if so, he
will have been a preacher of Christianity after the Pauline
type, and will have been mainly occupied with the Pauline
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range of subjects. And that range of subjects, so far as we
can judge of it from the Apostle’s extant Epistles—whether
we accept more or fewer of them—and also from the brief
reports of his speeches in the Acts, seems to have coincided
to a remarkable extent with the matter which we have been
considering in Luke’s Passion-narrative. For (1) certainly
St. Paul’s references to the tcachings of the Lord during
His ministry are much fewer than we should have expected,
though sayings are referred to as His in 1 Cor vii. 10,ix. 14,
perhaps in 1 Tim v. 18, possibly in 1 Thes iv. 15, and though
we find close similarities to His teachings in Rom xii. 14, 17,
xvi. I19; 1 Thes v. 2; 2 Thes iii. 3; 2 Tim ii. 12,and though
in 1 Tim vi. 3 “the words of our Lord Jesus Christ’ are re-
ferrcd to generally as the standard of sound doctrine.! And
(2) to the acts, including the miracles, of the carlier and
ministerial life of Jesus, there are no Pauline references at all
either in letters or speeches; for what has been sometimes
thought the suspicious similarity between the speeches of Peter
and Paul in Acts does not extend to this point, there being
no Pauline parallels to Acts ii. 22 and x. 38. ‘The Gospel
which” Paul ¢ preached’, and wherein he would have his
converts ‘ stand ’, appears, so far as we can judge from his
references to that preaching, to have rested upon the death
and resurrection of Jesus Christ as being ‘ the events instru-
mental in salvation, the foundation of the new order of
grace’. So Wendt well expresses it, where he is pointing
out the difference betwveen the predominant aspect of faith
in the Pauline Epistles and that in the Johannine discourses,
since in the latter belief ‘ means acceptance of the words of
Jesus and observance of His commandments’ (7/e Gospel
of St. Fohn, p. 1981, E. T.).2

! Perhaps, too, St. Paul’s appeal to the Corinthians ‘by the meekness
and gentleness of Christ?’ (2 Cor x. 1) may imply that they had heard from
him the words of Mt xi. 29. On the other hand it should be observed that
three of the above references are to the Pastoral Epistles.

? See also Menzies, The Earliest Gospel, pp. 6 fI.
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Thus the Pauline preaching, as contrasted with the sub-
stance either of the first three Gospels or of the Fourth,
must have been concerned mainly with the Crucifixion and
the Resurrection, so far as it consisted in setting forth facts.
But as to the Resurrection as a fact there could not be
much to say in detail, however important it was as a founda-
tion of doctrine; for the event itself was an invisible one,
and the proofs of it would not require repetition, except
when doubt or disbelief arose as at Corinth (1 Cor xv. 12).
And so the Crucifixion would be thrown into unique promi-
nence as a constant subject of preaching. And accordingly
we find St. Paul saying emphatically of himself and his
fellow-workers, ¢ We preach Christ crucified” (1 Cor i. 233
cf. verse 17 and ii. 2).

Now, if this was the case, the story of the Crucifixion, and
of the Passion as leading up to the Crucifixion, must have
had an intense interest for Christians of the Pauline type.
Details about those last days at Jerusalem would be longed
for and begged for by them ; and, if not St. Paul himself,
at least other catechists and tecachers such as St. Luke
would take pains in order to supply such details, so far as
they could gather them, directly or indirectly, from ‘eye-
witnesses and ministers of the word’. May it not have been
thus that the preacher (and perhaps catechist) who after-
wards became the Third Evangelist, had for his homiletic
purposes gradually supplemented, and in supplementing
had to some extent modified and transposed, the gene-
rally accepted Marcan record, so far as it related to the
Passion and Crucifixion? And so, when he came to this
part of his Gospel, he would write down the memories of
his past teaching which were impressed upon his mind,
without having constant occasion to make direct reference
to the Marcan source, as he himself had done in describ-
ing those earlier parts of the life of Jesus which were less
familiar to him, and as the compiler of the First Gospel
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did in his Passion-narrative as much as in his Ministry-
narrative.

Two observations may be added in support of the above
suggestion that in xxii. 14-xxiv. 10 Luke may be writing
down the substance of what he had spoken as a ‘fellow
worker’ of St. Paul in preaching.

1. The portion of his Gospel which we have found to be
characterized by such peculiar freedom in the use of Mark
commences with the institution of the Lord's Supper (the
next preceding verses having been, as it happens, in un-
usually close agreement with the Marcan source). Now
that incident is also recorded by St. Paul himself (1 Cor xi.
23-5), and indeed it forms the only exception to his silence
as to the acts of Jesus which preceded the actual Passion.

2. If we glance at the subjects of Luke’s insertions so far
as they contain new matter, they seem to be generally of
such a kind as would be attractive and interesting when
used in preaching. Here again, it is instructive to contrast
them in pages 195f. and 227 ff. of Synopticon, or otherwise,
with Matthew’s insertions of new matter. As to the latter,
I do not dwell now upon the remarkable number of difficul-
ties which happen to be suggested by many of them:
I only point out that referring as they do very largely to
Judas and to Pilate, they offer but little material for instruc-
tion as to ‘the mind which was in Christ Jesus' when He
suffered and died. In proof of this remark, let any preacher
of experience, after recalling the two lists of additions made
by the First and Third Evangelists respectively, ask himself
how often he had made use of the Matthacan additions in
comparison with those made by Luke—such as the fuller
warning to Simon (xxii. 31-2), the address to the women
of Jerusalem (xxiii. 27-31), the story of the penitent robber
(xxiii. 39—43). Of course the contrast must not be made
too much of: we have one saying from the Cross in Mt
and Mk to set agai.ll.st the three found in Lk only (if we
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accept as Lucan xxiii. 34 a as well as xxiii. 43 and 46) ; and
Luke’s longest insertion, that relating to the appearance
before Herod, must be admitted to have been made by him
with no homiletic purpose, but to have been a result of his
special interest in, and perhaps connexion with, the Herodian
family and household (Lk iii. 1, viii. 3, xxiv. 10; Acts xiii. 1).
But still the contrast does to some extent exist ; and so far
as it is recognized, it will add some probability to the
suggestion—for it is no more than a suggestion—which has
been here put forward to account for the special character-
istics of St. Luke’s Passion-narrative.



PROBABILITIES AS TO THE SO-CALLED
DOUBLE TRADITION OF ST. MAT-
THEW AND ST. LUKE

SYLLABUS
Explanation of the Title.

1. Reasons for assuming from internal evidence as to this tradi-
tion or source—
1. that it was a written document (Q), and
2. that it was used by Matthew and Luke independently.
Support for these assumptions derived from the statements of Papias
as to the Logza compiled by Matthew.

II. Classification of all the passages which are more or less
parallel in the First and Third Gospels, so as to show three
degrees of probability that they were taken from this one written
source,

III. The inferences as to (1) the form and (2) the substance of
Q which may be drawn from those passages.

IV. Suggestions, mostly conjectural, as to the likelihood or
unlikelihood of certain other passages, which are found only in
Matthew or only in Luke, having been derived from Q.



PROBABILITIES AS TO THE SO-CALLED
DOUBLE TRADITION OF ST. MAT-
THEW AND ST. LUKE

THE above title seems to require, in two respects, a few
words of preliminary explanation.

1. The term ¢ Probabilities’ is used with a very wide range
of meaning, so as to cover, in the four divisions into which
the Essay falls, these four descending stages: (i) assump-
tions regarded as sufficiently well founded to serve as bases
for discussion, in the course of. which they will themselves
receive further confirmation ; (ii) lists of passages to which
an origin may be assigned with various degrees of proba-
bility in the usual scnse of that word ; (iii) inferences from
the probably known parts of a document to its general
character ; and (iv) conjectures for which some grounds are
supplied by what has gone belore.

2. I have used the phrase ‘ Double Tradition’ because it,
(like ¢Triple Tradition’) has become familiar to English
students through its use in Dr. Ii. A. Abbott's writings! and
in Mr. Rushbrooke’s invaluable Synopticorn; and it does
not, as we shall see that ‘Logia’ does, beg any question
that will come before us. But it is not a satisfactory phrase,
for it appears to imply that we attribute to the passages
denoted by it the very high value of having been handed

! Scc especially Eic. Bibl. ii, col. 1773.  Of course the term ¢ Tradition’
is not used herc (and the words that will be quoted in thc text from
Dr. Abbott show that he did not usc it) as implying the results of oral to the
exclusion of documentary transmission. It is used in the wide sense of the
Greek wapddoais, which includes ‘ transmission orally and by writing (Lid. &
Scott, Lex., s. v.). Thus St. Paul speaks of traditions {rapadégeis) which the
Thessalonians had been ¢taught whether by word or by epistle of ours’
(2 Thes ii. 15). And Josephus twice calls his History of the Jewish War a
napadoois (c. Apion. 1. ix and x, §§ 50 and 53).
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down through two distinct sources. This we know is not
the case: it is but one source which we claim for the Double
Tradition. And yet we may surely place its contents on
a higher level of importance than those of the ‘Single
Traditions’ of St. Matthew or St. Luke,! if we can establish
for that one source the claim that before the First and Third
Gospels were drawn up ‘a document containing words of
the Lord had existed long enough, and had acquired
authority enough, to induce two editors or writers of Gos-
pels, apparently representing different schools of thought
and writing for different churches, to borrow from it
independently ’.2

But though this phrase ¢ Double Tradition of St. Matthew
and St. Luke’ was used in the title, it will be superseded in
the rest of the Essay by the briefer and in most respects?
equally neutral symbol Q (=Quelle, or source), which has
established itself among English hardly less than among
German scholars as a convenient designation of the second
documentary source (our Gospel of St. Mark being sub-
stantially the first) which Mt and Lk* are now generally
thought to have had before them, and from which they both
drew materials for their respective compilations.

1 Might we not even say than the small ¢ Single Tradition of St. Mark’,
since that was (for whatever reasons) ignored or rejected, while what we
are calling the ¢ Double Tradition’ was accepted for use, by the two later
compilers ?

2 Dr. E. A. Abbott in Enc. Brt. x. 8or.

3 The exception is that ‘Q’ is generally used by scholars as the symbol
of a single written source, whereas a ‘ Tradition’ may (as we have seen) be
either written or oral, or a compound result of both kinds of transmission.
Therefore it was, in order to make no assumption as to the subject-matter of
this Essay, that I avoided the convenient ¢ Q’in my title, though I have to
use it so soon as representing a ‘ working hypothesis’,

¢ Mt and Lk will be used throughout as symbols to denote the editors or
compilers to whom the First and Third Gospels in their present forms are
due, though in the case of the First Gospel it is now generally admitted (see
P- 105 f,, /nfra) that his name is unknown to us, while, on the other hand,
Harnack (Lukasder Arzt, 1906) and others have of late added much strength
to the case for assigning the authorship of the Third Gospel, as well as the
whole of Acts, to Luke the Physician, St. Paul's companion,

S.S.P, H
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I

Now that description of the purpose served by the sup-
posed Q involves the two large assumptions (1) that
a written document was employed, and (2) that such em-
ployment of a MS. consisted not in the use of Mt’s Gospel
by Lk or vice versa, but in the use made by both of them
of an authority older than either Gospel. We have there-
fore to show that these assumptions are so well supported
by adequate internal, and perhaps also some external,
evidence that we may be justified in using them as bases
for further inquiries.

1. The assumption ! that a written document of some kind
was used is strongly supported both (i) by general observa-
tion of the phenomena broadly presented by the matter
common to Mt and Lk, and (ii) by a closer examination of
one of these phenomena.

(i) There are many passages, some of them being of con-
siderable length, in which the similarity, even in unim-
portant details, between the two Gospels seems too great to
be accounted for otherwise than by the use of a document.
The cumulative force of this argument can only be appre-
ciated after a study of the filty-four passages which consti-
tute Class A in the lists of the constituent parts of the
‘ Double Tradition’ given below (pp. 113-5). Butit may be
worth while to refer at once to half a dozen of the instances
given there, viz. those numbered 14, 18 (so far as the cen-
turion’s words go), 27, 31, 50, 54, and to ask oneself
whether the impression of a documentary origin given by
them is not practically decisive against an exclusively or
almost exclusively oral theory.?

1 As a proof that this, though generally held, is not the universal opinion
of the best modern scholars, see Allen’s S1. Matthew, pp. xlv-1 of Introduction;
and his Essay in this volume.

? Among the decreasing number of defenders of such a theory Dr. A.
Wright is pre-eminent; see especially his Synopsis of the Gospels?,
pp. xiv fT,
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(ii) To this broad and general argument drawn from such
parallel passages taken as wholes there has to be added
another of a more special and minute kind, which will
appeal even more convincingly to a careful observer. Par-
ticular attention should be paid to certain peculiar or very
unusual words or phrases, which seem very unlikely to have
been preserved in oral transmission. The scope of the
present argument must be cautiously limited: there are
some nouns and verbs such as xdpgos, doxés, SiaBrémw in
Mt vii. 3-5 = Lk vi. 41, 42, ¢wleds in Mt viii. 20 = Lk ix.
58, sapbw in Mt xii. 44 = Lk xi. 25, for which no equally
forcible and expressive synonym would be likely to suggest
itself, and so they would probably be retained even in oral
use, though they are very rare in the New Testament and
LXX.! But there are other phrases for which more familiar
substitutes would be easily found, and therefore would be
very likely to be introduced in the natural course of oral
transmission ; e.g. év yevvyrols yvvawady (Mt xi. 11 = Lk
vii. 28), which occurs nowhere else in the New Testament,
and in LXX only five times in Job, and for which some
such ordinary term as ‘men’ or ‘sons of men’ would natu-
rally suggest itself. Still more unaccountable on an oral
hypothesis are certain grammatical peculiarities preserved
by Mt and Lk, viz. ikavos iva, Mt viii, 8 = Lk vii. 6, here
only in the New Testament and never in LXX ; and in the
same saying e/mé Aéy®, to which construction there seems to
be no nearer parallel than Gal vi. 11 ypdupacw éypayra
(cf. Acts ii. 40) ; poBeiobar dmé Mt x. 28 = Lk xii. 4, here
only in N. T., though not infrequent in LXX especially with
mpogdmov 2 ; duohoyelv év Mt x. 32 = Lk xii. 8, here only

! The retention in both Gospels of the elsewhere unknown émovaios (Mt
vi. 11 =Lk xi. 3) is remarkable, for one might have expected it to be replaced
by some more intelligible word which could not be interpreted in so many
different senses ; but probably it soon became unalterably fixed in both its
Places by liturgical use.

% See J. H. Moulton, Grammar of New Testament Greek, p. 102.

H 2
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in N. T. (for the sense is quite different in Rom x. 9) and

not in LXX.!

Two remarks have to be made in support of both these
applications, the more general and the more special, of the
argument just brought forward.

A. The force of that argument is by no means invalidated,
though in a slight degree it is weakened, by bringing
forward other parallel passages, such as those in lists B
and C below (pp. 116— 8), which show considerably less
prolonged and less precise resemblance between Mt and
Lk in their ‘double tradition’. To judge mainly from one
part of the evidence before us, and to lay comparatively
little stress upon the other part of it, is not here the
unfair proceeding that it generally is. For it is enough
for our present contention if we can show—as I believe will
be shown in our Class A—that a considerable number of
parallels are so close that a documentary source is the
most natural and reasonable explanation of ¢4esz, whatever
may be the explanation of other and slighter parallels.
We have not to contend that these compilers knew
nothing about their subject apart from that one document,
nor even that when they were regarding it as their best
available source they always did avail themselves of it
with uniform care and accuracy. The value set upon
exactness of reproduction in copying from written authori-
ties was then very much less high than it is with us,?
while on the other hand there was more reliance on the
storage of memories; and the compilers seem to have
been often ready to spare themselves the trouble—a much
greater trouble than we, writing at our study tables and
within reach of our bookshelves, can easily realize (see
pp. 16 ff. of this volume)—of looking up a passage in some
MS. when they thought that they had in their minds
a knowledge of its substance that would be sufficient for
their purpose, whether that knowledge was derived from
a recollection of that MS. or from some independent
tradition which had previously been impressed upon their
memories by that most efficacious of all modes of impres-
sion, the habit of teaching it as catechists or otherwise.?

! See Moulton, op. ¢, p. 104.

2 Dr. Salmon has some interesting remarks on this, Husan Element in the
Gospels, p. 5 1.

® Thus it is that (as will be noticed again on p. 121) facts and words
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B. The validity of the argument from similarity of parallel
passages which we are now using in one branch—the
Logian branch, as it used to be called—of the Two-Docu-
ment theory, gains support from its validity in the other
and less hypothetical branch of that theory, which all
agree in calling the Marcan branch. It is of course less
hypothetical than the branch bofore us now, because we
have in our hands, substantially if not exactly, the very
document which is assumed to have been used by Mt and
Lk, or by one or either of them—namely, our canonical
Gospel of St. Mark. Now in the passages which are
admitted by general consent to be drawn from that docu-
ment we find just the same two kinds of agreement as we
have been noticing in the present case. For in the large
amounts of matter common to Mk and Mt and Lk, and to
Mk and Mt only, and in the comparatively small amount
common to Mk and Lk only, we find

(i) passages in which not only acts but sayings of Jesus
are described to us in words of which a very large pro-
portion are identical (e. g. to take examples only from
sayings, Mk ii. 8 b-11 = Mt ix. 4 b-6 = Lk v. 22 b-24;
Mkii. 19 f =Mt ix. 15=Lkv. 34f.; Mk xii. 43f. =Lk
xxi. 3f.; Mk xiii. 19—23 = Mt xxiv. 21-5); and also

(ii) the frequent retention by the later Evangelists of
Marcan words which, while a Concordance will show
them to be very unusual, are by no means irreplaceable
(e.g. dmalpopar Mk ii. 20 =Mt ix. 15 = Lk v. 35;
yevopar Bavdrov Mk ix. 1 = Mt xvi. 28 = Lk ix. 27
duskédws Mk x. 23 = Mt xix. 23 = Lk xviii. 24;
avdyawov Mk xiv. 15 = Lk. xxii. 12 instead of the usual
Umepgov ; and the construction juépac Tpeis mpoopévovaiv
pou Mk viii, 2 = Mt xv. 32).

These two classes of similarities between Mk and both or
one of the other Synoptists are satisfactorily accounted for
by the document which is prescrved for us as our Second
Gospel : does not this encourage us to believe that the
similarities of both these kinds which we find in Mt and
Lk only are in like manner to be accounted for by the
lost document which we are calling Q ?

which must have been constant and prominent parts of elementary Christian
teaching seem to be often recorded with less exactness than others which
must have been of less importance and less familiarly known,

! Other such words could be seen and studied in Horae Synopticae?, pp. 571l
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2. In thus speaking of the lost document Q we are making
the second ofthe two assumptions for which the grounds have
to be here stated. We are assuming that neither Mt nor
Lk drew upon the other’s Gospel as his written source, but
that they used independently an older document. The
following considerations abundantly justify this assumption.

i. We shall see presently that about two-thirds of the
parallel passages which give the clearest indications of being
drawn from the same document, and a still larger propor-
tion of the other passages which not improbably may be so,
are placed- differently by Mt and Lk. It seems hardly
possible that there could have been this very frequent diver-
gence of order if either of the compilers was using a source
which was biographical and chronological to anything like
the extent which characterizes our First and Third Gospels:
no reason can be given for their thus transposing its
contents.

ii. We also observe the significant fact that all those
important insertions into the Marcan framework which are
called for want of a better name the ‘ double tradition’ of Mt
and Lk, are confined to a comparatively few parts of St.
Mark’s Gospel. We may estimate this fact most clearly by
turning to the best known harmony of the Gospels,! Tischen-
dorf’s Harmonia Evangelica which shows us that while
there are sixty-eight of his sections which exhibit the use of
the Marcan groundwork by both Mt and Lk, there are only
ten of them which contain any substantial additions made by
both those writers, viz. §§ 14, 15 containing the Baptist's
teaching, § 17 containing the Temptation, and {§ 47 (cf. g1)
50, 56, 75, 111, 134, 139 containing discourses of Jesus. In
all the other fifty-eight sections,®> agreements between Mk
and Lk only are either entirely absent, or else they are so

1 I believe it is still the best known, though Huck’s Synopse® (Tiibingen,
1906) is probably now the most satisfactory.

2 A catalogue of them may be seen in Horae Synopticae?, pp. 208 fI.,
paragraphs a, b, and ¢ combined.
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slight ‘and unimportant that they are quite insufficient to
require the use of one Gospel in the other in order to account
for them :! they are much more reasonably explained either
by subsequent harmonizations (whether made intentionally
or as the natural result of familiarity with one of the Gospels
above the other), or else, and I now think in very many
cases, by Mt and Lk having used a copy of Mk in which
small alterations and supposed corrections had been already
made.? But however this may be, the only point before us
now is that in all these fifty-eight sections there are absolutely
no weighty or lengthy insertions or additions in which Mtand
Lk concur. Is it not utterly unlikely that if either of these
writers had before him, or at hand, besides his copy of Mk,
a completed or nearly completed Gospel (in the sense in
which we apply that term to Mt or Lk) he would so
entirely or almost entirely have denied himself'the use of it
during so large a part of his work? Is it not thus practi-
cally certain that the only non-Marcan authority available
for them was used by them separately, and was'a collection
consisting mainly (though, as we shall see, not quite
exclusively) of sayings of the Lord, which they inserted in
various places according to their respective judgements,
or their respective stores of independent traditional
information ?

[It is from the internal evidence supplied by the three
Gospels which lie before us that we have drawn the con-
clusion that Mt and Lk, working in complete distinctness
from one another, inserted into the framework of Mk some
or all of the contents of a document which was mainly a
collection of the sayings of Jesus. Is there any external
evidence to support this conclusion? The present writer is

! Those of them which appear to me least unimportant are collected in
Hor, Syn.?, p. 210f. But the whole of them can be closely examined, and
their general slightness realized, in the very full and minute list of them

given in Dr, E, A, Abbott’s The Corrections of Mark, Appendix 1, pp. 307 f.
? See Dr. Sanday in this volume, pp. 21-4.
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one of those who believe that there is some. As is well
known, Papias, who is by far the earliest author who refers
to any writings about the life and words of the Lord,
mentions two such writings.! He may have mentioned
others, but Eusebius, to whom we owe most of our earliest
¢ Reliquiae Sacrae’, has only cared to preserve these two
notices, the first describing St. Mark’s accurate but not
chronological record of the reminiscences of St. Peter, and
the second consisting only of this one brief sentence, which
is evidently connected with something on the same subject
that has not been preserved for us, ‘ So then Matthew com-
posed the oracles in the Hebrew language, and each one
interpreted them as he could.’?

Two of the questions arising out of this much con-
troverted sentence must be noticed here.

1. First, has it any bearing at all upon our attempt to
discover the nature and contents of Q? In favour of a
negative answer is the plain declaration that Matthew had
written in Hebrew,® and that there was no authorized or
generally accepted translation of his work, whereas the
common matter of Mt and Lk is proved by its verbal
similitudes to be drawn from the same Greek source,
whether that source be an original composition or a transla-
tion. But the force of this argument is broken by the fact
that Papias uses the past tense in both parts of his state-
ment; and that would allow for, or possibly might even
imply, a subsequent translation, which might have become
sufficiently well known to be used by at least the two com-

1 He refers o ¢ the elder’, meaning apparently the Presbyter John, as his
authority for either the first part or the whole of his statement about Mark ;
but whether this reference covers also the statement as to Matthew’s work
it is impossible to say.

2 Ma7faios pev odv ‘EBpaide Sakéxre 7d Aoyia cvveypddaro (v. L owverdfaro)’
Npunvevoe ' adra ds Hv duvards Ekaoros, Eus. H. E. iii. 39.

3 Probably meaning Aramaic. In Wellhausen's Einleitung, p. 36 f., may be
seen the cases in which the evidence is sirongest for Mt and Lk having
followed different renderings of the Aramaic text.
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pilers with whom we are now concerned. And the amount
of difficulty which still remains in Papias’s statement that
Matthew wrote in Hebrew seems to the present writer to be
far outweighed by thé broad general correspondence of his
two descriptions of the works of Mark and Matthew with
the two sources which we find to be treated as of supreme
importance by Mt and Lk, though the latter at least knew
of many sources. The salient point of the correspondence
lies of course in the fact that one of these two sources,
i.e. St. Mark’s Gospel, contains, as Papias says, both
sayings and doings of Christ, while the other, which he
ascribes to St. Matthew, has as its main subject sacred
utterances (ra Aéyia), which can only mean those of the
Lord.

2. But, secondly, are we justified in saying that sacred
utterances would be accepted as the natural and usuval
connotation of Ady:a, when the word was used by Papias
without further explanation? Did he mean, and did he
expect his readers to understand, that St. Matthew’s object
in writing was narrower than St. Mark’s, and that he
designed only to record sayings and discourses of Christ?
Probably he did : the amount of that probability cannot be
very exactly decided, but certainly the estimate of it has
risen of late years in England. Thirty-five years ago, when
Bishop Lightfoot wrote on this subject with his usual care
and thoroughness, a hopeful endeavour was being made to
sustain upon critical and historical grounds the traditional
view that our First Gospel came, almost or quite as we have
it now, from the hands of ¢ Matthew the publican’, one of
the Twelve Apostles. That endeavour is now generally
admitted to have failed.2 Further subsequent study has

! This statement is worked out in Exp, Tumes, vol. xii, pp. 72 ff. (see also
. I .

’ z 3Sge)c: among recent English writers, Allen, St. Mat#/. (1907), p. Ixxx;

Plummer, Sz. Matt, (1909), p. x ; Stanton, The Gospels as Hist, Documents
(1909), ii. 363 I. ; H. L. Jackson in Camb, Bibl. Essays (1909), p. 442.
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shown it to be all but inconceivable that an Apostle should
have relied on previous authorities in the way that the
composer of the First Gospel unquestionably does, and has
brought out other difficulties, both in the way of incon-
sistencies and of incongruities, which are fatal to the belief
in simple Matthaean authorship. But so long as the attempt
to support such authorship was being hopefully made by
scholars, of course it was of the utmost importance to them
to produce evidence that when Papias wrote that ¢ Matthew
composed the Jogia’, he meant, or at least may have
meant, that the Apostle drew up a biographical memoir such
as we now call a Gospel. That this is what he may have
meant is all that is claimed by Lightfoot, who only says
that the examples brought forward by him show that ‘the
oracles (7@ Aéyia) can be used as co-extensive with the
Scriptures’! by Papias, both in the sentence now under
discussion and in the title of his five books of Expositions
(doyiwv Kvpiakdy "Efnyfoes). But admitting that Light-
foot shows the possibility, does he show any likelihood of
this having been so? Certainly he shows that the term had
been so used by Philo; but this might be expected of a
writer who treated ‘all Scripture and every event and person
and object contained in it’? as material for allegorical and
so for spiritual interpretation. And there is no doubt that
his wider use of Adyiov and Aéyia is to be found in Clem.
Alex., Origen, Basil, and other later Greek Fathers. But,
excepting Philo, the evidence for it before the date of Papias
is but slight, though a tendency to such extension of mean-
ing may be found in Heb v. 12 and still more in Clem,
Rom. I. liii (where, however, Aéyia are not substituted for
ypagai, but named side by side with them). On the whole,
therefore, I think that if a person who has freed himself, as
it is not difficult to do now, from all bias on either side will

v Essays o Sup. Rel., p. 176, reprinted from Cont. Rev., Aug. 1875.
? Edersheim in Dict. Chr. Biogr. iv. 377.
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take concordances and indexes and will examine for himself
the 46 places in which Aéyiov occurs in the LXX or
in the Hexaplaric fragments,! the 4 places in the New
Testament, the 5 in Clem. Rom. I and II and Polycarp,
and the 2 in Justin Martyr, he will come to the conclusion
that the sense which a Christian writer of the date of Papias
would (apart from any special reason to the contrary)
naturally attach to the word is that of a divine or sacred
utterance.”> And this seems to be an opinion widely and
increasingly held by recent English writers.®

To me it seems impossible to shut out from the mind
this testimony of Papias, when one is attempting to estimate
the probabilities as to the source which was used by Mt and
Mk. But the convenient practice which had grown up of
calling it the ‘Logian source’ has not unnaturally been
objected to as ‘ question-begging’,* so it has been avoided
in this Essay, and the neutral symbol QO has been substi-
tuted. And whenéver any references are made to the
Logia compiled by Matthew they have been and will be
enclosed in squarc brackets so that they may interfere
as little as possible with the impressions made by the
purely internal evidence supplied by the Gospels them-
selves. ]

1 In no less than 35 of these places Adyiov is the rendering of njrsx
or the kindred noun 1DN or '\7_?&, which can only mean an utterance or

speech, while it only 6 times represents the wider term n3a7, which is

usually rendered by Adyos ; these forty-one are the only places in which we
can certainly compare it with the Hebrew.

* But even if Papias himself applied the word to the complete Gospel
which, in his time as in ours, may have been called Matthew’s, it is quite
possible he inay have misunderstood his informant, who was referring to Q.
So Harnack suggests, Spriiche und Reden Jesu, p. 172 (E. T., p. 248); he
regards it as very probable that Q) was the work of Matthew,

% So Prof. Stanton, op. cit., i. 52-4; Plummer, S¢. Matthew, p. viii ; Hastings’s
D. B. iii. 296 (V. Barllet) and Extra Vol. p. 5 (Votaw); Encycl, B:bl. ii. 1810
(Abbott) ; see also Sanday and Headlam on Rom iii. 2.

¢ As by Dean Armitage Robinson, Study of the Gospels, p. 68; cf.
Rev. W, C. Allen in Exp. Times, xi. 425, and Prof. Burkitt, Gospe! History,
e, pp. 124 and 127.
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11

Assuming now, at least as a working hypothesis, the use
by Mt and Lk independently of a lost document (Q) which
consisted mainly of records of discourses, we have to try
to ascertain what parallel passages in the First and Third
Gospels may be fairly ascribed to this source.

This would be an easy task if all the passages for which
parallelism can be claimed were parallel with the closeness
which characterizes some of them: in that case we could
simply ascribe them all to Q with sufficient probability.
But, as we have seen (p. 100}, that is by no means the
case; we have to admit that there are different degrees
of likelihood as to whether such passages came from a
written source. Another simple plan would be to confine
our attention to the closer parallels, and to dismiss the
slighter ones as coming from some *special source’ or oral
tradition. But that we should thus be ascribing to Q less
than its real importance as a source is suggested by the
analogy, already referred to, of the other and less uncertain
branch of the ‘ Two-Document theory’. Even in passages
where it is generally admitted that Mt and Lk were using
Mk in a written form, we find them suddenly breaking
away from the text to which they had been closely
adhering ; they modify it, they enlarge it, they supplement
it, they abbreviate it, they give a different application to its
words, they supply different settings and introductions for
its sayings; all these things they do, sometimes apart from
one another, and sometimes in agreement; sometimes for
reasons which we can discover or conjecture, and some-
times when the only assignable cause is a lapse of accurate
attention on the part of the copyist, either because he did
not think strict accuracy important or because he mis-
takenly thought he had attained it. See, for instance, the
three different applications of els paprdpiov in Mk xiii. o,
Mt xxiv. 14, Lk xxi. 13, or the variations between Mk vi.
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19, 20 and Mt xiv. 5, or between Mk xiv. 71 and
Lk xxii. 60! Now if the exactness with which these two
compilers adhered to the Marcan source, which may be
presumed to have come to them with Petrine authority,
was thus intermittent and imperfect, it is unreasonable to
suppose that they would adhere more consistently and
more accurately to Q [even if it came to them with
Matthaean authority].

It seems then that our safest course will be on the one
hand to omit none of the passages in Mt and Lk as to
which there seems to be any appreciable ground for
thinking that the document Q can have been their source,
but on the other hand to attempt, in making a catalogue of
them, to classify them according to the chief degrees of
likelihood that such may have been their origin. Of course
such classification can only be tentative,” and it must be
more or less dependent upon the personal equation of the
classifier ; but it may have some helpfulness and suggestive-
ness for students, even if they can only accept it as partially
satisfactory to themselves.

In thus beginning by collecting all the parallels for
which there is any probability at all of a documentary
origin, we cannot do better than adopt as a groundwork
the very complete and minute statement of them provided
in Mr. Rushbrooke’s Synopticon? The portions of the

1 Or again observe the three very different degrees of probability with
which Mk ii. 9, 10 =Mt ix. 5, 6 =Lk v. 23, 24, and Mk iii. 28, 29 = Mt xii, 31,
32 =Lk xii, 10, and Mk iv, 24 =Mt vii. 2=Lk vi. 38 can be alleged as derived
from the same written source. The probabilities in these three cases respec-
tively are strong, moderate, and slight, as we shall presently find them to be
in the three classes of passages (A, B, C) which we shall be examining as
to the likelihood of their origin in Q.

? Appendix A, on the ¢ Double Tradition of St, Matthew and St. Luke?’,
PP- 134-70. I can think of but two little parallels that might perhaps be
added, the reference to the close of the Sermon on the Mount in Mt vii. 28a
=Lk vii. 1a, and the asking for a sign in Mt xii. 38=Lk xi. 16, It will thus
be seen that no account is taken of any passages which do not occur both in
Mt and Lk, apart from Mk. And the same course is adopted by Harnack
in his proposed reconstruction of Q in Spriiche und Reden Jesu (see p. 112,
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First and Third Gospels which he there prints side by side
for us (or in the cases of Mt xxi. 28-30 and Lk vii. 4 f, and
xv. 6 only refers to) occupy about 298 verses (or occasionally
parts of verses) in Mt, and about 247 in Lk.!

But some of these verses may be at once dismissed from
our notice, as for various reasons not bearing on our present
purpose.

i. Thus I omit from the following lists the verses, numbering
forty-three in Mt and thirty-two in L.k, which contain no
words at all which are actually identical in the Greek of
the two Gospels. No doubt in some cases (e.g. Mt viii.
13 compared with Lk vii. 10) the substantial agree-
ment of the verses may suggest a common source of some
kind, but it does not point at all to a written rather than
to an oral source,

ii. On the same ground I omit Mt vi. 34 = Lk xii. 32, and
Mt xii. 9 = Lk xiv. 1 because of the extreme slightness of
the parallelism in Greek words (only u# in the former, and
kal and els in the latter case).

iii. Mt xvi. 2-3 = Lk xii. 54-6 and Mt xxi. 44 = Lk xx.
18 are left out because the genuineness of the passages in
Mt is so doubtful.?

iv. I also exclude two passages of Mt, viz. vii. 16-18 and
ix. 32—4, because the former constitutes a pair of doublets
with Mt xii. 33-5, and the latter with xii. 22—4. It
seems clear, therefore, that in each of these cases the #wo
Matthaean passages can only represent oz¢ passage in the
presumed Q), i.e. in the former case that which is found

below). A very different mode of procedure may be seen in Bernhard
Weiss's Die Quellen der Synoptischen Uberliferung (Leipzig, 1908). In what
he terms the ¢ Matthiusquelle (Q)’ he includes (a) much matter that is found
in Mk as well as in Mt and Lk, (8) a good deal that is found in Mt only, and
(y) even some that is found in Lk only. In (8) and (y) this matter consists
largely, though not exclusively, of parables; in (a) there is not a little
narrative.

1 This difference between the numbers of the verses in the two Gospels
has of course no significance for us, being merely dependent upon the
accident that H. Stephens, in his somewhat hasty and inconsistent division
of the New Testament into verses in 1551, made some of them longer in Lk
than in Mt.

2 It is remarkable, by the way, that no more than two passages should
have to be excluded on this ground, for it shows how comparatively seldom
the temptation to assimilate was yielded to by copyists.
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in Lk vi. 43-3, and in the latter case that which is found

in Lk xi. 14f. (It is remarkable that in both cases the

passage of Mt which corresponds exactly to Lk in

position is less close to it in wording than that which Mt
laces in another context.)

v. I deduct also from the parallels in Synopticon Mt x. o,
1o0a = Lkx.4, Mt x. 14 = Lk x. 10, 11, Mt xxiii 6,7a =
Lk xi. 43, Mt xxiv. 26 = Lk xvii. 23, because there are

arallels in Mark also which make a non-Marcan origin at
least doubtful here (see Mk vi. 8, vi. 11, xii. 38, 39, xiii. 21
respectively). I retain, however, Mt v. 13 = Lk xiv. 34
(the savourless salt), notwithstanding the parallel in Mk
ix. 50, because of the probability that the saying may
have come down in more than one tradition. And the
same probability, largely enhanced by the study of the
doublets, especially those in Lk’s ‘great interpolation '}
causes the retention of Mt x. 26 = Lk xii. 2 (though
similar to Mk iv. 22 = Lk viii. 17) and of Mt x. 38 = Lk
xiv. 27 (though similar to Mk viii. 34 = Mt xvi. 24 = Lk
ix. 23) and of Mt x. 39 = Lk xvii. 33 (though similar to
Mk viil. 35 = Mt xvi. 25 = Lk ix. 24), and of Mt xxv.
29 = Lk xix. 26 (though similar to Mk iv. 25 = Mt xiii.
12 = Lk viii. 18).

After making such deductions the number of verses (or

arts of verses?) which remain for our consideration as at
p
least possibly constituents of Q) would amount to about 236
in Mt and about 225 in Lk. But for our present purpose
it will be most convenient to collect these into passages—
meaning by passages the amounts of matter ® which we find
actually distinct and separate in one or both of the
documents before us, or else as to which we can see no
positive reason against their having been distinct and

! See p. 35 of this volume ; also Hor. Syn.2%, pp. 8o ff., on Doublets.

% For, as will be seen in the following lists, only the first parts of Mt x, 8
and 16 and xxiv. 51, and only the second parts of Mt xxi. 31 and Lk xii, 33,
are parallel to words in Lk and Mt respectively ; and Mt x. 10 and Lk x.
7 and g9 have each to be treated in two separate parts in order to show
their verbal correspondence with sentences standing in a different order.

® Some of these amounts are smaller than the English word ¢ passages
usually implies ; but we seem to have no such convenient and com-

Prehensive term as the German Stiicke to express pieces of matter of
any size,
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separate in the source from which they came. Of these
separate or easily separable passages I reckon 34, in all
of which, when we take into consideration the sub-
stance, their wording, and the positions in which they
stand, there is some degree of probability that they rest
upon, or at the very least show the influence of, a common
written origin.

As an attempt to show the chief degrees of this
probability, these 84 passages, instead of being given
in one long list, will be sorted into three classes,! of which
Class A contains 54 passages as to which the pro-
bability of derivation from Q) seems high. Class B con-
tains 22 passages as to which that probability seems
considerable, and Class C contains 8 passages as to which
it is but slight, and yet not absolutely negligible.
And of course if the fact that the compilers had such a
document before them is thought to be established by Class
A, the probability that all the items in Class B, and several
in Class C, are, if not extracts from, at least reminiscences
of the use of that source will be felt to be higher than it
would otherwise have been.

The passages which are consecutive in both Gospels will
be bracketed together.

By the prefixed asterisk (¥) will be denoted the passages
which are differently placed or connected in the two
Gospels : they amount to 62 out of the 84, being consider-
ably more than two-thirds, which would be 356.

1 This division of mine inlo three classes, of which the third is very much
smaller than the two others, has much general similarity to Harnack’s division
of nearly the same matter into two classes with the addition of a brief
Appendix. So I should like to explain that mine was completed and type-
written before his Spriiche und Reden Jesu reached England early in 1907,
and that I have made no alterations in it since then (even when rather
inclined to make them), as some readers may perhaps like to compare the
two quite independent arrangements. In the notes to this Essay, however,
I give some references to Harnack’s important and valuable work, naming
the pages both of the original and of the Rev. J. R. Wilkinson’s English
translation (The Sayings of Jesus, Williams and Norgate, 1908).
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Class A: Passages very probably derived from Q.

No.| St Matthes.| St Lute, | Leoding words, or general
[ |iil. 7-10 ili. 7—9 ‘Who warned
} The Baptist's ] you to flee.’
2 |12 iii, 17 preaching |* Whose fan is
in his hand.’
3 |iv. 311 iv. 3—13 The Temptation.
4 |vorr, 12 vi. 22, 23 ‘Blessed are ye when men
shall reproach you.’
5 | *v. 18 xvi, 17 ‘One tittle shall in no wise pass
away from the law,’!
6 | *v. 25, 26 xii. 58, 59 ‘Agree with thine adversary.’
7 |v. 39, 40, 42, vi. 27-30,32— | Non-resistance and love to
44-8 enemies (with much change
in order).
8 | *vi. 9—13 xi. 2—4 The Lord’s Prayer.?
9 | *vi. 20, 21 xii. 33 b, 34 |‘Lay up treasure in heaven.
10 | *vi. 22, 23 xi. 34, 35 ¢The lamp of the body is the
eye.
1T | *vi. 24 xvi. 13 ‘No man can serve two
masters.’
12 | *vi. 25-33 xii, 22-31 ‘Be not anxious ... seek his
kingdom.’
13 |vii. 1, 2 vi. 37, 38 ¢ Judge not . . . with what mea-
sure ye mete,’ 3
14 |vil. 3—5 vil, 41, 42 The mote and the beam.
15 |vii. 7-11 xi. 9—13 ¢ Ask and it shall be given ...
if ye being evil.’ !
16%] *vil. 12 vi. 31 The golden rule.’

! Placed in Class A because of the conjunction with Lk xvi. 18 ; see p. 133

below.,

2 In A chiefly because of the very peculiar word émodoios ; and Mt’s en-
largements may easily be due to familiar liturgical use of the prayer.

3 Cf. Mk iv. 24 b, where the subject is quite different.

4 The notable variation between dprov—A{for and oév—aropriov has not

seemed quite sufficient to bring the whole passage down to Class B. This
is one of some 25 passages in my Class A which Harnack places in his
second division (0p. ¢it., pp. 32 fI., E. T. pp. 40 f.), while there are only 5
passages in my Class B which he places in his first division (pp. 6 ff., E. T\
PP. 1 ff.). Thus his list of more important parallelisms between Mt and Lk
becomes smaller, and his list of less important parallelisms becomes larger
than mine, which constitutes the main diflerence between the two arrange-
ments.

5 In this one case the change of position is within the limits of what is
probably the same discourse.—For Mt vii, 16-18, which might be expected

5.8.p. 1
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Class A (continued).

No.| St. Matthew. | St Luke. Leading Z;%_;‘ij,/s‘?r general

17 | vil. 24-% vi. 47-9 Houses founded on rock and
on sands.

18 | viil. 5—10 vii. 1-3, 6-9 | Narrative of the centurion,

1g | *viii. 11, 12 |xiii. 28, 29 ‘ Many shall come from the east

] and the west.’

20 | (*viil. 19, 20 |ix. 57, 58 ¢ The foxes have holes,’

21 {*viii. 21, 22 |ix. 59, 60} ‘Leave the dead to bury their
own dead’

22 | *ix. 37, 38 X, 2 ¢ The harvest is plenteous. ..
pray ye therefore,

23 | "x. 26~33 Xil. 2—9 ‘Fear them not. ., for there is
nothing covered . , .’

24 | *x. 34-6 xil. 51~3 Not peace, but division in
families.

25 {*x. 37 xiv. 26] Preferring father or mother to

. I Christ.

26 (ox. 38 xiv. 2y Not bearing the cross.

27 | xi. 2, 3,4~11 |vii.18, 19, 22— | The message from the Baptist,
and the declaration of his
posilion.

28 | *xi. 12, 13 [xvi. 16 Since John ¢the kingdom of
heaven suffereth violence .
(With change in order.)

29 |xi. 16~19 vil. 315 The children in the market-
place.

30 | *xi. 21—4 X.12-15 ‘*Woe unto thee, Chorazin.’
(With change in order as to
Sodom.)

31 | *xi. 25-7 X. 2I, 22 ‘I thank thee, O Father . ..
All (hings have been delivered
unto me.’

32 |xil. 22—4 xi, 14,15 Healing of dumb demoniac.
(See also Mt ix. 32, 33, which
is closer in wording to Lk.)

33 |xil 27, 28 xi. 19, 20 “If T by Beelzebub, by whom
do your sons ?’

34 |xil. 30 xi. 23 ‘He that is not with me is
against me.’

35 | *xii. 33-5 vi. 43-5 The tree known by its fruits.

to be the next entry, see p. 110 above,

this list.

(See also Mt vii. 16-18, which
in position is parallel to Lk.)

and Mt xii. 33-5 lower down on
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Class A (continued).

: Leading words, or general
No.| St. Matihew. St. Luke. subjects.
36 |xii. 39—42 xi, 29—32 Refusal of a sign: Ninevites

and Queen of South. (With
change of order,)

37 |xil. 43-5 Xi. 24-6 The returnof the unclean spirit.
38 [*xiii. 16,17 |X. 23, 24 ‘ Blessed are your eyes. ..and
your ears.’
39 | *xiii. 33 xiii. 20, 21 The parable of the leaven,
40 | *xviii. 7 xvii, 1 Occasions of stumbling must
come.
41 | *xvill. 12-14 [XV. 4, 8, 7 The lost sheep recovered.
42 | *xviii. 15 xvii. 3 ‘If thy brother sin against thee.”
43 | *xviil. 21, 22 | xvii. 4 How often to forgive.
ottt ] .
44 | *xxiii, 4 xi. 46 "II)‘hedy bind heav’y Addressed
. _ ‘Yur ﬁns 01:1 n;{gn. to  the
45 | TXXxmL. 13 Xl 52 e shut the king- ‘lawyers’

dom of heaven| .
. ) in Lk.
against men.

46 | *xxiii. 23 xi. 42 ‘Ye tithe mint and anise.’

47 | *xxiil. 25, 26 |xi. 39, 41 ‘Ye cleanse the outside of the
cup.’

48 | *xxiil. 29-31 |xi. 47, 48 ‘Ye build the sepulchres of the
prophets.’

49 | *xxiil. 34-6 |xi. 49—51I Behold, I send unto you pro-
phets.’

50 | *xxiii. 37—9 | xiii. 34, 35 ‘O Jerusalem, which killeth the
prophets.’

51 | *xxiv, 27 xvii. 24 ‘As the lightning . .. so shall
be the coming.’®

52 | *xxiv. 28 xvii. 37 ¢ Wheresoever the carcase is.’

53 | *xxiv. 37—9 |xvil. 26, 24 | ¢ As the days of Noah, so shall

be the coming.’

54 | *xxiv. 43-51a | xii. 39,40, 42— | Watchfulness: the faithful and
6 the evil servants.

! The words identical in both Gospels are few here; but the connexion
with the saying which follows immediately in Lk and soon afterwards
(verses 21, 22) in Mt makes a common origin probable, The asterisk is
prefixed to Nos. 40, 42, 43, notwithstanding their connexion with one
another, because they are placed in Mt xviii before, and in Lk xvii after,
the final departure from Galilee; but the accuracy of Lk’s chronological
arrangement would not be very generally admitted. See, however, p. 57
in this volume. 2 Numbered as verse 14 in WH.

. 3 Perhaps the preceding verse (the caution against false reports in Mt
Xxiv, 26 = Lk xvii. 23) may also have been in Q; but it is not entered here,

I2
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Class B: Passages ascribable to Q with a considerable
amount of probability.

Leading words, or general

No. | St. Malthew. St Luke. suljects

1 |v.1,2,3, 4, 6]|Vi20,21, 257 | The beatitudes. (Not includ-
ing Mt v, 11, 12, Lk vi. 22,
23, which are in Class A.)

2 | *vii, 13, 14 |xiii. 23, 24 | Entrance by the narrow galte.
vil, 21 vi. 46 Saying ‘Lord, Lord’, con-
trasted with doing.

4 | Fvil, 22, 23 xiii. 25, 27 The Lord will say, ‘Depart
from me, ye that work in-
iquity.’

5 | *x. 7 x.9b Preach that ‘the kingdom of
heaven is at hand’.

6 |*x.8a X.9a ‘Heal the sick.’

7 | *x. 10b X. 4 Take no shoes. (Compare Mk
vi. 9.)

8 |*x. 10¢C x. 7b ¢ The labourer is worthy of his
food,” or ‘hire’.

9 | *x. 11 X. 74,8 Remain in the same house.

10 | *X. 12, 13 X. 5 6 Peace shall rest on the worthy

house or man,

11 |*x. 15 X, 12 ¢ More tolerable for the land of
Sodom.” (Also in Mt xi. 24.)

12 |*x. 162 X. 3 *I send you forth as sheep (or
Jambs) in the midst of wolves.’

13 | *x. 24, 25 vi. 40 ¢A disciple is not above his
master.”?

14 |*x%. 39 xvil, 33 ‘He that findeth, or ¢shall
seek to gain, his life’.*

15 |*x. 40 X. 16 ‘ He that receiveth,’ or ‘ heareth

you’. (See also Mk ix. 37,
Mt xviii. 5, Lk ix. 48.)

because it may have been adopted by Mt and Lk from Mk xiii. 21 as an in-
troduction to the saying about the lightning, although Mt had already used
it in his verse =23.

1 Verse 25 is only included because of the verb wevfiaere; cf. mev@olyvres
in Mt's verse 4.

2 Harnack omits these two verses from his list, though admitting that
‘a common source lies far in the background’ (op. cit., p. 52, E. T., p. 71).

3 The application is different in the two Gospels, and in Lk the meaning
and the relation to the context are obscure.

4 Mt x. 39 is a doublet with Mt xvi. 25, which stands parallel with Mk
viii. 35 and Lk ix. 24, and in very close agreement with them. See Hor.
Syn.?, p. 87.

~—

(With numerous changes of

order.)
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No.

16
7

18

19

20
21

22

Class B (continued).

Lcading words, or general

St. Matthew. | St Luke. subjects.

*Xv. 14 vi. 39 The blind guiding the blind.!

*xvii, 20 xvil, 6 <If ye have faith as a grain of
mustard seed.’?

*xix. 28 xxii. 28, 30 |‘Ye...shallsiton... thrones,
judging the twelve tribes’.

*xxiil. 12 Xiv, 1T ¢ Whosoever shall exalt himself
shall be humbled’ (Also in
Lk xviil, 14.)!

*xxili. 27 x1. 44 Pharisees compared to sepul-
chres. (See also Mt'sverse 28.)°

*xxiv. 40, 41 |xvii. 34, 35 | Two men in the field, or bed,
two women at the mill.

*XXV. 14, 16, |xix.12,13,15—|The Parables of the Talents

19—-29 24, 26 and the Pounds.

Class C: Passages the origin of which in Q is but
slightly probable.

No.

14

3

4

St. Matthew.
i. 2—6, 10, 15,
16

i. 18, 20, 21,

.23, 25
ii, 22, 23

*v. 13

St Luke.

| —

iil.23—5,31—4

i. 26, 24, 30,
"317 347 35
ii. 39

Xiv. 34, 35

Leading words, or general
subjects.

Thirteen names in the Genea-
logy, out of forty-five names
mentioned in Mt and seventy-
five in Lk,

Parallels in the pre-Nativity
narrative. .

Removal,or return, to Nazareth
in Galilee.

Savourless salt.®

1 Sayings of a proverbial kind, which might have been spoken on various
occasions, and might have come down through more than one channel,

2 The striking expression ‘as a grain of mustard seed ’ occurs only in the
two places here referred to ; but there is an otherwise similar saying in Mk

xi. 23, Mt xxi. 21, which seems to be of Marcan origin.

p. 89 f,, on Doublets,

3 The detailed application is very different in Mt and Lk, and the passages
would have been placed in Class C but for their position with regard to their
respective contexts.

4 Nos. 1, 2, and 3 may be omitted from further consideration, as being
quite unlikely to have been in any degree grounded on Q ; but the mention of
them may serve to remind us that Mt and Lk had some common knowledge
of the Christian traditions besides what they drew from Q and from Mk.

® Placed in Class C because of the parallel in Mk ix. 50 ; but see p. T1I.

See Hor, Syn.?,
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Class C (continued).

Leading words, or general

No.\ St. Matthew. St. Ludke. subjicts

5 | *vi. 3, 4 xiv, 13, 14 Recompense for alms, or for
hospitality.!

6 | *xii. 10,11 |xiv. 2, 3, 5 | Giving help on the Sabbath.

7 [*xxi, 31b—32|vii. 29, 30 The reception of the Baptist
by Pharisees, &c., and by

Publicans.
8 | *xxil. 1~-5, 7, |xiv.16-18,21, | Parables of the Marriage of the
8, 10 23, 24. King’s Son, and of the Great
Supper.

ITI

We have now to endeavour to see, in the third place,
what inferences as to the nature and contents of ) we can
draw from the above 84 passages which are more or
less likely to have been quoted from it.? And in order
that the very different degrees of that likelihood, and con-
sequently the very different degrees of confidence with
which we may allege the passages as grounds upon which to
form an estimate of ), may not be forgotten, the verses
taken from Class B will be marked with an obelus (1), and
those taken from Class C with a double obelus (1), in the
remaining pages of this essay.

First and foremost the general observation has to be
made that in the whole of A and B, which are the
two largest as well as the most weighty of the three
Classes, containing as they do 76 out of the 84 parallels,
there are only two direct exceptions to the general
rule that the passages are concerned with sayings of the
Lord, accompanied sometimes by the facts which lead up to

1 But the resemblances are very slight, and the passages are only inserted
in order not to omit altogether any verbal parallel suggested in Synopticon,
except those ruled out on p. 110 f.

# This is a much more humble and limited task than an attempt to ‘recon-

struct’ Q, which Professor Burkitt justly calls ¢futile’ (The Gospel His-
tory, &c., p. 17 ; see also pp. 123, 131).
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them and explain them. These exceptions are the two
adjacent records of the Baptist's preaching in Mt iii. 7-10 =
Lk iii. 7-9, and Mt iii. 12 = Lk iii. 17; but indeed these
records might well have been prefixed to a collection of the
Lord’s sayings [kvpiakd Adyia in the narrower sense of the
term], as being required in order to explain to readers of Q
the references to the Baptist in Mt xi. 2 ff. and Lk vii. 18 ff.
and elsewhere! The Temptation-narrative may perhaps
occur to us as another exception, but it could only be
regarded as coming directly from the Lord, and so might be
reckoned as entirely a /Jogion of His; and at any rate its
chief interest and importance lie in His three sayings con-
tained in it. Again, the narrative of the healing of the
centurion’s servant is lengthy, but a briefer story than at least
Mt gives would be insufficient to bring out the full force of
the commendation, ‘I have not found so great faith, no,
not in Israel.”?

Generally, then, our 84 passages support the view that
to collect and preserve discourses of Christ was at least
the leading purpose of the compiler of Q.

We now turn to see what more special inferences those
passages enable us to draw as to (1) the form, and (2) the
substance of Q.

1

As to its form, the first and most obvious inference is (A)
that by far the greater part of it—for almost certainly there
is a considerable exception to be allowed for-—was drawn
up in such a way as to suggest to its readers that little or no

1 So Jiilicher, Introd. to N, T., E. T., p. 357.

? Even as to Lk’s narrative Von Soden says, ¢ Only once does a saying ot
the Lord require for its comprehension a more developed story, and this is
well told in a style both pleasing and vivid' (Early Christian Literature,
E. T, p. 132). It is quite possible that the narrative in Q ended with the
saying to which it led up, and did not record the cure ; for that is related in
totally different words by Mt {viii. 13) and by Lk (vii. 10).
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importance was to be attached to the chronological or
other order of its contents. For we have the outstanding
fact, shown by the asterisks in our lists, that more than
two-thirds of the passages, being 62 out of 84, are differently
placed by Mt and Lk. If we take only the most important
Class A, this is the case with 37 out of its 54 passages, i.e.
with more than five-eighths of them. If we take together
the two Classes A and B, which are far more important both
in size and substance than C, we find that it is the case
with 54 of their 76 passages, which is a proportion slightly
exceeding two-thirds.

It may also be specially noticed as a particularly striking
proof of the extensiveness of this divergence of order that
to every one of the seven discourses which are given at
grealest length by Mt (viz. in chaps. v—vii, x, xi, xiii, xviii,
xxiii, Xxiv-xxv respectively) there are some parallels in
Lulke’s so-called ¢ Peraean section’, or ‘great interpolation’
(ix. 51-xviil. 14),! although there is not one of the seven
which is attributed in Mt to the period of the last journey
to Jerusalem, for .even that in chap. xviii is in xix. I
expressly dated before the departure from Galilee.

It is thus certain that at least one—and if only
one, it would be Mt—of the two comipilers took but little
account of the order and sequence of Q)% save only in
the one department of it which was above alluded to as

1 See E. D. Burton, Principles of Literary Criticism: and the Synoptic
Problesm (Chicago, 1904), pp. 38 fl.

2 Von Soden has made an interesting but not convincing attempt to show
that Q is preserved by Lk in the original order in which it was compiled.
His principal proof of this is ¢ the fact that if we simply place together those
passages in St. Luke that have close parallels in St. Matthew but are foreign
to St. Mark, we find that we have in our hands a collection of sayings syste-
matically arranged according to distinct leading ideas’ (Early Christian
Literature, E. T., p. 129, and see following pages). But is it the fact that
we find this? If it were so, would the eschatological warnings be found
partly in Lk xii. 35fl., and partly in Lk xvii. 24 fl.? Professor Burkitt,
op. cit., pp. 130 {., and Dean A. Robinson, op. at., p. 87, also think that Lk
may have preserved much of Q’s order. See the discussion of this point
by Mr. Streeter in pp. 141 fI. of this volume,
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very probably forming a considerable exception, and which
has now to be examined as such.

Certainly it cannot be passed by as an inconsiderable
exception, although it only concerns 7 or 8 of the 84
passages before us. We find that in the two Ser-
mons recorded by Mt (v—vii) and Lk (vi. 20-49) respec-
tively, and assigned by them to somewhat different occasions
and perhaps (though the mountain and the level place are
not irreconcilable) to different places, there is an agreement
which cannot be accidental as to four matters of order : that
is to say, in both cases the discourse(1)begins with beatitudes,
(2) afterwards deals with love to enemies and non-resistance
(these two kindred subjects being partially transposed), (3)
further on contains cautions against judging others, and (4)
concludes with warnings against profession apart from
practice—warnings which culminate in a parable drawn
from the safe and unsafe foundations of houses.

From this the most obvious, though not quite inevitable,
inference is that the Sermon in these four stages lay before
both compilers. And that inference is confirmed by the
fact that the special formula about Jesus ending His discourses
which Mt subjoins to his five most important bodies of
sayings (vii. 28; xi. 1; xiii. 53; xix. I; xxvi. 1) has in
this one case a substantial (though not verbal) parallel in Lk
vii. 1, ¢ After He had ended all His sayings in the ears of the
people’ Nor is the inference much weakened by the
observation that the passages which are thus parallel in
position do not correspond to one another in verbal details
more closely than others which Mt and Lk place in different
situations—indeed (except in the mote and the beam, Mt vii.
3-5 = Lk vi. 41 1) there ison the whole perhaps less than the
usual average of such close verbal correspondence—for this
may be only another illustration of the phenomenon already
noticed (p. 100) that it is often the most familiar and funda-
mental matters which are recorded with least of exact



122 Studies 1n the Synoptic Problem

agreement, because the Evangelists as teachers had come to
know the substance of them so well that they did not always
feel the necessity of refreshing their memories of them by
constant references to their MSS.

But, as I have said, this inference is not quite inevitable. It
is possible that (i) Q may have been throughout a collection of
sayings (with introductions where necessary) collected and put
together without any reference to chronological or topical
order, but that (ii) quite apart from it there might have
existed in the Church a well-known tradition that the first
great discourse of Jesus dealt successively with the four
subjects which have just been named, and that therefore (iii)
the compilers of the First and Third Gospels naturally threw
into these four stages sayings appropriate to each of them
which they independently culled from various parts of Q.

In favour of this suggestion it may be said that it seems
to be the simplest way of accounting for the remarkable
transpositions of order in the second of these stages (i.e. in
Mt v. 39—48 compared with Lk vi. 2g—36), and also for the
very different placings of the Golden Rule in Mt vii, 12 and
Lk vi. 31 (the latter being by far the more appropriate). So
I cannot think that it is an altogether negligible suggestion,
though no doubt it will seem to most people tnuch more
far-fetched than the supposition that the portion of the
contents of Q) which Mt and Lk agree in embodying in their
Sermons was already arranged there in the order in which it
was believed to have been spoken.

"We may accept then the matter found in both those
Sermons as almost certainly forming an exception to what
seems to have been the generally non-chronological character
of Q.

(B) As we now have the sayings preserved for us by Mt
and Lk, a good many of them are accompanied by n#ro-
ductions, though very rarely by sequels or statements of
results. As to the difficult question whether these sayings
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as they stood in Q) had such introductions—beyond the
mere ‘ Jesus saith’ of the first series (1897)! of so-called
Logia found at Oxyrhynchus—we may draw the follow-
ing inferences:—

(i) Some sayings certainly had them,? for both the
First and Third Gospels have them almost identically
in Mt viii. 19-22 = Lk ix. 57-60 (the two aspirants)
and in Mt xi. 2 ff. = Lk vii. 18 ff. (the mcssage from
the Baptist and the sayings that followed upon it).
The same may be probably said of the expulsion of
the dumb spirit in Mt xii. 22 = Lk xi. 14, though the
case is complicated here by the admixture of the
Marcan narrative with matter from Q. In those two
or three instances Mt and Lk retain sayings and intro-
ductions together from (), just as they retain them
together from their Marcan source in Mt ix. 14-17 =
Lk v. 33—9 drawn from Mk ii. 18-22, in Mt xii. 1-8 =
Lk vi. 1—5 drawn from Mk ii. 23-8, and elsewhere.

(ii) No such decided inference can be drawn as to the
sayings for which we find introductions supplied by
Lk only, as in xi. 1—-13, 37-52, xii. 13-34, xiil. 23-7 T,
xv. 1-7, xvil. 20-7 and 341, 351, 37, while only the
sayings contained in those passages are given by Mt in
one or other of his large bodies of discourse with more
or less appropriateness to its general subject. It is
easy to say with Loisy and others that Lk ‘readily
invents the surroundings of the discourses that he

! In the second series of these sayings (1904) there is a little introduction
(His disciples question Him and say, &c.) to the fifth of them, besides the
prefalory statement before the first,

2 A4 priori we might expect this to be the case, as we may see by any
collection of sayings intended to exhibit a great personality ; there are
always some which would not explain themselves without some introductory
matter. I will take two instances of very different kinds. In the Sayings
o Muhammad, edited by Al Suhrawardy (Constable, 1905), I find that of the
451 sayings rather more than one-tenth are introduced by questions, or by
brief descriptions of the circumstances under which the Prophet spoke (and
about 13 characteristics and anecdotes of him without any sayings are
included in the 451). In the Wit and Wisdom of Samuel Johnson, selected
fmd arranged by Dr. Birkbeck Hill (Clarendon Press, 1888), there are 887
!tcms, and of these 140, or nearly one-sixth, have some explanatory or
introductory matter (most olten questions from friends) combined with
Johnson's own words, in order to make them intelligible. I have taken no

account of the more than 100 footnotes, as many of them are references
to books,
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repeats’ ;! and it may be admitted that his desire to
place things as far as possible ‘in order’ may have
sometimes caused him to adopt without sufficient
authority historical occasions which seemed to him
suitable for the separate sayings which he wished to
locate somewhere. But, judging from the evidence
before us in the two Gospels, I cannot think that this
chronological tendency in L.k was nearly so strong and
effective as the homiletical tendency in Mt to group
sayings according to their subjects, and so according
to their convenience for teachers. And therefore it
seems to me probable that either most or all of the
introductions above referred to were drawn with the
sayings from Q by Lk, while Mt dropped them out;
and also that the exclamations or questions which in-
terrupt discourses in Lk xi. 45, xii. 41, xvii. 37a (and
possibly in xix. 25) were retained from Q by Lk, and
not added by him.

(iif) But when allowance has thus been made for
those sayings which either certainly or probably had
explanatory or chronological introductions prefixed to
them in Q, we may safely infer that a very large pro-
portion of sayings stood without them there. Other-
wise it would be extremely difficult to account

(@) for the attribution of so many sayings to different
occasions and surroundings, as shown by many
of the asterisks in our lists,® and

(0) for the way in which some of them are strung
together® with an absence of connexion which
baffles the ingenuily of commentators, who have
sometimes been unwisely eager to find such
links, and

(¢) especially for the different turns of meaning which
appear to be sometimes given by the two compilers
to the same saying, by their adaptation of it to
their respective contexts. Thus, for instance, in
Mt v. 25, 26 the partially parabolic warning ¢ Agree
with thine adversary, &c.” seems to refer, like the
three preceding verses, only or mainly to the
danger of remaining unreconciled to our brother

1 Loisy, The Gospel and the Church, E. T., p. 1.

2 Seealso Dr. A, Wright's Synopsis?, p, xxv, or his S¢, Luke, p. xiii, for
instances,

* e.g. in parts of Mt’s Sermon on the Mount, and in Lk xi. g2-5, xii.
8-12, xvi. 15-18, and xvii. 1-10.
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men whom we have injured or with whom we have
quarrelled ; but in Lk xii. 58, 59 it is so linked by
ydp to the foregoing verses there, that it becomes
a more general and more completely parabolic
warning against unpreparedness for Divine judge-

ment.
ing passages:—

Mt x. 26, 27.

Fear them not therefore : for
there is nothing covered, that
shall not be revealed; and hid,
that shall not be known. What
I tell you in the darkness, speak
ye in the light: and what ye
hear in the ear, proclaim upon
the housetops.

Again, let us place side by side the follow-

Lk xii. 1, 2, 3.

Beware of ... hypocrisy. But
there is nothing covered up, that
shallnotberevealed: and hid, that
shall not be known. Wherefore
whatsoever ye have said in the
darkness shall be heard in the
light ; and what ye have spoken
in the ear in the inner chambers
shall be proclaimed upon the
housetops.

Here, by a few modifications of wording, the en-
couragement to preach boldly which in Mt is given
to the Apostles as such, and is grounded upon the
universal prevalence and publicity which is assured
to their message, appears in Lk as a warning to all
Christians against hypocrisy, which would be useless

because no concealment or

pretence can escape

ultimate detection and exposure.!

From the probable form of Q we turn now to its
probable substance, or in other words to the presumable
character and subjects of the Sayings of Jesus, for the
preservation of which we take the document to have been

primarily drawn up.

a If its general substance is at all adequately represented
to us by the extracts made from it by both Mt and Lk,
it consisted mainly of moral and religious teachings,
including warnings and encouragements, such as we find
addressed to Christ’s hearers and especially to His dis-
ciples both in the parallel portions of the Sermons on the
Mount and on the Level Place, and elsewhere. These are

1 See Plummer’s note on Lk xii. 2, 3.
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so numerous that it must be enough to refer to the above
lists generally instead of repeating separate references
here.!

b But that Q also contained some warnings addressed to
the Jews who were opposing or rejecting Jesus is shown
by such passages as Mt viil. 11, 12 = Lk xiii. 2§, 29,
Mt x. 15 (also xi. 24) = Lk x. 121, Mt xi. 21-4 = Lk
x. I12—-15, Mt xii. 39—42 = Lk xi. 29-32, Mt xii. 43-5 =
Lk xi. 24-6, Mt xxiii. 37-9 = Lk xiii 34, 35.

¢ It appears to have also preserved some direct denuncia-
tions of the Pharisees in Mt xii. 27, 28 (cf. ver. 24) =
Lk xi. 19, 20, Mt xxi. 31b, 32 = Lk vii. 29, 30}, Mt
xxiii. 4-36 passim = Lk xi. 39-52 passim.

d Weinfer from Mt x. 7-16 a passim=Lk x.4-12 passim }
that Q) contained some directions that were only or most
directly adapted for missionaries and teachers. The
latter part of the charge to the Apostles in Mt x, from
verse 24 onwards, is not cited here, because the parallels
to it in Lk vi. 407, xii. 2-9 (see above, p. 125), 513,
and xiv. 26, 27 seem to bé addressed to disciples gener-
ally, so we cannot say whether they originally formed
part of an address to teachers.?

e We infer also from the passagescollected by Mt, but placed
differently by Lk, in Mt xxiv. 27 = Lk xvii. 24, Mt xxiv.
28 = Lk xvii. 37, Mt xxiv. 37-9 = Lk =xvii. 26, 27,
Mt xxiv. 40, 41 = Lk xvii. 34, 351, Mt xxiv. 43-51a =
Lk xii. 39, 40, 42-6 that Q included some predictions
and warnings as to the coming Parousia.?

f The office and work of the Baptist seem to have been
regarded by the compiler of Q) as important and interest-
ing for his readers. For, besides the account of John’s
preliminary preaching in Mt iii. 7-10, 12 = Lk iii. 7-9,
17, there is the long passage in Mt xi. 7-19 (see also xxi
! Compare Harnack, op. at., p. 173, E. T., p. 251.

2 Perhaps the treatment of the two aspirants in Mt viii. 19-22 = Lk ix. 57-60
might also be brought under this heading, for it seems to be a sifting of men
with a view to missionary work rather than to ordinary discipleship. It
stands in Lk just before the mission of the Seventy, and as to its place in
Mt see Exp, Times, xii. 472.

3 Jiilicher observes that Q ¢ contains no signs of the writers having wit-
nessed the destruction of Jerusalem ' (Introd. to N. T., E. T., p. 358 ; and
so Von Soden, op..cit., p. 141). The attitude in all the above passages
appears to be consistently expectant; and none of the special predictions
in Mt xxii. 7 b (contrast Lk xiv. 21) and Lk xix. 43, 44 and xxi. 20, which
have been suspected of being wvaficinia ex eventw, are given by both Mt
and Lk.
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31b, 321) = Lk vii. 7-19 (se¢ also xvi. 16) dealing with
his character and his relation to the Messiah, and intro-
duced by his message from prison.!

g We pass now to some inferences of a more or-less
negative kind, i. e. inferences as to the kinds of subject-
matter which were either absent from, or but rarely
present in Q, so far as we can judge of it from Mt and
Lk’s employment of it. It is notable that they have
drawn from it no long parables, unless we regard the
Talents and the Pounds (Mt xxv. 14-30 = Lk xix.
12-271), and the Marriage of the King’s Son and the
Great Supper (Mt xxii. 1-14 = Lk xiv. 16-24%), as
derived respectively from the same written source, which
seems considerably doubtful as to the first pair, and
extremely doubtful as to the second pair of parables.?
Setting these aside, the Leaven (Mt xiii. 33 = Lk xiii.
20, 21) and the Lost Sheep are the only two of the
parables usually so called (as in Trench’s list) which are
found both in Mt and Lk, but not in Mk ; ? and in Mt xviii.
12, 13 the Lost Sheep would have probably been
regarded merely as an interrogative illustration, such
as Mt vii. g, 10 =Lk xi. 11, 12 (fish or serpent, &c.)
and Mt xii. 11 = Lk xiv. 51 (whose sheep or ox shall
fall, &c.), and would not have been reckoned as a parable
unless Lk (xv. 3-7) had given it to us in a fuller form as
one of a connected series of three parables.

But while parables distinguished by their length or by
their forming part of a series of parables are thus rare
(or in the case of long parables perhaps non-existent) in
the discourses attributable to 3, on the other hand those
discourses abound in short similitudes and illustrations
such as Mt vi. 24 ; vil. 3-5, 13, 14%, 24-7; ix. 37, 38;
xi. 16-1g; xii. 33, 43-5; xv. 147%, and the Lucan

1 The need in the early Church of information as to the preparatory
nature of the Baptist’s office and work is shown by Acts xviii. 25 and
xix. 3.

2 It appears not unlikely that in one or both cases the descriptive language
of the more familiar parable (i. e. probably Mt’s) was transferred, either
intentionally or from force of habit, by teachers to the less familiar one,
while the occasions of the two had been different. These two pairs of
parables are discussed in Harnack’s Appendix, op. ¢, pp. 83 ff., E. T.,
pp. 1ig fI.

3 It can be shown, however, that the Parable of the Mustard Seed probably
came down in two forms, the one Marcan and the other [Logian or] em-
badied in Q ; see p. 50 in this volume.
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parallels. So in this respect they correspond in character
with the discourses drawn from the Marcan source, which
contain such brief similitudes as those in Mk ii. 1922 ;
iv. 21 vil. 27 viil. 153 ix. 43 ff,, 49, 50; x. 25, 38 ; xiii.
28, with parallels in Mt and Lk or in Mt only.!

h Von Soden when characterizing this source says that in it
“all is original : nothing is borrowed from the Old Testa-
ment or from the sayings of the Rabbis’.? Waithout going
so far as this as to the use of the Old Testament, we may
notice that only one direct quotation from it is preserved
by Mt and Lk alone in discourses of Jesus, viz. Mt xi.
1o=Lk vii. 27 (‘Behold, I send my messenger, &c.,” Mal iii.
1), and even that prophecy is also given by Mk at the
beginning of his Gospel (i. 2). We may, therefore,
perhaps say that the sayings preserved in QQ were mainly
such as brought forward that aspect of the teaching of
Jesus which was ‘not as the scribes’ (Mt vii. 29, Mk i.
22), whose appeals to canonical and other authorities were
so constant and so deferential.

But, on the other hand, the language of the Old Testa-
ment is frequently embodied in the sayings, as that of
Micah vii. 6 in Mt x. 35, 36 = Lk xii. 52, 53, of Isaiah
xiv, 13, 15 in Mt xi. 23 = Lk x. 15, of Jer. xit. 7, xxil. 5,
and Ps cxviii. 26 in Mt xxiii. 38, 39 = Lk xiii. 35. And
there are many allusions to persons and places assumed to
be well known in the Old Testament, as Abel, Noah, the
Queen of Sheba, Jonah, and apparently the Zechariah of
2 Chron xxiv. 20f,, Sodom, Nineveh, and Tyre and
Sidon.

i We cannot assign to () more than two records of particular
miracles, viz. the healing of the centurion’s servant in Mt
viii. 5ff., Lk vii. 1 ff., and the healing of a certain dumb
demoniac in Mt xii. 22, 23, Lk xi. 14, where in Mk’s
narrative it is merely implied that healings of that kind
had taken place at some time before the ‘scribes from
Jerusalem’ attributed them to the power of Beelzebub
(Mk iii. 22). This does not, however, involve the further
inference which has been drawn that ‘so far as the choice
of materials is concerned, little interest is taken in the
miraculous’® by the compiler of Q, for we have seen the
likelihood that no narrative of any kind came within his

1 In the Synoptic Gospels the word mapafoAs is somelimesapplied to such
minor similitudes ; see Mk vii. 17 = Mt xv. 15, Mk xiii. 28 = Mt. xxiv, g2 =
Lk xxi. 29, Lk v. 36, vi. 39, xii. 41, xiv. 7.

2 Op. cit.y p. 132, 3 Von Soden, o0p. cit., p. 133.
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scope, except when it was required for the purpose of
elucidating the discourses which he gives; and moreover
in those discourses the frequent performance of miracles
isassumed as a matter of course at least three times—in
the message from the Baptist and the reply to it (Mt xi.
2-7 = Lk vii. 18, 23)! in the woe pronounced upon
Chorazin and Bethsaida (Mt xi. 21-4 = Lk x. 13, 14), and,
though more indirectly, in the story of the Temptation,
which would be unmeaning to those who did not regard
Jesus as possessing miraculous powers. And the appeal
to the Pharisees, ‘If I by Beelzebub, &c.” (Mt xii. 27 =
Lk xi.19), is so expressed as to imply other successful
exorcisms by Him besides that which had just been
recorded.

k There seems to be reason for thinking that there was an
intention of limiting the collection of sayings in Q to those
which were spoken during the period of the Galilean and
itinerant Ministry of Jesus, as distinct from the period
described in the Passion-narratives. For there are none
of our 84 passages which are placed in a later part of
the Gospels than Mt xxv or Lk xxi, with the single and
slight exception of the promise in Lk xxii. gof that the
Apostles should ¢sit on thrones, judging the twelve tribes
of Israel’ (see Mt xix. 28). .

Indeed, Lk xix might have been named ? instead of xxi
as the latest chapter of the Third Gospel in which Q
seems to be used; for it is remarkable that there is
nothing which is found both in Mt xxiv and Lk xxi apart
from Mark, all such parallels to Mt xxiv being drawn
from Lk xvii and xii. It is thus generally and almost
completely the ‘fact that while Mt and Lk each have in
their Jerusalefl period considerable material not found in
Mark, they have no such material in common’3

IV

Having drawn what inferences we can as to the nature
and contents of Q [or Logia] from the portions of it which

! Lk’s insertion in verse 21 makes it clear that he at least did not regard
Jesus as ¢ speaking not of the physically but of the spiritually blind, lame,
leprous, deaf, dead’ (Schmiedel, Enc. Brbl., ii. 1883).

? We might even have named chap. xvii if it had not been for the one
doubtful case of the Parable of the Pounds in xix. 12-27.

% E. D. Burton, op. cit., p. 48. Sec Harnack, op. af., pp. 118-z1, E, T.
PP. 168-72.

8.5, P, K
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we are more or less certain that Mt and Lk have agreed in
sclecting and preserving for us, we may venture to go a
little further. We may find in those inferences grounds upon
which to base conjectures as to whether and how far it may
be the case that one of these compilers may sometimes have
made extracts from parts of that document which the other
overlooked or rejected. I use the word conjectures’ so as
to be on the safe side of under-estimating rather than over-
estimating the value of any suggestions that will now be
made ; and no doubt almost all of them might be over-
thrown by any new knowledge of documents, or any sound
arguments drawn from our present knowledge. But the
probability (or the reverse) which attaches to the conjectures
is of very different degrees; and in some cases it is at least
sufficient to warn us against too hastily dismissing the whole
of the ‘single traditions of St. Matthew and St. Luke’ as
being necessarily of inferior value ! to their ¢ double tradition’.
Our present tendency so to depreciate them is not surprising
when we consider the difficulties which modern criticism has
not unreasonably found in a few parts of both these ‘single
traditions’, and especially in that of St. Matthew ; but we
need not judge of the whole of either of them by those mere
fringes or ‘ ragged edges’, and what has now to be suggested
may perhaps help us in keeping up that distinction.

We may enter upon this field of conjecture carrying with
us the @ prior: probability that some of the contents of Q were
omitted both by Mt and Lk, as they almost certainly
omitted some of the contents of Mk (see e.g. p. 67 above).
It has been assumed indecd? that no writer of a Gospel
would have omitted from it any well accredited material with

1 Some very high authorities on the Synoptic Problem hold that Lk had
throughout a third source which he preferred both to Mk and to Q; as to
the probability that this was the case at least in his ¢great interpolation’,
see p. 56 {f. in this volume.

2 It is laid down as ‘a golden rule’ by Dr. A, Wright in his Syropsis of
the Gospels®, p. xi, and his St. Luke, p. xii ; he admits, however, that there
may be exceptions to and qualifications of this rule.
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which he was acquainted ; and perhaps we may allow that
no Evangelist would have done so without reluctance and
regret, though the apparent adaptations of the two Gospels
to different circles of readers may make even this doubtful.
But there is reason to think that censiderations of space
would have forced these two Evangelists to make, whether
willingly or unwillingly, a selection of some of their
materials to the exclusion of others. It is shown in
another of the Essays in this volume (see p. 25 f.) that they
probably wrote with the understanding that their Gospels
were not to exceed a definite and perhaps conventional size
—the size to which Mt, Lk, and Acts! approximate. So
the question constantly before them would be not whether
any of their available materials, but which of them, were to
be omitted ; and the decision of that question seems to have
been left to their own judgements of what should be retained
as most valuable for their respective readers, provided only
that ample room was reserved for the Passion-narrative to
be given fully.

[ Those who cannot exclude from consideration the possible
or probable identity of Q with the ZLggia of Matthew
mentioned by Papias will also be influenced in the same
direction by the following considerations: —

(@) There will seem to them some unlikelihood that one of the
only two written authorities to which Papias—or Eusebius
selecting from him-——gives this prominence was so brief as
to contain only the 236 verses or parts of verses which we
have seen to be as high an estimate as can be formed of
the matter common to Mt and Lk only (p. 111).

(6) They will also see some difficulty in supposing that this
comparatively small amount of matter, forming as it does
considerably less than a quarter of the 1,068 verses of Mt,
could have given the name of St. Matthew to the whole
Gospel; and they will feel that the difficulty would be

! The slight variations in length between the three books might perhaps
be accounted for by differences in the handwriting of authors or amanuenses
(el St. Paul's mpAixos ypdppaow, Gal. vi. 11).

K 2
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lessened by the supposition that many or all of those other
verses in the First Gospel, amounting to about 200,! which
consist only of sayings and brief narratives connected with
sayings, may also have come from the compilation
ascribed to Matthew.

(¢) And further, if the Zoggia exceeded the narrow limits of
the 236 verses, and if it was not known to have been
mainly preserved in some well-known Gospel, is it con-
ceivable that so precious a document would have been
allowed to perish utterly, leaving no trace (either genuine
or apocryphal) either of the original or of any translation ?]

It is, then, with more or less prepossession in favour of Mt
and Lk separately having preserved some contents of Q)
which are not found in both their Gospels, that we proceed to
form conjectures as to what passages in the two ‘single
traditions ' are more or less likely to have had this origin.

I

The conjecture which is furthest from a mere guess and
nearest to an inference is that Mt v. 1748, the long passage
in which the contrast between the Jewish and the Christian
law and standard of life is drawn out and illustrated by six
examples, was for the most part drawn from Q. For we
have two intimations that at least the general framework of
that passage was familiar to Lk—possibly of course in some
other source known to him and Mt, but far more probably
in the Q which they so often used in common.

(i) The first and more direct of these intimations is found in
a comparison of Lk vi. 27 with Mt v. 43, 44. In Mt the
contrast between the old and the new is clearly expressed,
‘Ye have heard that it was said, Thou shalt love thy
neighbour and hate thine enemy: but I say unto you,
Love your enemies, &c.” Lk, however, for whose Gentile
readers the comparative narrowness of the Old Testament

! Dr. E. D. Burton, op. ¢, p. 41, estimates the number at 230, the
diflerence arising chiefly from the fact that he includes the Parables of the
Marriage of the King’s Son and the Talents, while I have followed Synop-
ticon in regarding them as probably or possibly derived from Q.
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precept and the further narrowing of it by later interpre-
tations would have no importance, merely gives the wide
Christian standard of duty, ‘Love your enemies, &c.’
So he, unlike Mt, has no such contrast to express. Why
then does he, like Mt, use the adversative particle aAAd
in his prefatory words, ‘But I say unto you which hear,
Love your enemies, &c.’? Must it not have been because
he had before his eyes or in his memory a source contain-
ing the contrast which Mt preserves? !

(ii) In Lk xvi. 17, 18 we find these two successive sayings
in a discourse directed against the Pharisees, ‘ But it is
easier for heaven and earth to pass away, than for one
tittle of the law to fail. Every one that putteth away his
wife, and marrieth another, committeth adultery: and he
that marrieth one that is put away from a husband com-
mitteth adultery’ The juxtaposition of those two
sentences—the general declaration of the permanence of
the moral law and the warning against a special sin—
seems at first sight utterly inexplicable. Yet it may be
accounted for not unreasonably if we take it as implying
that Lk connected them together because he knew them
as part of a discourse in which, as we see in Mt v, the
practice of divorce was taken (verses go-2) as the third
of the six illustrations of the principle that, so far from
any ‘jot or tittle’ of the old law passing away, it was to
be fulfilled more deeply and more thoroughly than by the
righteousness of the Scribes and Pharisees.

On those two special grounds, besides the more general
ground that will come before us in a following paragraph
(za), I would place Mt v. 17-48 by itself as a section which
we may regard as more likely to have formed part of Q) than
any other which is found only in a single Gospel.

2

Next to it, but I think at a considerable distance behind
it, in such likelihood would come passages which are given
only by one of our two Evangelists, but as to which we can

1 It seems to me to be a much more far-fetched and improbable supposition
that Lk was only introducing a contrast between the haters of Christians
nentioned five verses previously (vi. 22}, and the love that Christians should
return for that hatred.
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suggest more or less satisfactory reasons for the other one
having omitted them,

(@) Thus, especially, we know that Lk omitted the anti-
Pharisaic discourses in Mk vii. 1- -13 and x. 2-12, which
Mt reproduced in chaps. xv. 1-g and xix. 3-9 1espect1vely
This prepares us to think that Lk may have on the same
grounds passed over several anti-Pharisaic passages in Q,
while Mt transferred them to his Gospel, so that we find
them in the more polemical parts of Mt v. 17-48 just
referred to, also in Mt vi. 1-8, 16-18; xv. 12, 13; xxIi.
28-32; xxiil. 2, 3, 5, 14-22, 32, 33. Not of course that
Lk intended to exclude altogether this controversial
element (sec p. 70 and such passages as Lk v. 30 ff,,
vi. 6 ff., xx. 1 ff. drawn from Mk) which was necessarily so
prominent in the Master’s life and work, but certainly his
tendency, as contrasted with Mt’s, was to limit the amount
of detail concerning it which he might have drawn both
from Mk and from Q.

(6) Again, Lk may have omitted as either obscure or uninter-
esting or even distasteful to his readers the sayings which
we read in Mt vii. 6; x. 5, 6, 23 ; xii. 5, 6, 36, 37 (which
might have seemed 'hard to réconcile with the Pauline
doctrine of justification) ; xviii. 1o, 17 ; xix. 10-12.

(¢) Turning now to Mt, he might have omitted the Parables
of the Friend at Midnight, the Unjust Steward, and the
Importunate Widow (if they were in Q [or Logia], which
is not very likely) as being liable to give wrong
impressions as to the character of the God whom he
especially sets forth as the Father.

(d) He might also have passed by as liable to misconstruc-
tion among Jewish Christians or as obscure or otherwise
unsuitable for the use of the catechists or other teachers
whom he had in view, sayings in Q which Lk may have
inserted from it in v. 39 (if genuine) ; vi. 24—6; vii. 40-50;
ix. 54-6 (as seemingly disparaging the Old Testament),
61, 62; x. 8; xi. 27, 28, 36; xii. 49.

3
In the third place there is a much larger number of
passages found in Mt or L.k but not in both of them, as to
which we can only say—and it seems to be just worth say-
ing and illustrating by examples—that the subject-matter of
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them is either more or less congruous and 7 pari materia
with what we have seen to be the contents of the passages
common to both Gospels, and that therefore there is some
slight degree of presumption either for or against conjectures
that they come from the same source. The degree can only
be slight in either direction, for, as has been said, we cannot
be confident as to how far we were justified in inferring the
character of the whole contents of Q) from the parts of it
preserved by both Mt and Lk.

The conjectures, such as they are, will be marked by
letters in thick type (a, b, &c.), which correspond to those
prefixed on pp. 125-9 to the inferences upon which the con-
jectures are grounded, and which should be referred to in
connexion with each of them.

a So far as the rest of Q was homogeneous with the pre-
sumed extracts from it in Mt and Lk, it would have
consisted mainly of moral and 1e1igious teachings for
Christians: such we find in Mt v. 5, 7-10, 14, 106, 23 f.
(which may be, like the next two verses, an insertion
from another part of Q) into the framework of v. 17-48);
vi. 34; xi. 28-30; xii. 36, 37; xviii. 10, 19{. only; and other
such in Lk x. 38-42; xi. 27f, 36; xii. 15, 32, 471, ; xiv,
7—10 and 12~-14, 28-33; Xvi. 10-12 only.!

b But it may also have contained the warnings to opposing
Jews which we find in Mt xxi. 43 and in Lk xiii. 1-5,
Xix. 41,

¢ And it may have contained even such directly anti-
Pharisaic denunciations as Mt only gives in xv. 12 f, and
Lk only in xvi. 14 f.

d Nor, again, is there anything at all incongruous with our
previous inferences as to ) in the sayings specially
addressed to teachers in Mt xxiii. ¥ b-10 and in Lk x.
17—20 respectively and independently.

e Nor in the references to the future Parousia which we find
in Mt xxiv. 11f. only, and in Lk xvii. 20-2, 28f,, 32;
xxi. 18, 22, 24, 28, 34-62 only.

! This and the following lists of passages are only given as suggestive,
not as positive or exhaustive. And they include a few passages which were
also suggested for consideration in the preceding lists.

? But the Pauline character of these three verses, when compared with
1 Thes v, 3 f, has to be noticed ; of course, however, the language of the
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f And the same may be said of the supplementary teaching
of the Baptist as to ‘the way of righteousness” which Lk
alone gives in iii. T10-14.

g On the other hand, the fewness (or possibly absence) of
long parables in"both Mt or Lk apart from Mk suggests
that it was no purpose of the compiler of ) to make a
collection of them, and that those which occur in Mt or in
1.k only were drawn by those writers from other sources.
As to the longer Matthaean parables—the Tares, the
Unmerciful Servant, the Labourers in the Vineyard, the
Marriage of the King's Son, the Ten Virgins—this con-
jecture does not seem to be supported by there being any-
thing in their contents which can be distinguished from
the tone and substance of Q [or Logia]; but some of
the longer Lucan parables, and especially the three com-
mencing with the mention of ¢a certain rich man’ (Lk xii.
16; xvi. 1, 19), do seem to have somewhat of a special
character of their own.!

To some at least of the shorter parables this conjecture
is less applicable. For, among the parables of the
Kingdom in Mt xiii, the Hidden Treasure and the Pearl
of Great Price may be said to be paralleled in form by the
other short Parable of the Leaven, which is found also in
Lk xiii, 20f.; and again the interrogative Parables of the
Friend at Midnight (Lk xi. 5ff) and the Unprofitable
Servants (Lk xvii. 7 ff.), as well as the Lost Piece of Silver
(Lk xv. 8 ff.), may be said to suggest by their form the
same origin as the Lost Sheep (Mt xviii. 12 ff. = Lk xv.
3 L)

And it should be noted that the present conjecture
as to the scarcity of what we call parables in Q has
no application at all to brief similitudes or apologues
or figurative descriptions. We have seen how abun-
dant these are in Q, as also they are in the Marcan
source: they may be seen too in the unparalleled
parts of Mt, as in v. 14 (city on hiil), vii. 6 (dogs and
swine), xi. 29 (yoke and burden), xiii. 52 (householder
and his treasure), xv. 13 (uprooted plant), xvii. 25 (king’s
sons and tribute); and in the unparalleled parts of Lk, as
in [v. 39 (old wine)], ix. 62 (hand to plough), xii. 47 f. (few
or many stripes), xii. 49 (fire on earth), xiv. 28-32 (un-

Epistle might have been grounded on the record which was afterwards

embodied in the Gospel.

! See also Stanton, The Gospels as Historical Documents, ii. 231, on the
Lucan parables generally.
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finished tower and king’s deliberation before war), xx. 18
(falling stone).! So it is noticeable that all our authori-
ties for the sayings of Jesus in the Synoptic Gospels,
whether we regard them as two or more, agree in as-
cribing this characteristic of figurative language to
them.?

h The scarcity of direct quotations from the Old Testament
in the 84 passages common to Mt and Lk and pre-
sumably drawn from @ suggests that it was probably
not from that source that those two writers separately
derived the ascription of such quotations to Jesus in Mt
ix. 13 and xil. 7 (from Hos vi. 6), xiii. 14 f. (from Is vi.
g f, which is only referred to and not quoted in the
Marcan and Lucan parallels), xxi. 16 (from Ps viii. 2), Lk
iv. 18 f. (from Is Ixi. 12 and lviii. 6), and xxii. 37 (from Is
lifi. 12).®

We have, however, seen reason (p. 132 f.) for thinking
that the six bricf texts from the Mosaic law which are
brought forward for comment in Mt v. 17-48 may have
been found in Q.

i Again, our estimate of the nature of Q) formed from the
parallel passages in Mt and Lk must incline us to think
it improbable that its scope would include the records of
single miracles given by Mt only in ix. 29-31, 32-4 (if
not a doublet of xii. 22, 23); xvil. 24-7,% and by Lk only
inv.I-11; vii. 11-16; xiii. I0-17; xiv. 1-6; xvil. 11-1g;
xxil. 49-5I. But this amount of improbability diminishes
in proportion as it seems likely that the narratives were
introduced for the purpose of leading up to important
logia of Jesus.

k Finally, the almost entire absence [rom Mt and Lk's
Passion-narratives of matter which is parallel only in those

! The parallel in Mt xxi. 44 is probably spurious; to the authorities against
it in Tisch’s 8th edition Syr®® is to be added.

2 This is also the case with the Fourth Gospel, as appears especially in
Jnii. 19; iii. 3, 8; iv. 10, 14, 35; V. 35; vi. 27, 32 f.; vil. 37 IT.; viii. 12 ix. 4 ;
x. 1 [, 7 .; xi. 9 [.; xil. 24 ; xiii, 10 xv. 1. ; xvi. 21. So it is also in the
Oxyrhynchus Sayings, Series 1, No. 3, and especially No. 5 ; besides Nos. 1,
6, and 7, which reproduce or expand sayings also preserved in the Synoptic
Gospels, The concurrence of all testimonies is remarkable,

* But Professor Burkitt (op. ¢i%., p. 202 £.) points out the appositeness and
the ‘real validity for ourselves to-day ’ of the references to the Old Testament
which are ascribed to our Lord Himself in the Gospels, as distinguished from
the use of the Old Testament by ‘the early Christians in general, or the
First Evangelist in particular’.

* Mt xxi. 14 is omitted here as being a more general statement.
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two Gospels predisposes us to regard the source which
(besides Mk) they had hitherto used in common as not
extending over that period so as to supply materials for it.
Of course, however, we cannot exclude the possibility that
for some reason it ceased at this point to be available for
one of the Evangelists, while the other continued the use
of it.



IV
ON THE ORIGINAL ORDER OF Q

\%
ST. MARK'S KNOWLEDGE AND USE
OF Q
VI

THE ORIGINAL EXTENT OF Q

VII

THE LITERARY EVOLUTION OF THE
GOSPELS

VIII

THE TRIAL OF OUR LORD BEFORE
HEROD

APPENDIX
(af end of volume)
SYNOPTIC CRITICISM AND THE ESCHA-
TOLOGICAL PROBLEM

Rev. BURNETT HILLMAN STREETER, M.A.

Fellow, Dean and Lecturer in Theology and Classics, of Queen’s
College, Oxford; Theological Lecturer at Hertford College ;
LExamining Chaplain to the Bishop of St. Albans; somefime
Fellow of Pembroke College and Theological Lecturer at
Jesus College, Oxford.



SYLLABUS

An atlempt to show that the very diverse order in which the Q
sections appear in Matthew and Luke is no objection to the theory
that the bulk of them were derived [rom a single written source.
The diversity is readily explicable on the hypothesis that the
original order is that preserved by Luke and that Matthew has altered
this in accordance with certain editorial tendencies, which can be
clearly traced by studying his treatment of both the Marcan and the
peculiar matter which he makes use of.

It is first shown that if attention is concentrated on the more
striking sections, there is enough general agreement in the order in
which these occur in Matthew and Luke to prove that, at any rate,
the bulk of them came from a common source.

The sections differently ordered in the two Gospels fall into three
groups :—

(@) Dlatter appearing in Matthew as an expansion of the Great
Sermon and the Mission Charge, but in Luke scattered up and
down in chapters xi-xvii.

(%) Transpositions—in two cases only beyond the immediate
context.

(¢) Seven detached sayings.

The problem is, did these sections come from the same source as
those which still show a common order?

Matthew’s treatment of Mark shows that he freely altered the
original order of at least his principal source, Luke, on the con-
trary, follows Mark’s order closely; certain notable exceptions to
this rule are shown to be only apparent. It is, therefore, a grior?,
probable that Matthew would have rearranged the materials from his
second source also, and that Luke would not have done so. An
examination of the three groups of sections differently placed
confirms this :—

The group (2) cannot be considered apart from Matthew’s marked
tendency to group in long discourses sayings on similar topics.
Four of these great discourses are examined in detail and shown to
be artificial compilations by the editor of materials originally
separate, who aimed at giving in five convenient ¢ Pereqs’ the ¢ New
Law’. The presumption is that the present position of the sections
in group (2) in Matthew is due to the editor and not to his source.

Similarly, an examination of groups (4) the transpositions, and
(¢) the detached sayings, proves convincingly in almost every case
that the Matthean order is due to the editor. ~ This is not apparently
the case with Luke’s order, which is therefore presumably as a
general rule the order of the original source.

A review of the way in which Matthew and Luke respectively,
using Mark as their base, fit into the framework of his story all
non-Marcan matter whether Q or otherwise confirms this conclusion.

In conclusion, Harnack’s arguments that, on the contrary, the
order of Maithew is more original are criticized.



ON THE ORIGINAL ORDER OF Q

HALF a century of critical investigation has made it clear
that the parallel matter in Matthew and Luke falls into two
parts—a larger part, which is convincingly explained by
their use of 2 common source still substantially preserved in
our Second Gospel, and a lesser part, which it seems natural
to explain on the same analogy as due to their use of a
second common source now lost—which hypothetical source
has been conveniently designated by the symbol <Q°,

Many scholars have, however, felt that the hypothesis that
all or even the greater part of the Q) matter is derivable from
a single documentary source is open to three objections, two
of them serjous :—

(1) Many of the parallels show an agreement almost word
for word, others one close but much less exact, a few present
a general agreement combined with much difference in
detail. This variation in the degree of agreement has been
urged as an argument against derivation from a single
written source.

As regards the passages where the differences are
great it has weight. But these passages are few in number,
and the fact which criticism is called upon to explain,
and of which the most natural explanation seems
a written source, is that two apparently independent
biographers have so muck that is in close agreement. We
approach the consideration of the passages where the
parallelism is slighter and such as could otherwise have quite
well been explained as due to independent tradition of the
same discourse, in the light of what we have inferred from
the closer parallels. And assuming that they used such a
written source, we should expect that they would sometimes
reproduce it almost word for word, at other times with con-
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siderable freedom, since that is the way we can see they
deal with Mark, There are passages where if Mark had
been lost Matthew and Luke might seem to be following
independent traditions, but where since Mark is not lost we
can see they are only independent modifications of his
version. The objection, therefore, has no weight except as
regards that small minority of the passages where the
parallelism is very inexact,

(2) If we allow that this parallel matter may have been
all drawn from but a single written source, what intelligible
idea can we form of the purpose and aim of such a com-
pilation? It is not a collection of sayings of the Master
intended as a kind of manual of Christian ethics, for it
includes the Preaching of John the Baptist, the details of
the Temptation, the Healing of a Centurion’s Servant,
the Message of John from prison, &c. On the other hand,
it is not a general account of the life and teaching of Christ
—a Gospel in the modern sense—for it altogether leaves out
the Passion and Resurrection. Considered as a Gospel it is
a mere torso.

No more need be said here on this point as the objection
is met by the characterization of the purpose and aim of Q
(pp. 210-15) which opens the Essay on the Literary Evolu-
tion of the Gospels.

(3) The parallel passages in question appear in quite a
different order in Matthew and in Luke. At first sight this
fact would seem to suggest that what the two writers had
in common was a number of short disconnected pieces
—whether written or floating in oral tradition—which,
assuming they worked independently, they could not but
arrange in a different order. If they had used a single
written source should we not rather expect them to have
reproduced the materials therefrom in something like a
uniform order corresponding to that of the original ?

This objection loses much of its sting when we notice that,
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if we compare the first thirteen chapters of Matthew and
Luke as regards the sections which they derive from Mark,
there is found to be an even greater variation in their
respective orders. So that if Mark had been lost instead of
Q a precisely similar objection would have been made to the
hypothesis that these Marcan sections in Matthew and
Luke could have come from a single written source.

Tfurther, on closer examination we can detect behind the
great variety of order a certain original unity of arrange-
ment, and can usually account satisfactorily for the disloca-
tion it has undergone at the hands of the compilers of our
First and Third Gospels.

To show this is the purpose of the present Essay.

If we confine our attention to the more salient features we
find that the order of the Q sections in Matthew and Luke
is very much the same. Both begin with John’s Preaching,
the Temptation, a great Sermon, the Centurion’s Servant.
In Matthew then follow the two would-be followers, Mt
viii. 19 £, the saying ‘the harvest is plenteous’, Mt ix. 37-8,
a charge concerning missions,! John’s Message, Mt xi. 2f.
Luke alters this sequence only by placing John’s Message
first instead of last. We notice, however, that the
Great Sermon and the Mission Charge are expanded by
Matthew to more than double the length they have
in Luke, and that this expansion is largely effected
by the addition of passages which occur elsewhere
later on in Luke, scattered up and down in between
chapters xi. 1 and xvii. 6. In this fact lies the crux of our
investigation. Did these additional passages originally
belong to those two great discourses? Or were they
originally disconnected and scattered as in Luke? For the
moment, however, we postpone its consideration and proceed

! Appearing in Mt x, conllated with Mark’s account of the Mission Charge
to the Twelve, in Luke, partly conflated with Mark in ch. ix but chiefly in
Lk x as the charge to the Seventy., Cf. p-173f.
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to notice that if we eliminate from our view those passages,
and those only, which occur carly in Matthew in these two
great discourses, but in Luke scattered in later contexts,
there is a broad general agreement in the order of all that
remains. The Woes to the Cities, ‘I thank thee, Father,
the Beelzebub incident, the sign of Jonah, the Parable of the
Unclean Spirit, occur in the same order except that the last
two are transposed. Next in Matthew occur the Parables
of the Mustard Seed ! and Leaven, a word about offences,
xviii. 7, the Parable of the Lost Sheep, and two words about
forgiveness, xviii. 15; xviil. 21. In Luke these occur later,
but their order wit/ regard to one another is practically the

same ;—
Malthew. Luke.
1. Mustard Seed and Leaven, 1. Mustard Seed and Leaven,
xiil, 31-3. xiii, 18-21.
2. Concerning Offences, xviii. 7. 2. Lost Sheep, xv. 3-17.

. Lost Sheep, xviii. 12~14. 3. Concerning Offences, xvii. 1.
4. Forgiveness, xviil. 15a, 21 b. 4. Forgiveness, xvil, 3, 4.

w

Passing over these sections what remains appears as

follows :—
Matthew. Luke.
Woes against Pharisees, xxiii. 1- Woes against Pharisees, xi. 39~
36. 52.
2

Jerusalem, Jerusalem, xxiii. 37-9.

False Christs and the Parousia,
xxiv. 26-8 and 37—41.

The day of the Lord as a thief,
and thetwo Stewards, xxiv. 43f.

Parable ofthe Talents, xxv.14-30.

The day of the Lord as a thiel,
and the two Stewards, xii. 39 f.

Jerusalem, Jerusalem, xiii. 34 f.

False Christs and the Parousia,
xvii. 23-37.

Parable of the Pounds, xix. 12—27.

The above analysis includes all the ) matter except the
doubtful parallel, Marriage of the King's Son, Mt xxii.
2-10 = Wedding Feast, Lk xiv. 16-24, and some seven

detached sayings—

1 For evidence that the Mustard Seed was in Q as well as Mark see
the following Essay, p. 172, also Sir J. Hawkins’s Essay, p. 50 f. of this
volume ; so Harnack, Sayings of Jesus, English trans., p. 26,
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Mt viii. 11-i2 = Lk xiii. 28-9.

Mt xi. 12-13 = Lk xvi. 16.

Mt xiii. 16-17 = Lk x. 23—4.

Mt xv. 14b = Lk vi. 39 b.

Mt xvii. 20 = Lk xvii. 6; cf. Mk xi. 23.
Mt xix. 28 b = Lk xxii. 30 b.

Mt xxiii, 12 = Lk xiv. 11 = Lk xviii. 14.

Thus, except for the matter which Matthew inserts in the
Sermon on the Mount and in the Mission Charge, but which
Luke has scattered between chapters xi and xvii, and these
seven detached sayings, there is enough general agreement in
the order of the sections in Matthew and Luke to make it more
than probable that at any rate the bulk of these passages
come from a single lost source. If so there have been some
transpositions and displacements of the original either by
Matthew or Luke or by both.

There remains, then, to be asked (1) Did the passages
which Matthew gives together in the Sermon on the Mount
and the Mission Charge, but which Luke has in various
scattered contexts, come from this same source, and if so,
what was their original position ?

(2) Can we explain the transpositions and displacements
just noticed ?

(3) Can we account for the seven detached sayings?

One cardinal principle will guide our investigation. It
may be presumed that Matthew and Luke would each deal
with his second authority in much the same way as he
dealt with his first. If, therefore, we study the principles
on which they work respectively in dealing with Mark we
shall arrive at the principles on which they might be
expected to have worked when dealing with Q. How then
do they respectively deal with Mark?

Matthew has entirely rearranged the order of practically
évery section in the first six chapters of Mark. If, there-
fore, he completely disregards the order of a document

S.5.p, L
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relating a series of events, narrated presumably in their
historical sequence, we may assume he would be still more
indifferent to the original order of a document which was
plainly only a loose collection of sayings.

Luke, on the other hand, makes few and trifling alterations
of Mark’s order. There is apparently one considerable
exception to this rule, but it is only apparent. The Great
Commandment, x. 25-28, the Beelzebub incident, xi. 14-23,
and the Parable of the Mustard Seed, xiii. 18 f., appear in
Luke in a context quite different to that which they have in
Mark, but, as is conclusively shown in Sir J. Hawkins’s Essay
(cf. pp. 41 ff. and p. 53 above; cf. also pp. 169 ff.), versions of
these incidents occurred in Q as well as in Mark, and Luke
seems to follow the version of Q. They appear in his Gospel in
the midst of a mass of other material drawn from Q, so that it
looks as if he only omits them from the context in which they
occur in Mark in order to preserve their original context
in Q. The Rejection at Nazareth and the Call of Peter are
placed differently than in Mark, but in both cases the story
is given in a version other than Mark’s. Besides these, until
we get to the Last Supper, there is only the trifling displace-
ment of the saying about the True Kindred of Christ, Lk viii.
19—21=Mk iii. 31-335, an explanation of which is suggested
on p. 146. Only in the Passion story from the Last Supper
onwards there occurs the quite exceptional series of small
transpositions discussed by Sir J. Hawkins and Mr. Bartlet
elsewhere, cf. pp. 8o ff.and pp. 331 ff. But we notice thatin
no case is material removed outside the immediate context.!

! A few odd saytngs are given by Luke in diflerent contexts to those in
which they appear in Mark, but in most cases it looks as if he is giving the
version, and therefore preferably the context, in which the saying appeared
in Q (ef. Sir J. Hawkins above, p. 38). In some cases we note Luke has
omitted the 7ncident to which Mark attaches the saying, and is therefore cow:-
pelled to displace the saying if he is to retain it at all ; e. g. the saying ¢ the
Kings of the Gentiles’, Lk xxii. 25-7, is given in Mark in connexion with
the ambitious request of James and John, by Luke (possibly in Q’s version)
at the Last Supper, but here Luke omits the incident to which Mark
attaches it.
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<

We infer that Luke normally preserves the order of his
sources, though in dealing with disjointed sayings we may
not, of course, infer he would do this as strictly as in deal-
ing with a sequence of events. It follows that we should
a priori expect that where Matthew and Luke differ the
original order of Q is to be presumed to be that of Luke
unless in a particular case a reason to the contrary can be
assigned, e.g. a desire to connect with other sayings on a
similar topic. A closer examination will confirm this view.

We have seen above that the discrepancy of order of the
Q sections in Matthew and Luke is caused by three facts.

(1) Certain matter which occurs in scattered contexts in
Luke appears in Matthew as an integral part of the two
great discourses, chapters v-vii and chapter x.

(2) Certain other passages are transposed.

(3) The position of some seven detached sayings requires
explanation.

These three problems we will proceed to discuss in detail.

I.et us first consider the two great discourses, the Sermon
on the Mount, Mt v-vii, and the Mission Charge, Mt x.
These discourses are elaborately arranged so as to form
compendia of maxims on related topics. It seems
quite intelligible that an author should wish to bring
together all the most characteristic of our Lord’s teachings
on general Christian Ethics as in Mt v-vii, or Missionary
work as in Mt x, and for this purpose should bring together
what he found scattered in his source, It is not intelligible
that finding them in his source arranged as they are in
Matthew, he should scatter them up and down, on no
conceivable plan, as they appear in Luke.!

Moreover these two discourses do not stand alone in
Matthew. It is a marked characteristic of his Gospel to

! Had Lk broken up long discourses in order to fit the fragments into
appropriate contexts, some would have been found in contexts derived from
Mark, but they all appear in a section of the Gospel which draws only
from Q and Lk’s special traditions. ‘

L2
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present the teaching of our Lord in the form of such
compendia on related topics—compendia which there is
little difficulty in showing were artificially compiled by the
editor of the Gospel. Six or, better, five such appear in
the Gospel, the fifth and sixth being probably to be
reckoned as one—the Great Sermon (chs. v-vii), the
Mission Charge (ch. x), Parables of the Kingdom (ch. xiii),
Little Ones and Forgiveness (ch. xviii), Woes on the
Pharisees (ch. xxiii), and the Last Things (chs. xxiv—xxv).

I owe to Sir J. Hawkins the suggestion that the (late
mediaeval) division into chapters helps to blind us to the
fact that the author regards ch. xxiii as an introduction to the
great Apocalyptic Discourse, chs. xxiv and xxv. The Woes
on the Pharisees, the blood of all the righteous from Abel
onwards to come on this generation, and the lament over
Jerusalem, area fitting preface to the prophecy of the destruc-
tion of the Temple, of the coming of the Son of Man, the
Parables of Warning, and the great Judgement-scene.

Five was a conventional number for book-arrangement
among the Jews, e.g. the five books of the Law, the five
books of the Psalms, the five Megilloth, the five divisions
of the Pirque Aboth, &c.! It is noticeable also that after
each of Matthew’s five blocks of discourse occurs a slightly
varying formula, kal éyévero 61e éréheder ¢ 'Ingods . . . (Mt
vil. 28 ; xi. I ; xiil. 53 ; xix. 1; xxvi. 1),—a formula indicat-
ing, be it noted, the resumption of a narrative, and therefore
due to the editor, though the firss instance of it, which
perhaps suggested to him the others, may have occurred in his
source (), connecting the Great Sermon with the narrarive
of the healing of the Centurion’s Servant (cf. Mt vii. 28 =
Lk vii. 1). This arrangement of selected sayings of our
Lord into five ‘ Peregs ' cannot be accidental.

In the case of all but the first of these it is demonstrable
that the compilation was effected by the editor of the

1 CL. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae®, p. 163 f.
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Gospel, and did not exist in his sources. For in these
cases Matthew has combined into a single discourse matter
which e know was originally separate, seeing that part
of it occurred in Mark, part in Q, and part in sources
of his own. Sometimes he even brings together matter
which occurs in different parts of Mark and which Luke
has kept in their original separation.

(1) Both Mark (vi. 7-11) and Q had Mission Charges.
Luke in his chapter ix mainly reproduces Mark; in.chapter x
he follows Q. Consider now Matthew, chapter x. He starts
with matter from Mk vi. 7-11, and weaves into it matter from
Q (which appears in Lk x). He continues the discourse with
more ) matter (which appears in different, and as far as
we could tell by mere inspection neither better nor worse,
contexts in Luke), and then—what is most significant—
adds a passage from an entirely different context of Mark
(Mt x. 17-22=Mk xiii. g-13), 1. e. from Mark’s great Apoca-
lyptic discourse, which discourse, when he comes to it, he
repeats almost verbatim,but with the omission of these verses,
all save the first and last, which cannot well be dispensed
with in the original context.! He has, therefore, in chapter x
brought together into one discourse not only sayings which
we may guess stood apart in Q) (since they so appear in
Luke), but matter drawn from a dZfferent document (Mark),
and even drawn from different parts of that document.

(2) In ch. xiii we have a collection of seven parables on
the Kingdom of Heaven. Since they are derived from
Mark, from Q, and from other unknown sources it is clear
that they were originally separate, and that their colloca-
tion is due to Matthew. It can hardly be an accident that
the number in the collection is the sacred number seven.

(3) Chapter xviii is an expansion of Mk ix. 33-47, the

1 Some critics have supposed this passage stood also in Q. For our argu-
ment that its original position is in Mark’s Apocalypse cf. p. 180. Two verses,
however, Mt x, 19-20 =Lk xii. 11-12, may have stood in Q as well as in
Mark, cf. p. 37.



150 Studies in the Synoptic Problem

incident Mk ix. 38-41, which breaks the continuity of the
discourse, being omitted. Into this Marcan scction he
interpolates xviii. 3—4, from a different context of Mark, i.c.
Mk x. 155 from Q four passages at different intervals, i.e.
xviii. 7, 12—-14, 15, and 21 (Offences, Lost Sheep, Forgive-
ness) ; and from an unknown source xviii. 10, 16-20, and the
Parable of the Unmerciful Servant xviii. 23 ff.

(4) The discourse on the Last Things, Mt xxiv—xxv, is
a fourth most instructive instance of Matthew’s habit of
combining and rearranging passages. xxiv. 1-25 and 29~
36 and 42 are from Mark, verses 26-8 and 37—41 occur in
Lk xvii. 23-37; thus he combines matter which, as partly
from Mark partly from Q, we £now to have been originally
scparate. He proceeds to add another extract from Q 43—
51, occurring in quite a different context in Luke xii. 39—46,
and three parables, ch. xxv, the middle one (the Talents)
being probably from Q), the others from an unknown source.

We see too that where appropriateness of subject-matter
suggests it Matthew will separate what he found together,
as readily as combine what he found apart—

Mt xxiv. 26-7 = Lk xvii. 23—4.

, Xxiv. 28 = | xvii. 37.
» XXiv. 37-9 = ,, xvii. 26-7.
» XXiV. 40-1 = , xvii. 34-5.

We notice that except for the one verse, Mt xxiv. 28 (which
Matthew puts at the end of the first part, Luke at the very
end of this extract from Q), they are in the same order,and
thereforc presumably stood together in that order in Q. 1In
Luke xvii they do so stand, separated only by verses 28-33,
of which 28-30 are doubtless original, as being the second
member of the double illustration begun in 26-7 (as in
the days of Noah, as in the days of Lot ), and the rest may
be original, or may be derived from Mk xiii. 15-16. That

! Such double illustrations are a noiable characteristic of our Lord’s
teaching. Cf. p. 173 and p. 195.
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is, in Lk xvii. 23-37, with not more than a verse or two,
if anything, interpolated, we have an original section of Q, of
which Matthew has transposed one verse, omitted two others,
and split up the rest, in order to insert its warning against
False Christs immediately after Mark’s similar warning, and
its affirmation of the unexpectedness of the Parousia after
Mark’s equivalent statement. We suspect a similar opera-
tion if we compare the passages previously discussed,
Mt xviii. 7, 15, 21 =Lk xvii. 1, 3, 4. The order of the
passages being the same, their conjunction in Luke is more
original than their separation in Matthew.

The foregoing examination makes it quite clear that it
was Matthew’s method deliberately to set about to com-
bine and rearrange into set discourses on related topics
matter which he found dispersed, if by so doing he cculd
present it more effectively. We have seen above that
Luke has precisely the opposite tendency, a reluctance to
part from the order and arrangement of his sources. If so
we may fairly assume that the earliest and longest of these
discourses, the Sermon on the Mount, contains, like the
other four, much that was originally in a different context.
We conclude that the Q) passages which occur scattered
in Lk xi-xvii and collected in Mt v-vii and x are, speaking
generally, in a more original connexion in Luke.

We pass on to consider our second problem, the trans-
positions of QQ material in Matthew and Luke. In every
case it will appear that they are due to Matthew, but only
in the two instances (@) and (5) has a considerable section
been removed to quite a different context.

(@) John’s Message. Mt xi. 2-19 = Lk vii. 18-35. Here
we note :—

(a) The disciples of John are referred as credentials of
our Lord’s mission to the fact that ‘the blind sce, the
lame walk, lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are
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raised, and the poor have the gospel preached to them’.
By placing the incident where he does in his Gospel,
Matthew has been able previously to give an instance of
every one of these cures, and also in the account of the
Mission of the Twelve an indication that the people in
general have had the Gospel preached to them.

(B) The criticism of the Jewish oppositioninvolved in the
Parable of the Children in the Market-place, which concludes
the section, forms the transition to that new phase in the
Ministry as presented in this Gospel in which the Pharisaic
opposition is the outstanding feature. The peculiar appro-
priateness of its place in Matthew is thus seen to be deter-
mined by the editor’s own scheme of arranging his matetials,
not by its original connexion in Q.

() The short series of parables and sayings beginning
with the Parable of the Mustard Seed noticed on p. 144.

The Mustard Seed, as we have seen above—but without
its appendix of the Leaven, given by both Matthew and
Luke—was in Mark as well as in Q. Matthew follows
Mark in connecting it with the Parable of the Sower and mak-
ing these two the nucleus of his third ‘ Pereq’. Since Luke
here, where Mark and Q overlap, deserts Mark’s order, it is
presumably because he is adopting the connexion in Q.

The Parable of the Lost Sheep and the sayings on
Offences and Forgiveness, as already noted, have been
worked by Matthew into the fourth of his five artificially
constructed discourses, i.e. ch. xviii, and are therefore not
in their original Q context (cf. p. 150).

The remaining transpositions we have to consider are all
within the limits of the same genecral context.

(¢) Mt iv. 8—9=LX iv. 5-8 in Matthew appears as the last,
in Luke as the second of the Temptations. The ‘crescendo’
of the allurement in the three Temptations as arranged by
Matthew, ending with ‘all the kingdoms of the earth and
the glory of them’, is far more dramatically effective than
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their order in Luke. Luke was sufficient of a literary artist
not to spoil such an arrangement if it had occurred in his
source—the rearrangement is therefore due to Matthew.

(d) Mt xii. 38—42 = Lk xi. 29-31. ‘The sign of Jonah’
comes very effectively in Matthew as a reply to a challenge
of the Pharisees, provoked by the denunciation which closes
the Beelzebub discourse (cf. yevvipara éxidvav, xii. 34). In
Luke’s order the Beelzebub discourse, the Parable of the
Unclean Spirit, and the Sign of Jonah are disconnected utter-
ances. But what the disciples remembered of our Lord’s
teaching and what was probably recorded in Q) would be just
such disconnected utterances, being the more striking parts of
many separate discourses of our Lord, not a few long con-
nected pieces. We have already seen that the working up of
disconnected passages into connected discourses is a charac-
teristic of Matthew, not of his sources. Luke’s order is
therefore more likely to be original. '

(¢) Mt xxiii, 37-9 = Lk xiii. §4-5—* Jerusalem, Jeru-
salem’.

How appropriately placed between the prophecy that ‘all
the righteous blood shed on the earth from the blood of
Abel. . . shall come upon this generation’, and the prophecy
of the destruction of the Temple and the universal judge-
ment ! Yet seeing the latter prophecy is derived from Mark
and the former from Q, we cannot but suspect that the
placing is the editor’s (cf. also p. 162 f.).

(f) Mt xxiv. 26-8, and 37-41, 43-5I. The way in which
these are artificially worked by the editor into appropriate
contexts in the Marcan Apocalypse has already been
pointed out (cf. p. 150 above).

(&) Besides these there occur minor cases of transposition
within the limits of a single section. The more important
are collected in Hawkins, Hor. Syn.?, pPp- 77-80, from which
the materials in this paragraph are drawn. Perhaps the
most interesting occurs in that portion of the Sermon on
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the Mount which is paralleled in Luke’s Sermon on the
Plain, and therefore must have [ormed part of one continuous
discourse in Q (see pp. 161, 189).
i.e. in Mt v the verses 42, 44, 45a, 46, 47
appear in Lk vi as 30, 27, 35b, 32, 33.

So again in that part of the Mission Charge in Mt x
which appears in the Sending of the Seventy in Lk x, we
note (cf. below, p. 173) that

in Mt x the verses 7, 10b, 11a, 13, 15, 16a
appear in Lk x as ¢, 7b, 103, 6, 12, 3.

Again, we notice that transpositions of single words in
the same saying are frequent,

e.g. xiraov and {udriov in Mt v. 40 = Lk vi. 29.

If we ask whether these minor transpositions of Q
material are due to Matthew or to Luke, we again refer to
our original canon, how, respectively, do these writers deal
with similar material in Mark?

A glance at the list in Hawkins, op. cit., pp. 77-80, gives
five instances in which Matthew has made exactly this kind
of transposition in discourse material drawn from Mark.

(2) Mk vii. 6-13; Mt xv. 3-9: the quotation from Is
xxix. 13, and the reference to Corban.

(B) Mk ix. 12-13; Mt xvii. 12: the rejection of the Son
of Man and of Elijah.

(y) Mk x. 3-9; Mt xix. 4-8: the references to the per-
mission of divorce by Moses and to Gen i. 27.

(8) In Mt viii. 26 the disciples are rebuked for want of
faith defore, in Mk iv. 39, 40; Lk viii. 24, 25 after, the
stilling of the storm.

(¢) In Mt xiii. 12 ¢ Whosoever hath, to him’, &c., is placed
before, in Mk iv. 25; Lk viii. 18 it is placed after, the
explanation of the Parable of the Sower.

The natural inference is that the similar transpositions
of Q are due to Matthew rather than to Luke.

If it be urged, on the contrary, that cases are also
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quoted of minor transpositions of Mark’s order by Luke,
we reply,—

(a) They are confined to the Passion story, where Luke’s
relation to Mark is quite abnormal, cf. pp. 76 ff.

(B) They are variations in the order in which details are
mentioned in describing a scene, not as in Matthew trans-
positions in the order of sentences in a discourse.

At this juncture we may digress for a moment to consider
a point which has a bearing not only on such minor
transpositions as we have just been considering, but on
the whole question of the literary relation of the first three
Gospels.

Sir J. Hawkins argues (cf. pp. go f. above) that the minor
transpositions in the Lucan account of the Passion and the
enormously diminished proportion of Marcan words actually
used is explained by the fact that to Luke as a follower of
St. Paul the Passion was the essence of the Gospel Story,
and that therefore from frequent retelling the tale in his
practical Christian work he knew it by heart and so had no
need to keep his eyes on his written authority.!

We suspect that the cause of many of Matthew’s trans-
positions of discourse is much the same. Matthew could
never have made the elaborate rearrangement of his sources
that he has unless he had known his materials almost by
heart. ‘Matthew’ and St. Luke would each have been a
catechist before he became an Evangelist, and each would
look least closely to his written source where he knew best
his materials by heart. In Matthew this would be when he
was dealing with the teaching of Christ, wherein to him, next
to the hope of the Parousia, lay the essence of ‘ the Gospel ';
to Luke it would have been rather in the Passion story,
in incidents like the Rejection of Nazareth, or the Woman

! This does not mean that added details given by St. Luke are apocryphal,
but that from whatever sources they are derived they have been blended
with the Marcan account treated as if all was still in a fluid oral state.



156 Studies in the Synoptic Problem

that was a Sinner, in parables! like the Good Samaritan,
&c., which emphasized that aspect of the Gospel which
was to him most dear (cf. Essay on Literary Evolution
of Gespels, p. 224).

To a similar influence may be ascribed the well-known
modifications in Luke’s version of Mark’s Apocalypse,
Lk xxi. 536 = Mk xiii. The Parousia and its connexion
with the destruction of Jerusalem was too vitally interest-
ing to the early Church not to be the subject of constant
instruction, and in such instruction the interpretation of our
Lord’s words would be insensibly blended with the original.
It is thinkable that Luke’s version of the Rejection of
Nazareth, the Call of Peter, and the Anointing by a Woman
that was a sinner, in all of which S. Luke’s special vocabulary
is unusually preponderant, are similarly catechetical modifi-
cations of Marcan stories with an admixture from floating
tradition. ’

There remains to be dealt with our third problem—the
original position of the seven detached sayings noted on
p- 145. In the case of at least six of them it is quite clear
that at any rate the original position is 7oz that given
by Matthew.

(@) Mt viii. 11~12= Lk xiii, 28--9, * Many shall come from
the East and the West and sit down with Abraham, &c., in
the kingdom.” In Luke this occurs among a number of
apocalyptic sayings, in Matthew in the story of the healing of
the Centurion’s Servant, where it gives a universalistic touch
to the incident, which Luke with his special interest would
have been the last to omit if he had found it in his source.

(6) Mtxi. 12-13=Lk xvi. 16. Similarly the saying ‘ The
law and the prophets were until John’ would surely not have
been disconnected by Luke from our Lord’s other remarks
about John, and put in a context where it has no con-

1 On the influence of catechetical repetilion on the longer parables cf.
p. 198 and p. 200 below,
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ceivable connexion, if he had found it in his source in the
context in which it appears in Matthew.

(¢) Mt xiii. 16-17 = Lk x. 23-4. ‘But blessed are
your eyes, for they see; and your ears,’ &c., is most appro-
priate as a contrast to the unbelievers of the previous verse
whose ¢ hearts were hardened . .. that they might not see
with their eyes nor hear with their ears’, &c. But the
preceding verse is a quotation from Isaiah introduced by
Matthew to illustrate a passage which he derives from
Mark. The insertion then of the passage from Q here is
plainly editorial.

(@) Again, Mt xv. 14b=Lk vi. 39b, ‘blind leaders,’
occurs in Luke in the midst of a long extract from Q, in
Matthew to illustrate a discussion derived from Mark,
a position which cannot be original.!

(¢) Similarly, Mt xvii. 20=Lk xvii. 6 (faith as a grain of
mustard seed) is most appropriately placed, but it cannot
be the original context in Q since the miracle which it
illustrates is derived from Mark.

(f) Mt xix, 28 b=Lk xxii. 30b, ‘ Ye shall sit on twelve
thrones,” occurs in Matthew in a context derived from Mark,
in Luke in a context of doubtful origin.

(¢) Mt xxiil. 12 = Lk xiv. 11 = Lk xviii. 14, * Whoso
exalteth himself’ In this case we cannot say which con-
text looks more original. The fact that it occurs as
a ‘doublet’ in Luke would incline us to believe that in
at least one, if not in both, of the two passages it is in its
original context.

We conclude then that whether we examine the six
great discourses, the larger or smaller transpositions, or the
detached sayings, everything tends to show that Matthew
has entirely disregarded the original context of Q, and used
it simply as a quarry from which to hew stones for the

! Two other sayings in Luke’s Great Sermon appear in Mt outside his
Sermon, i.e. Lk vi. 40= Mt x. 24 and Lk vi, 45= Mt xii. 34b-35. The latter
is discussed in the Additiopal Note p. 164.
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building up of his great discourses and the enlargement
and embellishment of the main structure which he takes
over from St. Mark.

Making that assumption for the moment it will appear
that the way in which the editor of Matthew worked in
compiling his Gospel is perfectly natural and intelligible.
The narrative portions are practically all derived from
Mark,! but there is a large number of parables, and much
discourse from Q) and other sources. Thus his narrative
framework is necessarily that of Mark, and the problem
of how to distribute so much discourse and parable in this
short story was not easy. He solves it, partly by inter-
polating parables or sayings in the Marcan outline wherever
they seemed appropriate, partly by massing them according
to subject in these five great compilations we have noticed.
The Great Sermon in the shorter form as found in Q gave
him both the pattern and the first opportunity of forming
a cento of our Lord’s sayings on related topics by expand-
ing a given nucleus and probably also the formula of resump-
tion with which each concludes (cf. p. 148). The nuclei of the
subsequent discourses are given, and their context fixed
by discourses in Mark, i. e. the Mission of the Twelve in
Mk vi. y-13, conflated with the Mission Charge of Q (cf.
Lk x); Mark’s Parable-chapter, iv. 1-34; Mark’s Dis-
course, ix. 33—7, 42-50; Mark’s anti-Pharisaic verses, xii.
38-40; and the Apocalypse of Mk xiii. The nuclei of
the first two of those centos (ch. v—vii and ch. x) occurred
carly in Q; if therefore he wanted to expand them with
other Q) matter he couid only do so by anticipating matter
which occurred later in that document. Only in three
instances outside those two centos does Matthew anticipate

1 The exceptions are—the Infancy, a number of small expansions of the
story of the Passion and Resurrection, the miracles, ix. 27-34, which seem
to be duplicates of stories from Mark and Q which Matthew repeats again
later, the stater in the fish’s mouth, the statement that Peter attempted to
walk on the water, and the few pieces of narrative which Q supplied.
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sayings, i.c. Mt viii. 11-12=Lk xiii. 28-9, Mt xi. 12-13
=Lk xvi. 16, discussed above (cf. p. 156), and in the short
series of sayings beginning with the Mustard Seed (cf.
p- 144 and p. 152).

The problem of fitting the non-Marcan material into the
story of Mark was solved by Luke in a different and much
simpler way. The Preaching of John the Baptist and the
details of the Temptation could of course only come in one
place; the Great Sermon and John’s Question from Q) and
some other matter from elsewhere he gets rid of by inter-
polating them early in Mark’s story (Lk vi. 20-viii. 3); the
remaining and far larger part he gives in one long interpo-
lation, Lk ix. 51-xviii. 14, as if it all belonged to the last
journey from Galilee to Jerusalem, which he conceives as
being made through Samaria.! Thus, while Matthew
follows Mark in giving a Galilean ministry, a period of
wandering outside Galilee, and a last week at Jerusalem,
Luke gives a Galilean, a Samaritan, and a Jerusalem
ministry. For we note that this journeying through
Samaria in Luke compensates for the wanderings north
and east of Galilee in Mk vi. 45ff., most of which section
Luke entirely omits, while in what he retains he omits
the notes of place which show the incidents are outside
Galilee, e.g. there is no hint that Peter’s confession ¢ Thou
art the Christ’ (Lk ix. 18-20) was at Caesarea Philippi.

Outside these three insertions only two fragments of Q
are found, i e, the Parable of the Pounds, xix. 11 f,, which

' It is a mistake to call this the ¢ Peraean’ section, for though Mark makes
this journey to have been through Peraea, Luke clearly regards it as through
Samaria, ix. 51-3; xvii. 11; hence he places here The Good Samaritan.
As a non-Jew le was not sorry to record how the Lord had worked in
Samaria (contrast Mt x. 5). It may be, as Burkitt suggests, that our Lord
did travel via Samaria Himself, while Peter, Mark’s informant, travelled by
the ordinary route (cf. Burkitt, Gospel History, p. 96, note). An alter-
native and perhaps more satisfactory explanation is given below, i.e.
that the incident of the Samaritan village, Lk ix. 52-56, though omitted by
Matthew, was in Q, and that St. Luke not unnaturally inferred that all that
followed this in Q took place on a journey through Samaria cf. p. 191 b).
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may have been associated with Jericho in his source (cf.
p. 200), and the saying about the Apostles on twelve
thrones, xxii. 30 b.

With this simple method -of disposing of his materials
there was no need for Luke to cut them up and rearrange
them as Matthew has done. And that there is no reason
to suspect that he has done so gratuitously will further appear
from the examination of his ‘greater interpolation’ in the
next Essay. Against this view of the order of Q has lately
been opposed the great authority of Harnack, who urges
that in two clear and significant instances, and therefore
presumably in many others, the order of Matthew is more
original than that of Luke. His arguments demand our
careful consideration.

The first is stated as follows, p. 174, English transla-
tion :—

No. St Lacke. St. Malthew. Leading words, or general
: subjects.
16 | (ix. 2 X. 7 | Kingdom at hand.)
17 | ix. 57-60 viii. 19—22 ; Foxes have holes.
18 | x.2 ix. 37-8 The harvest is plenteous,
19 | (x.3 X. 162 Sheep and Wolves.)
20 | Xx.5-6 12—-13 Peace to this house.
21 | (x.7b 10b The labourer and his hire.)
22 | X. 12 13 ¢ More tolerable for Sodom.'
24 | (x. 16 40 ¢ He that heareth you.”)
34a| xii. 2—-9 26-33 ¢ There is nothing hidden.’
38 | xii. 51, 53 346 ‘I came not to bring peace.'
45 | xiv. 26 39 ‘Hateth not father and
mother.
46 | xiv. 27 38 ¢ Take up his cross.’
57 | xvil. 33 | 39 ‘He that seeketh to save his
life.!

Harnack points out that if #he bracketed passages are
omitted the order of the remaining nine sections is identical
in both Matthew and Luke. He infers these nine must
have stood connected together, as in Matthew, not partly
connected and partly dispersed, as in Luke. He has therefore
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to raise doubts whether the four bracketed passages are
from the same source as the rest,

But (21), he admits, snusz be from Q, and the occurrence
of the others, even though with slight verbal variations, in
the midst of two parallel blocks of Q matter in Matthew and
Luke, makes it hard to believe they are from independent
sources. Moreover, wherever we find discourse in Matthew
parallel to discourse in Luke or in Mark, a few short sections
are differently placed within the limits of the larger sections,
e.g. in those parts of the Sermon on the Mount which occur
also in Luke’s Sermon on the Plain, and which we can
therefore be sure stood as one section in Q (cf. above, p. 154).
What wonder then if we find three or four verses similarly
transposed in the Mission Charge within the original section
of Q containing this Charge, i.e. Lk x. 2-16, and parallels in
Matthew? Compare again the transpositions in the following
parallels: Mt xv. 3-9g = Mk vii. 6-13; Mt xvii. 12 = Mk
ix. 12-13; Mt xix. 4-8 = Mk x. 3-9. And it is plain in
these latter cases that the transpositions are due to Matthew,
for here we have in Mark the original he was working on.
The presumption is that in the Great Sermon and in the
Mission Charge we are now discussing the transpositions
are due to him, and not to Luke.! Even in the present
chapter, Mt x. g-10, when he follows Mark, transposes the
pdBdov with yal«dv év ¢dvais, and his word for ‘sandals’
with yirévas. If, therefore, Matthew is here working as he
did in the Sermon on the Mount and elsewhere, we may
suppose that the original charge in QQ was much in the
order of Lk x. 2—16, that Matthew transposes a few verses
within this section as he has done in the part of the Great
Sermon he derived from Q, and then as in the former
occasion proceeds to anticipate congruent matter from later
parts of Q. As he read through Q to find suitable matter
for his second cento he would naturally add such passages

1 CI. p. 154 above, and Hawkins, Horae Synopticae?, p. 8.

§.5.P, M
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one by one as he came across them unless he had a special
reason for rearranging them, and they would therefore
naturally appear in the order in which they stood in Q.
Thus a closer study shows that the coincidence of order in
those sections which Harnack has acutely noticed is no
proof of their original contiguity.

Harnack’'s second argument depends on the ingenious
hypothesis that the passage ‘ Jerusalem, Jerusalem’ was the
continuation of a quotation from a lost work entitled the
¢ Wisdom of God’ (cf. Lk xi. 49) beginning ‘I send unto
you prophets’, which Matthew mistook for an original
utterance of our Lord. It would follow that, as against
Luke, Matthew is correct in placing ‘ Jerusalem, Jerusalem’
(Mt xxiii. 37) immediately after the ‘The Blood of Abel’, &c.
(Mt xxiii. 34-6), so as not to divide the quotation into two
fragments, though, by omitting the mention of the ¢ Wisdom
of God’ preserved by Luke, he in his turn has erred in
citing the whole passage as an original saying of Christ.
If we accept this view it follows that for once Matthew has
preserved the original order and connexion of Q), and Luke
departed from it.

It is of course very unlikely that Luke invariably adhered
to his general rule, and this case might quite well be the
exception, so that even if we accept Harnack’s suggestion
we need not give up that conclusion as to the order of Q to
which all the other facts secem to point. The suggestion,
however, ingenious though it is, is not quite convincing.
If we read the passage Mt xxiii. 34-9, only prefixing to it
Luke’s introductory words ‘therefore the Wisdom of God
said ', the first three verses 34-6 do, as various scholars
have noticed, read very like a quotation. Verse 39, however,
as Harnack admits, isa word of our Lord. The question is do
verses 37-8 belong as a conclusion to the first three verses,
or do they begin a fresh saying ending with verse 39? We
think they begin a fresh saying, for the following reasons:—

(1) Our Lord’s way of speaking was so terse and pointed
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(at any rate those sayings of His which have rcached us, i.c.
those which stuck in the memory of His hearers, are all
such) that as a mere quotation 34-8 seems over-long.

(2) The change of tone at verse 37 from fierce proclamation
of Divine vengeance to sorrow for the blindness of the sacred
city reads as if we have now passed from the lost Jewish
Apocalypse to the Master’s own thoughts, not like a con-
tinuation of the same document.

(3) Méyw yap vuiv, verse 39, follows very awkwardly unless
our Lord is Himself the speaker who in verse 37 speaks in
the first person. If Matthew is right in his context, and
Harnack in his interpretation, the argument would be as
follows. Our Lord remarks that the book called the
* Wisdom of God’ truly foretells vengeance to fall on this
generation, while it laments at the same time the frequent
blindness of Jerusalem and consequent desolation of her
house, and then adds as His own comment, ‘For I say
unto you, Ye shall not see e henceforth until ye say,
Blessed is he that cometh in the name of the Lord’ The
connexion of thought is not obvious.

(4) Harnack’s theory, of course, solves the difficulty felt
by many that the words ¢ How often would I’ appear to
imply previous visits of our Lord to Jerusalem of which
the Synoptics elsewhere preserve no record. But even if we
lay no stress on the Fourth Gospel it would be strange
if the greatest religious genius of His nation had never till
the age of thirty made a pilgrimage to the Holy City, nor,
when there, felt the hollowness of her religion and yearned
to save her. Our Lord’s baptism, with which Mark’s story
begins, was the moment when He [elt His own personal call
to public work, but it was not the moment when He first
felt there was something wrong in the official religion
of the day.

(5) A strong reason for supposing the present position
of his section in Matthew is editorial has been already
given (p. 153 (¢)).

M2
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We conclude that Harnack’s two instances form no
exception to the general rule that it is Luke rather than
Matthew who preserves the original order of his authorities,
and that his order is to be presumed as Q)’s order unless for
some special reason the contrary appears in some particular
instance. Some exceptions there certainly must be, if only
because the human mind is incapable of absolute regularity.!
In no human activity, least of all in literary work, which
depends so much on the subtler idiosyncrasies of the mind,
is any rule invariably observed. But it is plain that when
St. Luke claimed to write kafe¢f7s, he meant in the chrono-
logical order as determined from his original authorities,
and that it is to him rather than to Matthew that we must
look if we wish to determine the original order of Q.

1 e, g. the position of Lk xvi. 13 = Mtvi. 24 seems to be due to the editor.
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Luke’s version is supported by Mt vii in three points : (@) in context, being

placed nearly at the end of the Great Sermon and immediately preceding
the saying ¢ Lord, Lord’ (Lk vi. 46 = Mt vii. 21); (b) in the addition of the
similitude of grapes and thistles, Lk vi. 44® = Mt vii. 16*; (¢) in the form of
the sentence about a good tree and good fruit, Lk vi. 43 = Mt vii. 18, contrast
xii. 33.

Luke is supported by Mt xii in two points : (a} in the addition about the
good man and good treasure, and ‘out of the abundance of the heart’,
Lk vi, 45 = Mt xii. 34%, 35; (b) the form of the saying ¢a tree is known"’,
Lk vi. 44* = Mt xii. 33" contrast Mt vii. 16 and 20 ¢ ye shall know".

Thus Lk’s general originality is proved as regards both context and form,
and it is Mt who has removed the verse Lk vi. 45 = Mt xii. 34%, 35 from its
original context. Cf. Hor. Syn.? p. 8s.



ST. MARK'S KNOWLEDGE AND USE
OF Q
SYLLABUS

In the case of John’s preaching, the Temptation, the Beelzebub
controversy, the Parable of the Mustard Seed, the Mission Charge,
and a number of less striking passages, it is clear that Matthew and
Luke had access to a version other than that contained in Mark,
i. e. in other words, that in these places Mark and Q overlapped.

A careful examination of the passages shows

(@) that the Mark version is usually the shorter, but that the
brevity is caused by the omission of features obviously original, so
that the Q version is not an expansion of the Mark version, du/
Mark may well be a mutilation of Q. '

(6) That Mark frequently conflates or connects together sayings
which occur in different contexts in Q.

Itisinferred that Mark knew Q and quoted therefrom occasionally,
but probably only from memory.

It is argued that Mark wrote expressly not to supersede Q,
but, since Q contained practically nothing but discourse, to supple-
ment Q with the biographical narrative for which a demand had
arisen. Accordingly Mark quotes Q as little as he conveniently
can without omitting [eatures which no biography of our Lord
could well do without.

The Apocalyptic chapter xiii receives separate treatment. It is
not derived from Q, but is a Christian Apocalypse composed to meet
a definite crisis but containing a few genuine sayings of our Lord,
some of them possibly from Q, along with certain traditional
Apocalyptic materials. Its date is the morrow of the Fall of
Jerusalem; its main purpose to encourage the despondent by show-
ing that the delay of the Parousia and the intervening events had
been foretold by the Master, and especially to warn believers
against the false Christs who were expected to precede the Parousia.
Matthew’s version is derived from Mark, not from another recension
of the original “ Little Apocalypse .



ST. MARK’'S KNOWLEDGE AND USE
OF Q

~

THERE are several places where Matthew, Mark, and
Luke are all three substantially parallel, but where the
variations in detail and additions in which Matthew and
Luke agree against Mark are so striking that it is clear
they must have derived their versions in part, if not wholly,
from some other source than Mark. Using the symbol Q
to denote the whole mass of material common to Matthew
and Luke not derivable from Mark—a symbol convenient
because it begs no questions as to the unity or nature of this
source —we may describe the facts noted above by saying
that versions of these passages occurred in both Mark and Q).

A close examination of the passages in question seems to
make it clear that Mark and Q do not here represent
different lines of tradition, but that Mark had knowledge
of and made extracts from Q. These extracts are fre-
quently somewhat inexact and suggest quotations from
memory from a well-known authority rather than transcrip-
tions of a document actually before the author. The de-
pendence and posteriority of the Marcan version is shown
by two constantly recurring sets of phenomena.

(@) The Marcan version is almost invariably the shorter,
but the brevity is caused by the omission of features in the
Q version which are obviously original. The Q version is
not an expansion of the Marcan, the Marcan is a mutilation
of the Q) version.

(#) It frequently happens that Mark conflates into a single
saying portions of what appear as two separate sayings in
Q, or combines into one context sayings which appear
apart and in what appear to be more appropriate contexts

in Q.
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The matter most characteristic of Mark consists in
graphically told anecdote. On the other hand, the matter
specially characteristic of Q) consists in collections of short
sayings, not unlike the Wisdom literature of the Old Testa-
ment, and in short parables. It is significant that whenever
we find matter of this kind in Mark we usually find that
much or all of it is paralleled in Q, and that the Q form
seems more original.

We proceed to examine the cases in order.

(1) The substance of John the Baptist’s preaching, Mtiii.
7-12 =Lk ii. 7-9, 16—17, makes it quite clear that in Q John
had a message of his own—repentance, the wrath to come
even upon Abraham’s children, the axe at the root of the
tree, the threshing floor—in addition to the mere announce-
ment of ‘one coming after’, which is all that Mark gives,
Mk i. 7-8. Now Mk i. 7-8 occurs almost word for word in
Mt iii. 11 = Lk iii. 16, but it is clear that Matthew and Luke
did not derive the verse from Mark but from the same source

whence they derived the preceding and following verses.
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1 Where Mt, Mk, and Lk al// contain a passage, but not where it occurs

only in Mtand Lk, words in which Mt and Lk agree against Mk are printed in
darker type, but there are often further minute agreements in order of words,
turn of thought, or parts of words which cannot be conveniently so noted.
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For—(a) Matthew and Luke agree against Mark in
éyo udv Bamrifw for éyd éBdmrrica, in abros vuds Bamrice
for avrés 8¢ Bamriocer vuds, in placing the announcement
of ¢ loyupbrepos between instead of before these two con-
trasted baptisms, and in the addition of the words xai mvp/.

() What is still more significant, the subject of the rela-
tive of in the verse which follows in Mt and Lk but does
not occur at all in Mk (Mt iii. 12 = Lk iii. 17) is contained
in this verse which they have in common with Mark. Mt
iii. 12 = Lk iii. 17 has no meaning apart from the preceding
verse, which therefore must have stood in Q and not have
been derived by editors of Mt and Lk from Mark. Thus
the verses Mt iii. 11~12 = Lk iil. 16-17, or rather Mt iii.
7-12 = Lk iii. -9, 16-1%, form one connected whole, of
which Mk i. 7-8 is a mutilated fragment.

Again, in all three Gospels John’s preaching is introduced
by the quotation from Isaiah ¢wry Bodvros k7A. Seeing that
in no other case does the editor of Mark himself introduce
a quotation or reference to the Old Testament it is probable
that this also occurred in QQ. Mark alone prefixes to it the
quotation from Malachi /8od éy® dmooTéAAw Tor dyyelov,
which is applied to John Baptist in Mt xi. 10 = Lk vii. 27,
in the account of John’s Message from prison, a passage of Q
which does not occur in Mark. It looks as if Mark’s double
quotation in this passage is a conflation of the two quota-
tions applied to John in two different contexts of Q.

(2) Mark’s brief allusion to the Temptation, i. 12-13, is
less original than the longer account of Q, Mt iv. 1-11,
Lk iv. 1-13. An original tradition is always detailed
and picturesque, and would hardly record as does Mark
a temptation to do nothing in particular. A later author
might well so allude to a story whose details were familiar,
but which he could not entirely omit to notice in a life of
the Master.

Thus at the outset we are struck by the fact that the
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first thirteen verses of Mark, so unlike his usual picturesque
diffuseness, read like a summary of a longer and fuller
account, which the author gives because it hal become the
recognized introduction to a Gospel writing, but which he
hurries through in order to get on to his own special matter.

(3) The Beelzebub controversy, Mk iii. 22-30, Mt xii.
22-32, Lk xi. 14-23.
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Matthew and Luke make four important additions—the

fact that the challenge of the Pharisees was evoked by the
cure of a dumb demoniac, Mt xii. 22 = Lk xi. 14, and three
wholz verses, Mt xii. 27, 28, 30 = Lk xi. 19, 20, 23. Of
these additions it is indubitable that at least the verses Mt
xii. 27-8 and Lk xi. 1g—20, * If I by Beelzebub .. ., by whom
do your sons cast them out?’ and ‘If I by the finger of God
cast out devils ... are original in this context, for they are
pointless except as a reply to the challenge, ‘ By Beelzebub
he casts out devils.” But Mt xii. 25-6 = Lk xi. 17-18,
which are parallel to Mk iii. 23-36, agree against Mark not
only in twelve words (N.B. esp. ¢ knowing their thoughts’)
but in the general form and construction of the sentences ;
they therefore were also in the same source which contained
the four additional verses. The same source must also have
contained Mt xii. 24 = Lk xi. 15,° By Beelzebub the prince
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of devils he casts out devils,’ the Pharisaic challenge without
which the whole discussion has no meaning. Although
therefore the verse is found exactly in Mark it must have
occurred also in Q.

Accordingly at least Mt xii. 22, 24-8, 30 = Lk xi. 14-15,
17-20, 23 if not more must have stood in Q. But the
abbreviated version of Mk iii. 22-6 has such close verbal
resemblances in what it has in common with Q, and loses
so much force by what it omits from Q, that we can only
regard it as a mutilated excerpt from that source.

Again, especially noticeable is the fact that Mark (followed
by Matthew, but not by Luke who is using Q alone here)
connects with the Beelzebub controversy a saying (Mk iii.
28-9) Blasphemy against the Holy Ghost. Luke in quite
a different context (xii. 10) has a double saying contrasting
the sins of ¢ a word against the Son’ and ‘ blasphemy against
the Spirit’; the same double saying occurs here in Mt xii.
32 and was therefore in (), but probably as in Luke in a
different context. It may be inferred that Mark remem-
bered one half only of the double saying and attached it to
what he remembered of the Beelzebub controversy, thus
combining fragments of two different passages in Q, which
Luke gives in their original separation, but which Matthew,
according to his custom, conflates with Mark.! The curious
phrase Mk iii. 28, 7ols viols 7@V dvfpdmov, here only in N. T,
is perhaps due to a hazy reminiscence of the 7or viov Tod
avlpdmov of the omitted half of the Q saying.

(4) Mk iv. 21—5 (omitted by Matthew in the parallel con-
text, but reproduced by Luke) consists of five sayings having
no internal connexion with one another. A parallel to each
of them occurs in both Matthew and Luke in an entirely
different context which as a rule looks more original.

iv. 21, “ Light under a bushel,” occurs Mt v. 15 = Lk xi. 33.

iv. 22, ¢ There is nothing hidden,” occurs as one member

1 N.B. the way in which Mt xii. g2 fuses together Mk iii. 29 and Lk xii.
10. It throws great light on Matthew’s method of conflating the phrasing
as well as the matter of his sources.
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of one of those antithetical pairs of sayings which are so
characteristic both of our Lord’s and of earlier Jewish
wisdom,” Mt x. 26 f.=Lk xii. 2 f.

iv. 23 6 &ra &xwv, occurring three times each in Matthew
and in Mark and twice in Luke, proves nothing.

iv. 24 év § pérpw perpeire, is a conflation of Mt vii. 2 =
Lk vi. 38 (1ts original context as shown by its antithesis
un kpivere in both) with the concluding words of Mt vi.
33b = Lk xii. 31 b, xal wposredicerar vuiv.

iv. 25 8s yap éxet foBfoerar more appropriately in Q
concludes the Parable of the Talents = Pounds, Mt xxv.
29 = Lk xix. 26.

In every case the saying as given by Matthew and Luke
is in substance the same as in Mark, but small verbal agree-
ments show they derived it from Q and not from Mark.
The whole section is thus clearly a collection of fragments
torn from their original context in (), as if it were a collec-

tion of texts quoted loosely from memory.

(5) The Parable of the Mustard Seed. Mk iv. 30-2

Mt xiii. 31—2=Lk xiii. 18-19.
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There are twelve small verbal coincidences between
Matthew and Luke against Mark, which show that their
version is not derived from him but from Q. What is more
important is the fact that in both Matthew and Luke the
Parable of the Leaven is appended. Pairs of parables
emphasizing different aspects of the same idea are a marked
characteristic of our Lord’s teaching in all our sources
(cf. among others the Hidden Treasure and the Pearl of
Great Price in Mt xiii. 44-6; the New Patch and the
New Wine, Mk ii. 21 f.; the Tower Builder and King
making War, Lk xiv. 28-32). Mark’s single parable here
is therefore a mutilation of an original pair in Q.

(6) Mk vi. y-11, Mt x. 1-14, Lk ix. 1-5; cf Lk x. 1-12.
A complicated case, for the agreements of Luke with
Matthew against Mark occur partly in Lk ix. 1-5, partly
in Lk x. 1-12. Matthew as usual conflates Mark and Q,
and so for once to some small extent does Luke in ix, 1-5,
but Luke also has a version in x. 1-12, much, if not all, of

which is Q.
Mark vi

" Kai wpookaleirat
Tols Oddexa, kai #p-
£uro adrods dmooTé-
Aew 8o 8lo' kai 8-
dov adrois éfovaiav
TOy mwrevpdrov ToY
akafdprwy,

8-1
® Kai mapjyyer
5 -~ :
7\51/ avrois, {va undév
ApeTiy els 68dy, el py
pafioy péyor puy dp-
TOV, uh mh K
0V, ph) wipav, i eis
T 5 3
Y $ovny  yakxdy'
¢
AN Hrodedepévous
,
gayddhia kai pn ép-
81'?’7)0’66 80v yirdvas.
kai  é\eyev  alrois,

Matthew x

! Kai wpookaleoa-
pevos Tovs dddexa
e s
padnras adrov dwkev
abrois éfoviriav myev-
paroy  dkabdprov,
dore éxBdrdew aitrd,
kai Oepamedery wacav
véoov kai macav pa~
\axiav.

-8 [Topevduevor 8¢
knpioaere Aéyovres
ére "Hyywkev 4| Pac-
Aela 7OV otpavor. do-
Bevolvras fepametere.

® My krionabe xpu-
adv pndé dpyvpov undé
xahedy eis ras {ovas
vudr, 1° un mipav els
s, Y
68y, unde 8vo xu-
Téras, pndé Uvmwods-
y  t .
pata, pndt pdfdov
rd A L 14
dfos ydp o épydTms
Tiis Tpothns adTod éa-
7. 1 els fjv 8 dv mo-

Litke ix

Zvykaleobpevos
8¢ Tods 8H8exa Buwrev
abrois  Slvapw kai
) sty \
E&OUO'LGV €L ravyTa Ta
Baipovia, kal véoovs
Oepamedery,

1

? Kai dméorehey
atrovs kmplooey Ty
Bacihelav ToU Ocot,

\ an
kai agBat Tovs dgbe-
rotvras.

— bl

8= Kal elme mpos

k] ’ \ »
abrous, Mndev aipere
Y, ,
es T 01601/, phe
pafdoy, piTe mHpav,

, ,
pnTe dprov, pnre Lp-

A
yiprov, unre Svo xi-
rdvas Exew. kai els
aw Ty
N av oixiay eloeXfnre,
eket pévere, kal éxeifev

éEépxeabe,

Luke x

1 Mera 8¢ radra
,
avédefev & Kipros
. . ,
érépovs éBdopnkovra,
kai aréoreey alrols
.
dva 8vo wpd mpogdmov
atTob els wmaoav wéhw
N ? S~
kat Tomov ol éueler
abtros Epyeobac.

® Kai Oepamedere
ToUs év adrh) dobevels,
kal Aéyere avrols,
“Hyyikev ¢’ Dpds 1)
BaciAela Toi Ocob,
=58 Mp Baordlere
Bakdrrioy, uy mipay,
uy dmobfpaTar  xai
, T
undéva kard Ty 68ov
3 ’ :] & \J
aocmdonafe. eis gy &
* 3y » s
av elgéNOnTe oikiay, ...
T2 abrh 8¢ T omd
& abrjj 8¢ 1) oixig
pévere, éobiovres kai
nivovres T4 wap' ab-
oy dkos ydp 6



174

Mark vi
"Omov éav eloeNdyre
els olxlay, éxet pévere
P A
éws 8y éEENOnTe éxet-

Gev,

1 Kai 6s &v Témos
p.r] Begrrrat up.as‘, pr]ﬁe
drotocwow vpdr, ék-
mopevduevor  ékeibey
ékrwvifare Tov yoiw
TOV UmoKdT® TV mo-
ddy dpdy, els papry-
ptov abrois.

Matthew x

Awih Km;u]veur(ke'rrrs,
e.fs-rao-a-re Tis év av-rr]
abi6s eo--rL, kdkel pei-
vare, éws dv é£éNOnTe.
eloepyduevor 8¢ els
v oikiay domdgasfe
abry.

3 Kai ddv pév § 1}
oikia a.fLa, sl\etrw b
eu.pnv-q Vpdv e-n' adbThv’
éav B¢ |.|.ﬁ 7 aSm, 7]
elpivy bpdy mpds bpds

émoTpadire.
" Kai 8¢ éav uy
détnrar  Dpas, undeé

dxoﬁm; Tuds  Adyovs
Dudv, eﬁepxép.evol, sSm
THis olkias 7 Ths wé-
Aews ikelvys éxTivd-
£are TévKkoviopToVTOY
moddy dudy.

152 Ay Aéyw dpiv,
dvekTéTepov {oTaL i
Sobopwv kai Toudp-
poy & fpépe kpiTews
fi Tn woke éxelvy.

152 1800, éyd> dmo-
aré\e dpds &s mpd-
Bara év ploe AMkov,

Luke ix

5 Kal 8got av pj
Séywvrar duas, éep-
xopevor dmo Ts wé-
Aews éxelvns TV Ko-
viopTov dmo Ty modav
oy amooTwaare,
eis papriplov ér at-
Tovs.

Studies i1 the Synoptic Problem

Luke x

{pydTys 10U pabop
Al )
adTol’ puy peraBalvere

;
¢£ oikias els olkiay.

bt prrou 7\e‘ys'rs,
Ltpquq T¢ nu(a) Tobre,
Kkal édv g éxet vios

> )

elpnvns, émavamalae-
T én’ adrov ﬁ etpfivy
u|.|.mv €l B¢ pqYe, i’
vp.u.s {wal(up,\lfsly

10-11 Eis fv 8 &v
wohv eloéNOnTe, xai
pn Oéywvrar Vuas, €¢-
eN0dvTes els Tas wha-
reiasalrys elrare, Kal
TOV KOVLOPTOV TOV KON-
Anbévra nuiv ék Tis
mwohews Vudv els Tovs
mobas dmopacaducba
vptvt Ay ToiTo yivd-
okere, GTL fyyikev 7
Baothela Tot Ocot.

12 Aéyo dpiv, 6T
Sobépors &v ) fipipe
ékelvn dvexTéTepovia
Taw T wéhe éxelvy.

3 Yrdyere 1dod,
€yd dmooTéAw tpds
bs dpras dv pégy Ao-
Kwv,

Comparing Matthew with the two Lucan passages, it
appears at once that QQ must have contained six passages

not paralleled in Mark.

(1) ¢ Preach the Kingdom is at

hand and heal the sick,” Mt x. 7-8a = Lk x. g, cf. Lk ix. 2 ;
(2) “The labourer is worthy of his hire,” Mt x. 10 = Lk x. 7;

(3) ‘Into whatever city ye shall enter,
(4) ‘ Your peace be upon the house,’ Mt x. 13 =

Mt x. 11 = Lk x, 10}

Lk x.6;

(5) ‘It shall be more tolerable for Sodom than for that city,’
Mt x. 15 = Lk x. 12; (6) ‘I send you as sheep among

wolves,” Mt x. 16 = Lk x. 3.!

But Q must also have contained the substance of the
verses which are paralleled by Mark, for
! Possibly a seventh, Mt x. 40 = Lk x. 16, * He that heareth'you heareth

me, &c.’
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In Mk vi. 7 = Mt x. 1 = Lk ix, 1, Matthew and Luke
agree against Mark in six verbal points.

In Mk vi. 8-9 = Mt x. g-10, Lk ix. 3 and x. 4, Matthew
and Luke agree in adding apyvpior and dmodipara, and in
giving piire pdBdov for el piy pdBdov pévov,implying in Q a
list of requisites similar to Mark’s.

Mk vi. 10 = Mt x. 12 = Lk ix. 4 = Lk x. 5 a, or an
equivalent indicating entrance of the house, is implied by
the subsequent Q) verse, Mt x. 13 = Lk x. 5b-6.

Mkvi.11 = Mt x. 14 = Lk ix. 5 = Lk x. 10-11, Matthew
and Luke agree in the words éfepxbueror 7is morews
éxelvns, koviopTéy. Also wélewv is guaranteed as original
as against Mark’s éxeifev, as the next verse, Mt x. 15 =
Lk x. 11, has no meaning, unless a city has just been
expressly mentioned. Accordingly Mt x. 14 = Lk ix. 5 =
Lk x. 10 was derived by the editors from Q not from Mk
vi. IT.

Q therefore contained substantially all that Mark gives
in much the same language, and in addition six sayings
which are intimately connected with them. Again, there-
fore, Mark’s version is a mutilated excerpt of Q.

(7) Mk ix. 42-50, cf. Mt xviii. 6-9. It would appear
that this section is a combination of three fragments of Q.

(@) In Lk xvii. 1-2 the saying, ‘It is necessary that
offences come, but woe to him by whom they come,’ is
explained by the connected saying, ‘it is better for him that a
millstone, &c., apart from which it has little meaning. Mt
xviii. 6-7 gives the two sayings in the reverse order but still
in connexion, Mk ix. 42 reproduces only one, again breaking
up an original pair.

(6) Mk ix. 43-7, ¢ If thy hand, foot, eye, offend thee, is
substantially reproduced by Matthew twice, i.e. Mt xviii,
89, which is in context parallel to this passage of Mark,
and with important variations Mt v. 2g-30 in the Sermon
on the Mount. The natural explanation of the doublet in
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Matthew is that in the one case he draws from Mark, in the
other from Q.

(¢) Mkix. 50, salt, cf. Lk xiv. 34=Mtv. 13. Matthew and
Luke agree against Mark in the word uwparvédj and in adding
the idea of casting it away, such a saying therefore stood
in Q. Probably however xaXov 76 dAas (Mark and Luke)
stood in Q, for it looks more original than Matthew’s duels
éoré 76 dhas T1s y7s, which combines with the original saying
its homiletic explanation, cf. p. 198 and Hor. Sy».2 pp. 163 ff.

(8) Mk xii. 38—40, denunciation of the Pharisees, looks
like a reminiscence of the long denunciationin Q. Mt xxiii
1-36, cf. Lk xi. 39-52.

The cumulative effect of these instances is irresistible, and
must establish beyond reasonable doubt that Mark was
familiar with Q. Once this is established it is natural to
regard as reminiscences of Q certain other passages of a
kind which, but for this, might have becen regarded as
independent versions of sayings of our Lotrd, e.g. ‘The
Great Commandment’, Mk xii. 28 ff. = Mt xxii. 34 ff. = Lk
x. 25 ff., which Sir John Hawkins, p. 41 f. above, has shown
was probably contained in both Mark and Q.

For the same reason we may suspect also derivation
from Q in the case of the following sayings which exhibit
agreements between Matthew and Luke, which show that
they knew a version of the saying (i. e. Q’s) slightly different
from Mark’s; though of course in the case of isolated
sayings the probability of their being handed down in a
similar form by different traditions is much higher than in
the case of longer connected passages. In most cases the
sayirg is reproduced twice by Matthew and Luke, once in a
form and context resembling Mark and therefore drawn from
him, once in a different form ; only the latter are here given.?

! For a detailed discussion of these passages showing that Luke derived
them from Q not from Mark, not however raising the question of the relation
of the Marcan to the Q version, cl. Sir J. Hawkins, pp. 24 fl. above ; also Hor.
Syn.?, pp. 83 .  Doublets,’
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Mk viii.12,' No sign shall be given, cf. Mt xii. 39 = Lk xi. 29.

Mk viii. 34, ¢ take up cross,’ cf. Mt x. 38 = Lk xiv. 27.

Mk viii. 38, * Whoso shall be ashamed of me,’ cf. Mt x.
33 = Lk xii. g,  Whoso denies me.’

Mk x. 11-12, Divorce, cf. Mt v. 32 = Lk xvi. 18,

Mk x. 31, ¢ The first shall be last,” cf. Mt xx. 16 = Lk xiii.
30, where the order is reversed.

Mk x. 43-4, cf. Mk ix. 35, ‘Whoso would be great,’ cf.
Mt xxiii. 11 = Lk xxii. 26. N.B. pei{ov.

Mk xi. 23, Faith, cf. Mt xvii. 20 = Lk xvii. 6, adding
“as a grain of mustard seed’.

We notice that the sixteen passages discussed above are
taken from every part of Q), a strong confirmation of the
view, still combated by a few critics, that the ‘ common
non-Marcan matter of Matthew and Luke’ was derived
from a single writter source. It is highly improbable that
the authors of Mark, Matthew, and Luke, writing at different
dates and evidently for Churches widely separated in their
theological leanings, and probably also in their geographi-
cal situation, would yet all three have drawn so extensively
from a single source if that common matter had been either
a cycle of floating traditions or due to the overlapping of

"a number of separate written documents.

When once it is realized that Mark used Q, it is impos-
sible not to ask the question whether he may not have
derived therefrom more than these sixteen passages. It is
probable that to some small extent he did, but to the view
put forward by a few scholars that a considerable part of
Mark’s narrative matter, including some sections at least of
his Passion story, was derived from @, the objections seem
fatal. Apart from the subconscious presumption apparently
made by some, that if a saying or action is historically
genuine it must have been recorded in the earliest written
Gospel—the unsoundness of which needs not to te demon-
strated—the main arguments for this view are two:

$.8.Pe N
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(1) It seems a priori improbable that any considerable
writing concerned with our Lord could have omitted all
reference to His Passion.

(2) The theory would explain the occasional minute
verbal agreements between Matthew and Luke in passages
where they appear to be following Mark.

The first reason rests on a misconception of the purpose
of @ which we deal with in a subsequent essay, cf. p. 214.
The second overlooks (a) the fact that these agreements are
mostly of the nature of grammatical and stylistic refinements
on St. Mark’s somewhat Aramaic Greek. These are more
likely to be due to posterior scribal improvements on the
text of Mark, before it was used by Matthew and Luke (cf.
Dr. Sanday’s Essay, p. 21), than to reflect an earlier and
therefore presumably even more Aramaic-looking document.

(6) In nearly all the passages we have examined, the
verbal agreements between Matthew and Luke against
Mark are very substantial. Moreover, it was seen that
Mark as a rule reproduce Q very freely and often in a
much abbreviated form, while Matthew and Luke repro-
duce Q more exactly and in a longer form than Mark.
We may assume, therefore, that if Mark had drawn at all
largely on Q in other passages we should have found
Matthew and Luke agreeing against Mark in material and
conspicuous points. This test, however, breaks down where
neither or only one of the two later writers reproduces
Mark, and unfortunately this is the case in precisely the
only two considerable passages not examined above, where
the material consists of discourse rather than narrative,
i.e. the Parable of the Seed growing secretly, Mk iv. 269,
and the Criticism of Pharisaism, Mk vii. 1-23. We hold,
therefore, that Mark knew and used Q, but only to a limited
extent. The reason he used it so little we endeavour to
explain (cf. p. 219) in a subsequent Essay on the Literary
Evolution of the Gospels.
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The Apocalypse of Mark xiti.

The long discourse Mk xiii demands separate considera-
tion. Some recent scholars have suggested that it is
derived from Q, but the hypothesis receives no confirmation
from verbal agreements between Matthew and Luke against
Mark, nor yet from internal considerations.

The belief entertained in the early Church that our Lord
would return visibly on the clouds of Heaven within the
lifetime of the first generation, is nowhere definitely ex-
pressed in those Apocalyptic sayings of His which are given
by Q; much less is His return connected with the Fall of
Jerusalem. In Mk xiii He is represented as guaranteeing
these views in their crudest and most defined form. The
question,’ therefore, whether this discourse belongs to an
earlier or a later source, bearing as it does on the important
question, whether such a belief was ever really expressed or
entertained by our Lord at all, is one which deserves a
detailed investigation.

A discourse thirty-seven verses long at once stands out
as unique in Mark. Equally in contrast to Q, and notably to
Q’s Apocalyptic sections (cf. esp. Lk xii. 35-48, xvii. 22-37),
is its systematic and detailed scheme of prediction and its
comparative poverty of picturesque metaphor and illustra-
tion. It is in fact a complete and carefully articulated
Apocalypse of the conventional type, and can therefore only
be understood if it is interpreted by the same methods which
modern scholarship has found so fruitful when applied to
Daniel, Revelation, and the whole mass of non-canonical
Apocalyptic literature.

An Apocalypse is normally assigned, not to its true
author, but to some great one of the past; Hermas and
possibly Revelation are exceptions. There is nothing
surprising therefore to find such a prophecy attributed

! Cf. esp. Schweitzer, ¢ The Quest of the Historical Jesus., Cf, also the
Appendix to the present volume.

N 2
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to our Lord. The author usually works upon older
Apocalyptic materials of which he deems he has, in
an inspired moment, surprised the secret. These he ex-
pands and adapts in language of thinly disguised symbolism
to show their application to contemporary events. An
Apocalypse can thercfore, as a rule, be dated by the events
it thus reflects. Lastly, it aims at giving the encouragement
or warning needed by its readers for a particular crisis.
Daniel, for instance, for the crisis caused by the persecution
of Antiochus Epiphanes.

Approaching Mk xiii from this standpoint we see at
once that it is an Apocalypse pseudonymously put into the
mouth of our Lord, doubtless embodying certain older
Apocalyptic materials, as well as certain genuine utterances
of His, reflecting a series of events important to the early
Church, and having two main objects; (@) to warn Christians
against the Anti-Christs expected to precede the Parousia,
and (&) to encourage doubters by the assurance that the
delays in His coming had been foreseen by the Master and
that the recent Fall of Jerusalem is its immediate prelude.

We notice first that the Apocalypse purports to have
been delivered privately to certain disciples. This is to
explain how it is that it has hitherto been unknown to
Christians in general—a mark of late date of publication,
We are reminded of the secret traditions from particular
Apostles produced by the later Gnostics. It is emphasized
that the long delay of the Parousia, which was such a diffi-
culty for the Early Church, had been foreseen by the
Master and privately explained to an inner circle, offmw 76
Télos, xiii. 7. He had foreseen the series of persecutions
and catastrophes, in each of which as it arrived the faithful
had seen the harbinger of that end which never came,
{800, mpoelpnka Outv mwdvra, xiii. 23. He had given also
the reason of His delay. It was that there might be time
for the Gospel to be first preached to all the Gentiles,
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xiii. 10--a reason suggested by the thought in Rom xi
(cf. especially verses 11, 12, 25) that the conversion of Israel
was predestined, but postponed till the Gentiles had been
gathered in. Famines, cf. that in Acts xi. 28, earthquakes as
at Laodicea, 61 A.D., or Pompeii in 62 A. D,, He had foretold,
but these were but the beginnings of the birth-pangs,
&bivwv, xiii. g, i.e. of the calamities which it was generally
expected would usher in the Messianic Age. He had seen
too great world-wide wars, verse 8, as in the year of the
four Emperors culminating in the sack of Jerusalem,
verses 14—-20~ a time in which, ‘ had not the Lord shortened
it, no flesh would have been saved’—all this the Master
had foreseen. He had foreseen St. Paul, xiii. ¢, accused
before the Sanhedrin (els owvédpia), five times scourged in
the Synagogue (els suraywyas Sapioeabe), standing before
Felix and Festus (émi fjyeudvor), before Agrippa and Nero
(Bagihéwr) for His name’s sake. He had foretold the
horrors of the Neronian persecution when the Christians
first arrested informed, as Tacitus relates, on their brethren
mapadiocet adehdos adehpov els OdvarTov, verse 12, and Chris-
tians were uioovuevor Uwd mwdvrwy, verse 13, accused, says
Tacitus, of ‘odium humani generis’. Lastly, He had
foreseen one final peril, the false Christs and false prophets,
displaying onueia xal tépara, who might  deceive even the
elect’ at the last moment on the very eve of His return.

This last peril is to the author s#// in the future (there is
no evidence that it ever did become actual, at least until the
Bar-Cochba rising), and to warn his hearers against this is
the principal object of the Apocalypse ; with this the actual
prophecy begins, verses 5-6,with this the series of historical
allusions closes, xiii. 21-3. The second object is to encourage
those whose hopes are failing. Now at last He is near the
doors, xiii. 29. His coming will follow this last tribulation
as closely as summer follows the fig-tree’s leaves, xiii, 28.

2 Thess ii. 8-12 gives us the key to the author’s outlook.
The last thing before the Parousia will come the man of



182 Studies tn the Synoptic Problem

sin, év wdop Suvvduer xal onuelois kal Tépact etbovs,
“whom the Lord will slay with the breath of his mouth,
The author is so sure that the end will follow at once after
the world-wide horrors of A.D. 6g-70 (we must think ot
Vitellius in Italy as well as Titus in Judaea), that he feels
the need of warning lest some false Christ should snatch
away some of those who have borne so much and waited
so long even at the eleventh hour. So in this hour of
supreme expectation and danger, the message once privately
given to the four Apostles is published for all, 8 dulv Aéyw,
wdot Ayw, ypnyopeire.

Matthew reproduces Mark xiii with trifling verbal
additions, as well as an insertion from Q, Mt xxiv. 26-8,
which occurs also in Lk xvii. 23--37. His modifications of
the Marcan text as a rule do not suggest greater originality,
but one or two have been thought by some critics to show
that he had access to a text of the Apocalypse (as some
think forming part of Q) in some respects superior to
Mark’s. In one instance only does this view seem correct,
viz. his substitution of edféws for év éxelvars Tats Huépais
of Mk xiii. 24 is probably right, but it is more likely, con-
sidering how fond Mark is of the word e’8vs, that his text
has been altered here by later scribes, than that he failed
to reproduce his favourite word if it occurred in the source
he used. The addition unéé¢ caBBdre, Mt xxiv. 20, is less
likely to be original. The interest shown in the career of
St. Paul, the Pauline explanation of the delay in the
Parousia, the familiarity with the Roman persecution, point
away from a Judaistic origin. On the other hand a Judaizing
touch not infrequently appears in Matthew’s editing of his
Marcan source, e.g. he inserls xxiv. 12 against dvouia, he
transfers the idea ‘I was not sent but unto the lost sheep
of the House of Israel’, suggested doubtless by the source
he uses in x. 6, into Mark’s story of the Syro-Phoenician,
Mt xv. 24, and again he omits Mark’s ‘the Sabbath was
made for man’, Mk ii. 2%, making the point in his version
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of the story to be merely the right of Messiah as s#c/ to be
Lord of the Sabbath, Mt xii, 8. The reference to Daniel,
Mt xxiv. 15,is also editorial, intended to make dvaywdokwr
refer to the Old Testament, though it doubtless originally
meant the present Apocalyptic leaflet. None of the other
Matthean variants have the slightest claim to be considered
original.

An Apocalypse usually contains older material, so we may
perhaps hazard the guess that in xiii. 14 f. we are on the track
of the old oracle which Eusebius says induced the Christians
to flee to Pella. It is more interesting to inquire whether this
chapter reproduces any genuine utterances of our Lord.

Mk xiii. 1-2, * Not one stone upon another,” is probably
genuine and may have been derived from St. Peter’s
reminiscences, and may have been the saying on which
the accusation against our Lord at His trial was based,
Mk xiv. 58. In that case the inserted Apocalypse we have
been considering does not begin till xiii. 3.

Mk xiii. 11, 15-16 occur attached to Q matter in Lk xii,
11-12 and Lk =xvii. 31, and therefore may be from that
source, cf. p. 36 and p. 38, on these two passages.

Mk xiii. 21 may be a reminiscence of one half of the Q)
pair of warning verses, Lk xvii. 23-4 = Mt xxiv. 26—7.

Mk xiii. 28-32. Most of this matter has a genuine look.

Mk xiii. 34-6 looks like a reminiscence of the opening of
the Parable of the Talents, Mt xxv. 14-15, cf. especially
dmédnpos with amodnudv, conflated with a reminiscence
(xiii. 35b) of Lk xii. 38, which is probably Q.

So far then from being derived from (), this Apocalypse
would appear to be a document of about the year A.D. 70
having, like the rest of St. Mark’s Gospel, only a few
reminiscences of Q embodied in it.!

! Mark’s genius is that of a narrator not of a mpag7rys; moreover, unlike
Mt, he has ro tendency to build up disconnected sayings into elaborate
discourses., He would not have composed the Apocalypse but, accepting it
as an authentic word of the Lord, inserted it whole.



SYLLABUS

An attempt, admittedly highly speculative, to ascertain whether
any passages peculiar to Matthew or Luke can be referred to Q.

It is briefly shown that Q contained an account of John’s
preaching, the Baptism and Temptation, the Great Sermon, the
Centurion’s Servant, and John’s Message. Then the main con-
tention is advanced, viz. that the longer interpolation, Lk ix. 51—xviii.
14, is, in the main, an extract of Q expanded by means of a
collection of parables peculiar to St. Luke, so that many passages in
it, even though not paralleled in Matthew, can be referred to Q.

A difference is noted between the type of parable peculiar to
Matthew and Luke and the normal type occurring in Q. The Lucan
Parables of the Wedding Feast and the Pounds are probably, but
not certainly, derived from the same written source (i.e. Q) as
Matthew’s similar parables.

Some passages peculiar to Matthew are doubtless also from Q,
but these are harder to identify. The question is further com-
plicated by the probability that Matthew and Luke did not know
the original Q, but used two differently expanded versions of the
original document.
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IF Mark had been lost but Q) preserved, and we could
therefore only reconstruct Mark by taking all the common
matter of Matthew and Luke and deducting that belonging
to Q, assigning the rest to the lost (Marcan) document we
were reconstructing (the converse of the actual state of
things), only those passages of Mark which doz2 Matthew
and Luke reproduce could have been identified as belonging
to this source. But these only amount to about two-thirds
of Mark. We infer therefore that the passages which we
can identify as Q by the fact that bozz Matthew and Luke
reproduce them #may possibly only represent about two-
thirds of the original total matter in Q.

It is due to Luke’s omissions more than to Matthew’s
that so large a portion of Mark does not appear in both
Matthew and Luke. He omits nearly one-fourth of Mark,
and his omissions include discourse matter similar to that
of Q, e.g. Mk iv. 26—9; vii. 1-23; ix. 42-50. Matthew
omits only about one-twelfth.

If Mark was lost, much of Matthew and a fair amount of
Luke, that is now seen to be from Mark, would appear as
peculiar to Matthew or Luke. Probably therefore much of
the peculiar matter of Matthew and a little of the peculiar
matter of Luke is from Q),-and these say amount together
to about half as much as what we can now identify as from
this source. We say »ay amount to half as much. But if
Q was, as we think likely, the work of an original eyewit-
ness and Luke knew this, Luke may have been more chary
in discarding from Q than from Mark. Harnack has noted,
though perhaps over-estimated, the somewhat critical atti-
tude Luke adopts towards Mark. Matthew, on the other
hand, who is interested in making our Lord’s sayings into a
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sort of Christian Law Book (cf. p. 221 f.), may have dis-
carded more of what he deemed irrelevant, so that the
proportion of omissions from Q by Matthew and Luke
respectively may be more equal than of those from Mark.

The attempt to ascertain which of the passages which
now appear as ‘ peculiar’ to Matthew or Luke were derived
from Q is naturally one of great interest, but it cannot be
too often emphasized that it is at best careful guessing.
The results that can be obtained by the most scientific
application of critical methods are in this case highly specu-
lative, and lack that objective cogency which we submit
attaches to the results attained in the accompanying Essays.

The failure to distinguich clearly between the very
varying degrees of probability which belong to different
critical conclusions, and the purely subjective character of
the arguments sometimes adduced by critics, have to many
minds thrown discredit on Synoptic Criticism as a whole,
and have produced a general impression that beyond the
admitted dependence of Matthew and Luke on Mark the
problem is insoluble. What follows therefore is advanced
frankly as speculation, but rpeculation based upon the study
of such meagre objective cousiderations as the materials
afford.

It has been shown in the previous Essay that Q contained
a much fuller account of the Preaching of John the Baptist
than Mark (Mt iii. 7-12=1Lk iii. ¥-g, 16-147). The agree-
ment of Matthew and Luke against Mark in the expression
mepiywpos Tob "TopSdvov (Mt iii. 5=Lk iii. 3) suggests that
Q had also a word or two of narrative introduction. Infact
since Luke omits Mk i. 5-6, the most striking features in
Mark’s account, it is probable that he derives nothing at all
from Mark, as we saw in the previous Essay was the case
with his version of the Beelzebub controversy. In both
cases Matthew conflates Mark and Q.

In the account of the Temptation also not only must the
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details, Mt iv. 3-10 = Lk iv. 3-12, being entirely absent from
Mark, be referred to Q, but also at least part of the in-
troductory verses Mt iv. 12-13 =Lk iv. 1-2, and also the
concluding verses Mt iv. 11a = Lk iv. 13, to which Mk has
some equivalent ; for

(@) Mk says ‘ the Spirit drives him’, éxBdAXer; both Mt
and Lk ‘he was led (dyo) by the Spirit .

(6) Mt Lk both add vmé rob StaBéAov.

(¢) Mt Lk both add abstention from food during the forty
days and consequent hunger.

(d) Mtiv. 11a agrees with Lk iv. 13 against Mark in re-
cording the departure of the Devil.

N.B.—Lk, and so doubtless ), omits the Marcan detail ot
a ministry of angels, Mt as usual conflates Mark and Q.

Since Q recorded John’s preaching and the Temptation
it would be very strange if no mention were made of the
Baptism, which is the connecting link between the two.
The hypothesis that Q had some account of it receives some
confirmation when we notice that Matthew and Luke agree
in saying ‘the heavens were opened’ (dvoiyw). Mk has
¢ He saw the heavens torn asunder’ (oxtfopévovs). Further,
if we accept as original the well attested ¢ Western’ reading
of Lk iii. 22, which gives the Voice from Heaven as in
Psalm ii. 7, * Thou art my Beloved Son, this day have I
begotten thee,” we can assign no other reason for St. Luke
preferring this version to that we find in Mark (and which
Matthew reproduces), ‘Thou art my Beloved Son, in thee
I am well pleased,’ except that he found it in Q (cf. Harnack,
op. cit, E. T, p. 310). We infer that Q began with an
account of John’s preaching, the Baptism, and Temptation,
which Matthew has conflated with Mark’s account, and which
Luke gives unconflated but with slight editorial additions.

Next followed, as in Luke, whose order as we have seen in
the previous Essay is probably original, the Great Sermon,
vi. 20-49, and Centurion’s Servant, vii. 2-10, and John’s Mes-
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sage, vii. 18-35. Nexta largeamount of the matter in Luke’s
longer interpolation, ix. 5I1-xviii. 14

Then the Parable of the Pounds, Lk xix. 11-27, if, as we
hold, this was derived from the same written source as
Matthew’s Parable of Talents—a point which will require
special discussion—and the half-verse, ¢ ye shallsit on twelve
thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel Lk xxii. g3o.

Such is the torso which clearly remains to us of Q. The
investigation we are about to undertake may enablc us to
restore to Q, with some degree of probability, a certain
number of other passages which now appear as ‘ peculiar’
to either Luke or Matthew.

Matthew, as we have seen in the previous Essay, mixes
his sources, interpolating his non-Marcan matter at innu-
numerable points in the Marcan framework. Luke, on the
contrary, likes to follow one source at a time, and that for
a considerable time. He interpolates incidents from another
source only when from their context they can only come in at
that point. For instance, the Zacchaeus incident—and also
the Parable of the Pounds which follows, if its introductory
verse, xix. 11, is original—only when our Lord is at Jericho,
xiX. 39—44, only as a sequel to the Triumphal Entry, and
of course in the account of the Last Supper, Trial and
Crucifixion, where at each stage details are drawn from
different sources, he cannot follow one at a time for long.
With these exceptions from iv. 31, where he begins to
follow Mark, to the Last Supper, xxii, where he cannot help
beginning to mix his sources, he has two interpolations
only (I speak of interpolations of complete incidents, not of
odd verses or editorial comments), but both these are of
considerable length, vi. 20-viii. 3 and ix. 51-xviii. 14, and
throughout both of these, as is shown in Sir J. Hawkins’s
Essay, pp. 30 ff., there is, save for a few trifling verbal
reminiscences, a complete disuse of Mark as a source,

If, again, we examine these two interpolations, we are
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led to infer that here also he has pursued as far as possible
his plan of copying one source at a time, interpolating it as
little as possible. Both appear to begin with a long extract
from Q, followed by matter from another source or sources.

First let us examine vi. 20-vii. 35: the Sermon on the
Plain,! the Centurion’s Servant, the message of John from
Prison. It is solid Q, with the one short interpolation,
the Widow of Nain, vii. 11-17. The reason of the inter-
polation is obvious. In vii. 22 John’s disciples are referred,
for proof of Christ’s Messiahship, to various miracles of
healing, including raising of the dead, as if they were
recent and notorious facts. Luke interpolates the story
of the Widow of Nain (N.B. especially vii. 17, the report
of it through all Judaea), and the verse vii. 21 (‘in that
hour he healed many’, &c.), probably an editorial in-
ference, to give meaning to this. We have already noticed
that apparently for precisely the same reason Matthew
interpolates the healing of a leper at the same spot, from
Mark, but not in Mark's order, and postpones the account
of John’s message until he has given a specimen of each
kind of the miracles there mentioned before this allusion to
them as credentials is made.? After the Q) matter comes
the section vii. 36-viii. 3, derived from other sources.

Examine now the second interpolation, ix. 51-xviii. 14,
often miscalled the ¢ Peraean section’ of St. Luke.

First comes the block ix. 51-xii. 59, of which nearly four-
fifths, as also occurring in Matthew, is verifiadly Q, as is the

1 Since two discourses having so much closely parallel as Matthew's
Scrmon on the Mount and Luke's Sermon on the Plain, both open with
Beatiludes, at least the four which they agree in giving must have stood in
the original common source. The additional Beatitudes of Matthew and the
four contrasted * Woes’ of Luke may have been added either by the Evan-
gelists themselves or by intermediate editors of the somewhat different
recensions of Q which they respectively used.

? The possibility that Christ Himself meant the words in a metaphorical
sense with an intention referring to Isa xxxv. 5 and Ixi. 1, does not affect
our argument, for in any case neither Evangelist so interpreled them,
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case also with all but a few verses of xiii. 18-35. Then
follows a mixed section, xiv. I-xv. 7, containing along with
matter not paralleled in Matthew the debatable Parable
of the Wedding Feast, the Lost Sheep, and three sayings,
xiv. 11, xiv. 26-7, xiv. 34-5, which appear to be from Q.

Then follow three and a half chapters of matter consisting
almost entirely of parables peculiar to St. Luke, punctuated
at intervals by three short collections of sayings which
appear to be from Q) i.e. xvi. 13-18, xvii. 1-6, xvii. 22—37.
These parables are mostly longer and of a somewhat different
type from the short comparisons which are specially charac-
teristic of Q, a point we shall elaborate later.

The larger interpolation is therefore seen to be based on
two main sources, i.e. Q and a Collection of Parables,
whether first made by Luke himself or found by him already
collected is immaterial. At the beginning of the interpo-
lation he is mainly dependent on Q, and at the end mainly
on the Collection of Parables.

The inference at once suggests itself that, except for one
or two Lucan interpolations, ix. 5r-xii. 59 is a solid tran-
script of Q much in its original form, of which Matthew has
omitted a few sections—an inference which is confirmed by
a closer examination of the passages not occurring also in
Matthew. In this investigation we will assume, as already
proved, the conclusion arrived at by Sir J. Hawkins, pp. 29 ff.
above, that the forty verses occurring in this ¢ longer inter-
polation’, to which Mark has parallel matter, are derived
not from Mark but from Q.

The Parables of the Good Samaritan and the Rich Fool
are so much of the same character as those of the source of
chapters xv-xviii, and the contexts, i.e. the idea of ‘My
Neighbour’, x. 2%, the warning against wAeovefia, xii. 15,
which introduces them, are so inviting that we at once
suspect these as interpolated into their present place by
St. Luke.
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The other passages of the section not paralleled by
Matthew are all quite short, and are all passages which for
various reasons he may have thought it unnecessary to repro-
duce. But it should be remembered that though assignable
reasons can be shown for most of Matthew’s omissions from
Mark he sometimes omits without obvious reasons, e.g.
the Widow’s Mite. The non-insertion by the author of a
new work of an incident occurring in a source may be
determined by much slighter reasons than the excision by
a mere editor from a text he is revising.

ix. 51 is perhaps partly editorial, but the rebuke of James
and John, ix. 52-6, for their desire to call down fire on the
discourteous Samaritans is probably Q, for two reasons:

(@) Itis a notable characteristic of St. Luke to omit or tone
down rebukes by our Lord or anything else derogatory to any
of the XII.' Hence he would not have inserted such an inci-
dent from an odd tradition, though he might have retained
it if it stood in this placein his second principal source.

(&) If St. Luke found this Samaritan incident at a certain
point in () he might readily have inferred that all that
immediately followed in ) also occurred in Samaria. Con-
necting this with the introductory verse xix. 11 of the
Parable of the Pounds, which apparently stood at or near
the end of Q, and which dates the parable as spoken near
Jerusalem, we have an easy explanation of two remarkable
facts: (1) that St. Luke interpolates all the residue of his Q
matter into the last journey to Jerusalem, recorded in Mk x;
(2) that though Mark clearly makes our Lord journey
through Peraea, St. Luke, as in other cases preferring Q to
Mark, makes Him go through Samaria (cf. p. 159, note).
Matthew's omission ot the incident is due to his sharing
the tendency to ‘spare the Twelve’, e.g. in recording the
rebuke of these same two Apostles on this same last journey
(Mk x. 35 ff.) he places the blame on their mother Salome

' CL. p. 223, also Hawkins, Hor. Syn.2, p. 121,
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and omits the ¢ hardening of their hearts’ recorded in Mk vi.
52; viil, 17,

ix. 61—2 has exactly the same point as the three previous
verses, and Matthew, who has a tendency to compress, may
have thought this superfluous. Two other cases are noted
on p. 195, where he appears to have omitted the second of
two similar sayings (cf. also his compression of the threefold
illustration, Mk ix. 43, 45, 47, into a twofold, Mt xviii. 8-9).

%x. 17-20. The return of the disciples and our Lord’s
comment thereon, ‘I saw Satan fall from Heaven.” Matthew,
who conflates the sendings of the Seventy and the Twelve,
omits to record the return, given in Mk vi. 30, and therefore
omits the occasion for the remarks, supposing them to have
stood in Q) attached to such a return. He may have found
the saying hard because in his own Apocalyptic views! the
fall of Satan from Heaven was entirely future.

x. 25-8. The Great Commandment was in Q) as well as
Mark (cf. p. 41 f.).

x. 38—42. Martha and Mary. This probably came in
with, and perhaps from the same source as, the preceding
Parable of the Good Samaritan, but it may have been in
Q and omitted by Matthew as likely to suggest that anti-
nomian doctrine of ‘salvation without works’, which the
Church (cf. St. James, whose point of view is akin to
St. Matthew) had so soon to fight.

xi. 5-8. The Discourteous Friend, if interpreted as an
allegory, as Matthew inclines to interpret the parables,
implies God is not anxious to answer prayer but can be
worried into it, and may therefore have been omitted.
Probably also xviii. 1-8, the Unjust Judge, also stood in
Matthew’s source and was omitted for the same reason.

xi. 27-8. ¢The breast that bare thee.’ Matthew has
already, xii. 47-50, adopted from Mark a story with exactly
the same point, and therefore omits this.

! Cf. Appendix, passinz.
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xi. 53-54, xii. 1, may be merely editorial.

xii. 13-15. ‘Who made me a judge?’ Anapparent dis-
claimer by Christ which might be misunderstood. N.B.
Matthew altered the similar disclaimer- in Mark x. 18,
¢Why callest thou me good?’ to * Why asketh thou con-
cerning the good ?’

xii. 35-8. Matthew has this and more also in his Parable
of the Ten Virgins.

It appears then that except for the two Parables of the
Good Samaritan and the Rich Fool, and perhaps the story
of Martha, ix. 51-xiii. 59 may well be a solid block of Q.
xiii, 1-17 we consider later. It may have been interpolated
into Q before it came to Luke, but xiii. 18-35 is obviously
an extract from Q. It isall paralleled by Matthew (vv. 25-7
vaguely so), except 31-3, * Go tell that fox,’ a passage so
un-Lucan in its rough vigour that it is certainly original.

The account of a healing on the Sabbath, which imme-
diately follows, xiv. 1-6, is also probably Q, for Mt xii. g f.
seems to conflate this story with that which he derives from
Mkiii. 1 f. Mt xii. 11 (‘the ox or assin a pit’, not in Mark) =
Lk xiv. 5, and the form of the questions is influenced from
the same source. It is told, not for the sake of the miracle
but of the moral, that it is lawful to heal on the Sabbath.
It would indeed have been strange if Q) had not a word to
say on Christ’s teaching as to the Sabbath, a point which
must have been so important in primitive controversy with
Pharisees. Thus St. Luke has three stories of Sabbath cures,
all told to bring out the same lesson, vi. 6-11, xiii. 10-1%, and
xiv.1-6. The first isfrom Mark, the second from some special
source, the third from Q. Some such story therefore
occurred in every form of the earliest Christian tradition.

Chapters xiv and xv raise some interesting and difficult
questions, and the solutions here suggested are therefore
only tentatively put forward, and are of a far more specu-

lative character than anything heretofore. xiv. 1 makes
9.5.F. 6]
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the incident and discourse following take place at a meal
in the house of a Pharisee; xiv. 7-11 is addressed to
the guests; 12-14 to the host; and 15-24 in answer to
a remark by a guest. Twice before, meals in a Pharisee’s
house are made the occasion of an incident or discourse
(Lk vil. 36; xi. 37), parallels to which are by Mark or
Matthew placed otherwise. We suspect therefore that the
words in verses I, 7, 12, and 15 a, which fix all the sections to
one such meal, are editorial. But the three sections, vv. 7-11,
12-14, and 15-24, are three sayings concerning banquets,
and to this is obviously due their collocation. The question
is, did St. Luke find already together #ree sayings about
banquets and therefore infer, and add a word or two to
indicate, that they were spoken az a banquet, or is their
collocation also due to him?

Next follow three sayings on the cost of following Christ,
if, that is, 26~7 be reckoned as a single saying. 26-7 occurs
also in Matthew’s second cento (ch. x), and is therefore Q.
28-33 are not in Matthew, but obviously stand together as
one of those pairs of illustrations so often found in our Lord’s
teaching. The question is, did they follow 26-7 in Q, or did
Luke add them from another source because so appropriate
in this context? Next follow three parables on God’s readi-
ness to forgive sinners—the Lost Sheep, the Lost Coin, the
Prodigal Son. The first two seem to form an original pair.

It is quite clear that we are in contact with a case of con-
scious arrangement : is this due to St, Luke or to his source ?
Or did Luke find them in his sources as pairs, and by his
additions make them into triads? For we notice that each
triad of sayings will split into a pair closely related, with
a third less closely connected, i.e. :

xiv. 7-I1 + 12-14 and 15-24.

xiv. 28-30 + 31-33 and 26-27,

Xv. 3-7 + 8-10 and 11-32,
Complementary pairs of parables or illustrations empha-
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sizing slightly different aspects of some idea are a notable
characteristic of our Lord’s manner of teaching. Such
appear, as noticed in a previous Essay, in all our sources,
¢ The men of Nineveh shall rise in the Judgement . . ., The
Queen of the South shall rise in the Judgement...’;
the Parables of the Mustard Seed and the Leaven, in Q ;
the New Cloth and the New Wine in Mk (ii. 21); the
Pearl of Great Price and the Hidden Treasure, peculiar to
Matthew ; the Builder of a Tower and the King making
War, in the passage under discussion, peculiar to Luke.
The Lost Sheep and the T.ost Coin form just such a pair,
so that we infer that they stood together as such in Q
and that Matthew has omitted the latter. Similarly in
Lk xvii. 26-30 there is such a double illustration, ‘the
days of Noah, the days of Lot,” of which only the first
member appears in Matthew. We have already (cf. p. 192)
seen reason to believe that Matthew has omitted the second
member of the pair of sayings, Lk ix. 58-62.

Accordingly, to return to the triads above noticed,
we infer that the sources would have presented them as
pairs, while the third member of each triad was connected
with the pair by an editor, and therefore probably drawn
by him from a diffevent source. Thus the Lost Sheep and
Lost Coin would be both from Q, the Prodigal Son not; the
saying xiv, 26-7 is from (), the Tower Builder and King
making War are not, and since the pair xiv. 7~11,12-14 arc
not from Q), we should guess that the third member of the
triad, the Parable of the Wedding Feast, was from Q, even
if a parable closely resembling it did not occur in Matthew
as the Marriage of the King’s Son, Mt xxii. 1-14.

Many critics, however, think that though Matthew’s
parable no doubt wultzmately goes back to the same source
as Luke’s, his version has too many differences in points of
detail to be derivable from the same wrizten source. This
conclusion we venture to impugn, especially in view of the

02
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piece of external evidence that the Wedding Feast stood in
Q, deduced from the foregoing analysis of the arrangement
in triads. A similar problem is presented by the parallel
Parables of the Pounds in Luke and the Talents in Matthew—
can these be derived from Q? In both cases we are inclined
to attribute the parable to Q for the following reason.

The Parables of our Lord, considered merely in regard
to their form, fall into two types:

(@) The story-parables, such as the Unmerciful Servant
or the Prodigal Son—which are equivalent to what in
secular writing we call a fable, that is a narrative of
imaginary events told for the sake of the moral. These
are usually of some length.

(6) What we may call the ‘analogy-parables’—being
either an extended metaphor, ‘the Kingdom of Heaven is
like unto Leaven,” &c., or illustrations, ‘does a man put old
wine into new bottles?’ These are short and pithy

No doubt it is impossible to draw an absolutely hard and
fast line between the two classes. The Lost Sheep in Luke’s
version might almost be classed as a story-parable, in
Matthew it appears rather as an ‘analogy-parable’.  Still
the distinction in the main is clear and important.

Examples of both types are found in Mark. The Wicked
Husbandmen and the Sower belong to the story type, the
Mustard Seed and the New Wine in Old Bottles to the other.
It is therefore very remarkable that these two debatable
parables, Wedding Feast=Marriage of the King’s Son, and
Pounds=Talents, are the only instances of the long *story-
parable’ which, being reproduced by both Matthew and
Luke, can be referred with any cogency to Q.

On the other hand, the great majority of the parables
peculiar to either are of this type. One has only to
enumerate a few of them, the Good Samaritan, the Prodigal
Son, the Unmerciful Servant, the Labourers in the Vine-
yard, &c., to remind oneself that the originality and spiritual
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insight shown in these are such that we must at once dismiss
from our minds the suspicion that this type of parable was
not actually used by our Lord, even if we had not the
objective evidence of Mark that He used both types. It
seems therefore impossible that this type should have been
entirely unrepresented in Q, and for this reason we are the
more inclined to vindicate for Q at least these two ‘story-
parables’, not, however, forgetting that there may have been
others in Q which we cannot now identify, since only one
of the later Evangelists has reproduced them.

It seems not unreasonable to surmise that an editor would
feel justified in taking more liberties with a parable than
with a ‘commandment ’ of the Master, since its bearing lay
not in its precise wording but in its general effect, and again
more liberties than with the account of an action or scene
in His life, drawn from Mark, since the scene or action of
the parable was not supposed to be the description of an
actual occurrence, and therefore to vary the details was not
to distort history. Indeed this is not mere surmise, for
Matthew and Luke reproduce the Parables of the Sower and
the Wicked Husbandmen with much less exactitude than they
do such other utterances of our Lord as are given by Mark.

Making then for the moment the tentative assumption
that the Wedding Feast, as it appears in Luke, is approxi-
mately in its original form, we see that the operation of
certain tendencies elsewhere and everywhere apparent in
Matthew will account for the form it takes in his Gospel.

(#) Certain picturesque details are abbreviated or dis-
appear. The excuses (three whole verses in Lk xiv. 18-20),
‘I have bought a field . . . a yoke of oxen: married a wife,’
are compressed by Matthew (xxii. 5) into, ¢ One went to his
own field, another to his merchandise.” The double gather-
ing into the feast, first of the poor, &c., secondly of any in
the highways, is compressed into one, Such compression of
narrative—and from the point of view of the editor this
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type of parable is of the nature of narrative rather than
of discourse—is a marked characteristic of Matthew, cf.
Hawkins, gp. cit., p. 158 ff., where illustrations are given of
Matthew’s compression of matter derived from Q as well as
of matter derived from Mark.

(6) The other alterations in Matthew appear to be only
rather an extreme case of the influence of previous cate-
chetical teaching on the more didactic parts of Matthew,
cf. p. 155 above, also Hawkins, gp. ciz., pp. 163 ff. He has
turned the parable into an allegory by combining the story
with its moral, which he had doubtless often drawn in oral
teaching, by making the Wedding Feast into the Messianic
Banquet (cf. yduos Toi apriov in Rev. xix. 7, 9). God, the
King, is the Giver of the feast, it is in honour of His Son,
the Christ, but His subjects have ill-treated His messengers,
and therefore He slew those murderers and burnt their
city, xxii. 6-7—details, not added from some other parable,
as Harnack thinks, but reflecting the experience of the
early Christian missionaries, and the Fall of Jerusalem, re-
garded as God'’s judgement for the deaths of the Messiah
and His Apostles; cf. his additions to the Marcan version
of the Wicked Husbandmen, xxi. 41 xakods kakds KA.
and xxi. 43, ‘the Kingdom shall be taken from them,” &c.;
also in xxvii. 25, the inserted ¢ His blood be on us and on
our children’.

Matthew has also appended, as if it were part of the
same parable, xxii. 11-T4, the Man without a Wedding
Garment: this was obviously originally a separate parable,
for the King could hardly blame a guest who was brought
in from the highways for not having on a wedding
garment. The moral of the first parable is that the
kingdom would be filled with outcasts rather than with
Pharisees and the like ; of the second that he who wishes to
enter the kingdom must first endeavour to fit himself for it.
The two may have formed one of those characteristic pairs
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of parables we have noticed, and the second 7zay have been
omitted by Luke, who, as a follower of St. Paul, might
hesitate to record a parable which gkt be construed as
teaching the doctrine of salvation by works.

It will be convenient to consider here the very similar
question whether the parable which appears in Matthew
as the Talents and in Luke as the Pounds was derived
from Q. The very close parallelism between the latter
parts of the two parables (Mt xxv. 21, 24-9 = Lk xix. 17,
20-6),and the fact that Matthew and Luke agrec in placing
them at the end of all the other matter they derived from
Q, create a strong presumption that it was derived thence.
The different openings require explanation. Harnack adopts
the suggestion, originally I believe made by Strauss, that
St. Luke has combined two originally separate parables,
the Parable of the Pounds (or Talents) and a Parable of
the Rebellious Citizens. He urges also that the parallel,
Mk xiii, 34, and the fact that Luke only mentions three
servants in verses 16—26, though he has spoken of ten
just above, shows that Matthew is more original in
making the division to be of a4/ the property (not of
ten minae only) and among three, not ten, servants. In
this last point we concur with him, but offer an alternative
explanation of the Rebellious Citizens. We suggest that
our Lord is not composing a new story, but retelling a
well-known incident in the life of Archelaus in such a way as
to make it point a double moral, the judgement that was to
come firstly upon the professing servants of the Messiah,
secondly upon His overt enemies.

In B.C. 4 Archelaus (edyevijs 7is) went to Rome (els
X®pav pakpdv) to get his father’s will leaving him the
kingdom of Judaea confirmed (AafBetv éavrd Bacilelav)!

! Unless suggested by some such incident in real life, it seems very

strange that a man should be represented as travelling to a distant country
in order to get a kingdom in the place he started from.
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But the Jews, with whom he was unpopular (oi moXira:
avtod éulgovy adrév), sent a deputation of fifty members to
Rome (4méoreidav mwpeoPeiav dmicw adrod) to oppose his
claim (o0 Oéxopev TolTov Bascheioar é¢’ Huds). However
he obtained the substance of his claim, the title ethnarch,
with the power of king (émaveXbeiv adTdv AdBovra THv
Bactielar).

While away at Rome to urge his claims (against his
brother) we may suppose he must have left some one to
administer his revenues and estates, and the princely sums
that Matthew mentions, 5 talents, 2 talents, 1 talent, seem
more appropriate than the 10 minae in Luke (a talent
was about £240, a mina about £4). On his return he would
naturally first inquire into the conduct of these administrators
and appoint to provincial governments those who had given
satisfaction ({o0t éfovoiar Exwv émdvw S8éka molewv). In
the East the household of the Prince is the regular pathway
to office. His next proceeding we can easily guess. He
was a Herod, and a few years later was deposed by the
Romans, who were none too humanitarian, for his cruelty
(wAqv Tods éxBpovs pov TobTovs, Tods ui) OeNfoavtds pe Baoi-
Neboar ém’ adrovs, dydyere ®8e kal karacpdfare airods
éumpoaév pov).

The parable is dated (xix. 11) as spoken when Christ was
near to Jerusalem. Jericho, which He had just passed
through, was a city where Archelaus had built many fine
buildings which would be shown to pilgrims and his story
told. We infer that in position and in the general outline
Luke is more original, though Matthew has preserved some
details more correctly—the 7Zalenzs and the three servants
and the entrusting of the w#ole property. Matthew, accord-
ing to his habit, has cut down pictorial detail which does
not assist to make clear the moral ; he therefore omits the
purpose of the journey, the citizens’ embassy, and their
subsequent punishment, as obscuring the practical homiletic
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lesson of the parable, that men will be judged according to
the use they have made of their Talents.

We return now to consider the Q) passages occurring at
wide intervals in the remaining portion of Luke’s larger
interpolation.

xvi. 13, * Ye cannot serve God and Mammon,’ probably
owes its position to the occurrence of the word Mammon in
the preceding parable.

xvi. 16, 1%, 18 are three quite disconnected sayings.
No reason for their collocation can be assigned except
that they probably stood together in Q, which evidently in
many places was a collection of disconnected sayings.
Matthew has worked them into appropriate contexts.

We suspect xvi. 15 is also ), and followed xvi. 13 in the
source, verse 14 being editorial, so that xvi. 13-18 is in effect
a block of Q, which owes its present position to the appro-
priateness of its first verse to the context.

xvii. 1-6 is all Q, for although 2 and 6 have parallels in
Mark, they are not derived thence by Luke (cf. Sir J. Haw-
kins's Essay, p. 38 of this vol.).

xvii, 23~4, 26-%, 34-5, 37 b have parallels in Matthew, but
the whole section 22-37 is obviously a solid piece of Q.
Verses 28—30, ¢ In the days of Lot,” are the second member
of a double illustration, corresponding to ¢in the days of
Noah’, 26-7. 31 and 33, though paralleled in Mark, are
not derived from him (cf. p. 36 and p. 38); verse 36 is
omitted by the best MSS.

Probably also the passage, xvii. 20-1, which introduces
this ¢ Apocalypse of Q’, and the parable xviii. 1-8, which
follows, come from the same source, for both are passages
which Matthew would almost certainly have omitted, for—

(a) Matthew is the most Apocalyptic of the Gospels,! and
he would not have understood ‘the Kingdom of Heaven
cometh not with observation . .. for it is évros dudv’. For

L Cf. Appendi  passim.
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the same reason He omits Mark’s Parable of the Seced
growing secretly, which implies a gradual and almost imper-
ceptible coming of the Kingdom.

(6) Matthew treats the Parables as allegories to which
every detail has its exact spiritual counterpart ; the apparent
comparison of God in Lk xviii. 1-8 to an unjust judge un-
willing to vindicate the righteous must have perplexed him.
St. Luke prefixes a verse, xviii. 1, to point his favourite
moral ‘pray on’, but without this verse we should have
inferred from verses 7-8 that it was originally spoken in
an Apocalyptic sense. It would have stood in Q) between
the Apocalyptic passage (Lk xvii. 22—-37) and the Parable
of the Pounds, and the connexion of xix. 11 b, which intro-
duces the ‘ Pounds’, with xviii. 7-8, the concluding words
of the Unjust Judge, is striking. Our Lord has just said
¢ God will avenge them quickly ’; He next speaks ¢ because
they supposed the Kingdom of God should émmediately
appear .

Thus Q would have ended most appropriately to its
purpose (cf. p. 214) with a mass of sayings and parables
concerning the Parousia, including Lk xvii. 20-xviii. 8,
the Parable of the Pounds, and the promise that the Twelve
should sit on twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of
Israel—the original position of which we cannot fix, since both
Matthew and Luke insert it in contexts derived from Mark.

To sum up our analysis of St. Luke’s longer interpola-
tion. It begins with a long extract from Q, ix. 51-xii. 59,
into which are interpolated the Parables of the Good
Samaritan, the Rich Fool, and probably the story of
Martha and Mary, as well as a few editorial verses. After
a short interval a block appears, xiii. 18—xv, 10, which is
all Q except the two pairs of sayings, xiv. 7-14 and xiv.
28-33, which however, be it noted, are in their pithy
brevity more akin in style to Q than to the long story-
parables characteristic of St. Luke's special source. The
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rest of the QQ matter appears in the short pieces, xvi.
13-18, xvii. 1-6, and the Apocalyptic section, xvii. 20-
xviii. 8. Except for the healing of the Ten Lepers and
the analogy-parable, xvii. 7-10, ‘we are unprofitable
servants,” the rest is all ‘story-parables’ mostly of consider-
able length—the Prodigal Son, the Unjust Steward, Dives
and Lazarus, the Pharisee and Publican —so that the
three last extracts of Q) appear to have been saved back
in order to break what would otherwise be the monotony of
a string of parables.

Burkitt argues that from the account of the Last Supper
onwards St. Luke’s account of the Passion differs too much
from Mark’s for us to suppose that he is copying and
adopting Mark as heretofore. He suggests that he here
follows in the main another written document, and that this
document was the end portion of Q. That the original Q
contained an account of the Passion so rich in details not
in Mark as this, and that Matthew simply neglects it, is in
view of Matthew’s careful mosaic method of working, and
his few omissions from Mark, incredible.! It is, however,
possible that the version of Q) which reached St. Luke had
been already expanded to include an account of the Passion.
This is possible, but in any case the exceptional prepon-
derance of characteristically Lucan phraseology and the
characteristically Lucan unity of feeling and presentment in
these chapters show that whether St. Luke got his material
from Mark, from oral tradition, or from another written
source, or from all three, he turns aside from his document
and tells the story in his own words—doubtless as he had
often and often told it before to listening pupils. Who
would copy from a written page a story he knows by heart ?
And what Christian does not know the story of the Passion
better than any other portion of the Gospel story ? 2

! The problem why Q had no account of the Passion is discussed on p, 214 .
% Some critics believe that some portion at least of the Passion story as
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Since Luke discards so much of Mark which Matthew
retains, it may be presumed he would discard something
of Q also which Matthew has retained, though not neces-
sarily the same proportion. Can we do anything to identify
such passages? Some light may be gained from the study
of those passages in Mark which he omits, which are of
the same character as Q, i.e. which consist of parable or
discourse.

These are mainly three: Mk iv. 26 f., the Parable of the
Seed growing secretly ; vii. 1-23, a discourse on unwashen
hands and the Traditions of the Elders ; and ix. 42—50 (ex-
cept that parallels from Q to the first and last verses are
inserted in a different context, Lk xvii. 2 and xiv. 34). The
most significant of these omissions is vii. 1-23. Its reason
is not far to seek, and will give us a hint as to his-probable
method. St. Luke was evidently writing for a purely
Gentile Church, just as Matthew for one mainly Jewish,
and our Lord’s criticism of Jewish ceremonial and the Rab-
binical interpretation of the Law would have little meaning
and less homiletic value to a Gentile community. We
should not forget that the Jewish and the Gentile worlds
at the time of Christ were suffering from opposite diseases—
the Jew from too much law, the Gentile from too little.
The last three centuries had seen the growe% of legalism in
Judaea and the decay of all the old religious and customary
sanctions of conduct in the rest of the Mediterranean world.
We may perhaps then be justified in inferring that much of
the matter in Mt v. 17—42, vi. 1-18, which is really a criti-
cism of Pharisaic Ethics, was found in Q. ‘ Thou shalt not
kill; “thou shalt not commit adultery,” did not yet require
superseding by a deeper rule in the Gentile world, and
there was no need to preach ‘Do not your righteousness

given by Mark stood in Q, and only cannot be identified as such from the
fact that Mark as well as Matthew and Luke has reproduced them. This
view is deserving of consideration. The objections to it have been already
given (cf. p. 177 £.).
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before men’, but rather on the contrary to urge men to set
a conspicuous example, So too he may have omitted some
of the * Woes to the Pharisees’, which are given by Matthew
at so much greater length. And if Luke could discard the
Parable of the Seed growing secretly, given in Mark, he
might have discarded the connected pair of Parables of the
Pear] of great price and the Hidden Treasure if they had
occurred in Q, which are the only two of the peculiar
Matthean parables, as Harnack points out, which have the
terse brevity of the parables of Q.1 All attempts, however,
at identifying as originally in Q passages which do not
occur in dot/t Matthew and Luke, are rendered highly specu-
lative by the following consideration.

The interval of time between the original writing of Q
and its use by Matthew and Luke was probably very con-
siderable. And a compilation of this informal description
would undoubtedly gather up words of the Master floating
in current tradition, especially at an early date, while tradi-
tion was fresh. And since the traditions current in one
Church would not be the same as those in another, it is
highly improbable that the expanded version of Q) current
in the Church where Matthew worked would be the same
as the differently expanded version current where Luke
worked. It would seem natural to refer most of the
sayings and parables peculiar to Matthew to this origin.”
Similar additions in the version of Q) which reached St. Luke
would naturally be looked for in the Q-like passages, xiv.
7-14, 28-33, interpolated into the otherwise solid block of
Q in xiii. 18-xv. 10. In that case the first two of the triads
of sayings in this section owe their present context not to

! A fuller discussion of the question whether any of Matthew’s peculiar
matter can be identified as Q (treated from a slightly different point of view,
but arriving at similar results) is found in the previous paper of Sir J.
Hawkins, pp. 132 fl.

? In that case the edition of Q which Matthew used would have included
most or all of the * Book of Sayings’ hypothecated in Mr, Allen's Essay.
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St. Luke but to an intermediate editor of Q). The solitary
analogy-parable, xvii. #-10, ‘ Unprofitable Servants,’ which
is quite in the style of Q, may be another such early addi-
tion. It is even possible that xiii. 1-17, which separates
the first two great extracts from Q, already stood here in
the expanded version of Q which reached St. Luke, for—

(1) xiii. 1-5, Galileans slain by Pilate, &c., is a passage
whose detailed allusion to two unimportant local events
makes it probable that it was very early committed to
writing.

(2) xiii. 6~g, the Parable of the Fig Tree, which may
be from Luke’s Collection of Parables, #zay, as some have
suspected, be the original of which Mark’s story of the
Cursing of the Fig Tree is a later variant, and if so probably
is very early.

(3) xiii. 10-1%, a Sabbath Healing, is a type of incident of
which Luke has two other cases (Lk vi. 6 ff., xiv. 1 ff), so
that since his sendency elsewhere is rather to omit parallel
stories occurring in his sources (e. g. Feeding the 4,000, the
anointing at Bethany), it is possiély more likely that he
found it in his source and did not discard than that he
interpolated it so near to the other Sabbath Healing of xiv.
1f,, although in its tone and manner it shows the editorial
touch of St. Luke, and is therefore more likely to be a
favourite story from his own stock of traditions.!

Such conclusions are of course highly speculative, but it
is at least possible that St. Luke’s version of Q contained
the bulk of the two blocks ix. 51-xv. 10 and xvii. 1-xviii. 8,
and that St. Luke has in accordance with his method incor-
porated such of his source as he desired to retain with but
little interpolation. Thus in both the longer and the shorter
interpolations St. Luke is mainly using his version of Q.
To this he adds, in the shorter interpolation, the Widow of
Nain, the Anointing by the Woman that was a Sinner, and

1 Cf. p. 103.
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the Parable of the Two Debtors ; in the larger interpolation,
the Good Samaritan, the Rich Fool, the Prodigal Son, the
Unjust Steward, Dives and Lazarus, the Pharisee and the
Publican, the incident of the Ten Lepers, and probably
Martha and Mary and a Sabbath Healing.

All these additions emphasize aspects of the Gospel in
which, as is shown by his selection and treatment of
materials elsewhere, St. Luke takes a special interest.! They
also reflect strongly his characteristic style and vocabulary.
We infer that it is more likely that they represent favourite
stories selected by him from floating tradition which it was
his wont to tell and retell to pupils rather than that he
drew them from a third documentary source analogous to
Mark or Q.

It is not within the scope of the present essay to con-
sider how far the detailed wording of Q is better preserved
by Matthew or by Luke in passages where they differ.
For a suggestive and exhaustive attempt to recover the
original wording the reader is referred to Harnack’s often
cited work. We may, however, conclude with some very
brief general reflections on this point. Matthew, whose
principal interest seems to be didactic, regularly and syste-
matically compresses narrative; for detailed evidence cf.
Hawkins, Horae Synopticac®, pp. 158 ff. Luke, though
omitting the pure redundancies of Mark’s style, compresses
little and preserves the liveliness of detail of the original.
The presumption, therefore, is that little touches like that
introducing the Lord’s Prayer, xi. 1, and perhaps the greater
detail in parables like the ‘Lost Sheep’ or ‘Wedding
Feast’ are due to Luke preserving original features. On the
other hand many of these additions, cf. those in xiv. 1, 7, 12,
15a noticed on p. 194, or the introduction to the parable,
xviii. 1, cf. p. 202, appear to be inferences from the contents
of the saying they introduce. Particularly significant is the

1 Cf. the characterization, pp. 222-5_infra.
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fact that he imports 7ére éAeyev avrois, Lk xxi. 1o, cf. kai
elme, Xxi. 29, into the middle of the Apocalyptic discourse
derived from Mark, showing that he likes to divide long
pieces of discourse as it were into paragraphs by a word or
two of narrative. Luke also re-writes his Marcan matter
more than Matthew does, ‘ Hellenizes’ it, so to speak,
introducing various improvements in vocabulary and style.
This, in spite of the great influence of the LXX on Luke’s
style and vocabulary, tends on the whole to the loss of
something of the Hebraic feeling of the original, which
Matthew better retains. Hence in style and feeling Matthew
will be something nearer the original. It is doubtless a sub-
conscious recognition of this that has tended to make alike
critics and the instinctive feeling of the ordinary Christian
look pre-eminently to the Gospel of St. Matthew for the
subtler atmosphere of the Master’s teaching.



THE LITERARY EVOLUTION OF
THE GOSPELS

SYLLABUS

The main position urged in this essay is that the document Q,
recovered by critical investigations, the Gospel of St. Mark, and the
two Gospels of St. Matthew and St. Luke, form three distinct stages
in the evolution of the Gospel writings. Each meets the probable
apologetic and practical needs of a different period and presupposes
a different background.

Q implies a Palestinian background in the Apostolic age, Mark
is Roman and transitional, Matthew and Luke are distinctly sub-
Apostolic.

Q - was intended not to supersede but to supplement an oral
tradition which would have included an account of the Passion—
which Q therefore omits. Nark, written later, was intended to
supplement Q. Matthew and Luke, on the other hand, aim at
completeness, and intend to supersede rather than to supplement
earlier writings or traditions.

~ These conclusions are based partly on the position accorded to
John the Baptist, the Parousia, and the Pharisees in the several
documents ; partly on the absence of a Passion story in Q, and on
the fact that Mark several times, but perhaps from memory only,
quotes Q ; as well as on certain minor considerations,

Analogies are adduced from the early lives of St. Francis, and the
nature and significance of the idealizing tendency of Matthew and
Luke are also discussed.

5.8.r, P



THE LITERARY EVOLUTION OF
THE GOSPELS

THE early document (), reconstructed in the preceding
critical investigations, belongs to a different age, and is the
work of one moving in a quite different atmosphere from
that in which were produced the Gospels of St. Matthew
and St. Luke. It belongs to the Apostolic Age. The
Gospel of St. Mark forms the transition. The two later
Gospels belong clearly to the Sub-apostolic period, a period
which collected, arranged, and interpreted the relics of
a bygone time, which was principally dependent on written
records, and whose hold on the living tradition was becoming
weak. Both of them attempt, so far as their materials allowed,
to give a fairly exhaustive account of the life and teaching
of the Master.

Exhaustive is the last word to describe a work like Q,
which could omit all mention of the Crucifixion, or even
like St. Mark, which gives such scanty fragments of the
Master’s teaching. These astounding omissions are only
conceivable in documents of an earlier age; an age which
week by week and day by day expected the Lord’s return,
and needed not to collect and compile for a posterity which
would never be born; an age when the witnesses were so
many, and the tradition so vivid, that it was impossible
to think of being exhaustive, and he who wrote, wrote
only a selection for a special purpose; an age when to put
‘the Gospel ’ in writing meant to compose, not a biography
of the Master, but an epitome of His message.

A Christian writer of the first generation is not an historian
writing for posterity, for the end of all things is at hand ;
nor is he a biographer writing with a literary or scientific
interest in presenting or analysing an interesting personality.
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He is a man with the missionary’s passion for souls, striving
to bring home to as many as possible, before it is too late,
the message, ‘ Repent ye, for the Kingdom of God is at
hand,” with small hope that its preachers should even ‘have
gone through the cities of Israel till the Son of Man be
come,’ and repentance be too late, for the Judgement trump
has sounded. When such men write, they write with an
immediate and a practical purpose.

A brief analysis of the conditions of the first age will
show that Q is just the kind of writing we should expect
it to produce,

It was as a prophet that our Lord, like John the Baptist,
appeared to His contemporaries.! Some say He is John
arisen, some Elijah, some ‘that Prophet’, and as a Prophet
He spake with authority and not as the Scribes (He is so
styled Mk vi. 4; Lk vii. 16, 39; xxiv. 19). It was only
quite late in his career that at Caesarea Philippi it flashed
upon Peter’s mind that He was more than a Prophet, that
He was, in fact, the Christ.

The Crucifixion for a moment shook His disciples’ faith,
the belief that He had arisen again reconvinced them that
He was the Christ (cf. Rom i. 4). But though He was
the Christ He had not yet appeared as Clrist. He had
appeared as ‘the Prophet like unto me’ of whom Moses
spoke (Acts iil. 22; vii. 37). His coming as Christ was
still future, and when this happened there would be no
room for doubt, no need for argument or apologetic, no cause
to say, ‘ Lo here or lo there,’ for ‘as the lightning cometh
out of the East and shineth even to the West, so shall be the
coming of the Son of Man’. The so-called ‘ Second Coming’
would be the first coming as Christ. He had come indeed,
but only so far as a” Prophet; the message which He
preached Himself and which He told His disciples to preach
was John’s message, ¢ Repent, for the Kingdom is at hand.

1 CL. Hibbert Journal, Oct., 1906.
P2
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But this ‘repent’ meant something more and other than
the Pharisaic call, ‘ If Israel would keep but one Sabbath
according to the ordinance the Son of God would appear.’
It was a call to a new and deeper righteousness. Of this
new righteousness, exceeding that of the Scribes and
Pharisees, He had been the Prophet, and on the basis of
the righteousness which He had taught as Prophet He
would judge the world when He returned as Christ. The
main business of the disciples being to prepare men for
His coming by preaching this new righteousness, they
must before long have needed a selection of the Master’s
teaching on the nature of this new righteousness, on its
relation to that taught by the Scribes and Pharisees, and
on the time and manner of His coming. It would ncver
occur to any one to write a biography—*a Gospel’ in the
later sense. Did they know of biographies of Isaiah, Jere-
miah, Ezekiel, and the rest of the prophets? Was it the
biographies, was it not rather the epigrammatic sayings
of the Rabbis that were cherished in their Schools? It
would be on the analogy of books like Isaiah and Jeremiah
that Christians would first record the Master’s work. And
since among the sayings of the more important Old Testa-
ment prophets occurs an account of the moment when each
received the prophetic call, we rather expect to find that
Q begins with a record of this moment in our Lord’s life—
in His case the Baptism and Voice from Heaven (cf. the
previous Essay, p. 187, for proof that Q) contained this).

We ought not then to expect to find in Q) all that was
known of Christ by its author. Q is a selection, compiled
for a practical purpose, of those words or deeds of the
Master which would give guidance in the actual problems
faced by the Christian missionaries. What were these? In
Palestine in quite the early years mainly three i—

() The relation of Christ’s teaching to that of John the
Baptist,
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" '(8) Its relation to the Pharisaic teaching.

(¢) The problem, if Jesus was really the Messiah, why
had He appeared in such dubious guise ?

(z) The fact that the teaching of John the Baptist had
spread as far as Ephesus well in advance of Christianity,
the dilemma of the High Priests in face of the question
¢ The baptism of John, was it from heaven, or from men?’
(Mk xi. 29-33) ‘since all the people held him to be a pro-
phet’, and the probably genuine notice in Josephus (cf. also
Bidderar Lk xvi. 16 = Mt xi. 12), show that the preaching
of John had created a great impression in Palestine, doubt-
less a greater than the less dramatically ascetic and quieter
work of Jesus. The Christian message was so much the
same as John’s—‘ Repent ye, the kingdom is at hand '—the
call to righteousness, the proclamation of the immediate
coming of the Christ—that it was of the utmost importance
to' make clear the relation between them. Accordingly
Q begins with the summary of John’s preaching intended
to bring out that it was preliminary to, and therefore a»n
evidence for, the claims of the One mightier who was to
follow. Hence also later on (Mt xi. 2-19 = Lk vii. 18-35),
the elaborate report of John’s question to our Lord and
our Lord’s clear definition of the relation of Himself and
His teaching to John. John is great but Christ transcends
him. To the early Christians it seemed clear that those
who had believed that John was a prophet ought to be the
first to recognize Him whom John foretold.

(6) Outside John’s movement, orthodox Pharisaism was
the most living religious force in Palestine. What had the
Master to say to this? The question is answered by
the Beelzebub incident and the Woes to the Pharisees,
and probably by much of that matter on this topic in
the Sermon on the Mount (and elsewhere in Matthew)
which, since Luke omits it, we can only guess to have
been in Q.
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(¢) Lastly, the Christian apologist had daily to meet this
objection, ‘ The Christ should reign in power and glory;
how then can this crucified prophet be indeed the Christ ?’
The account of the Temptation, told no doubt partly as an
incident of the Call, is chiefly intended to answer questions
such as these. If He was Messiah, why had He not bread to
eat? Whydid not all Jerusalem see Him borne by angels as
He leaped from the temple pinnacle? Why did He not rule
all the kingdoms of the earth, a Caesar on the throne of
David? This is what Messiah should do. If He was the
Christ, why did He not act as such? And the answer is
the detailed story of the Temptation with its implication—
This is precisely what Satan tempted Him to do; but He
saw a better way. The same objection is met by the record
of our Lord’s reply to the question, ‘Art thou he that
should come, or do we look for another?’ concluding with
the significant words, ‘blessed is he that is not offended
in me,’ i.e. who does not find the paradox of the humble,
toiling, homeless Christ too much for him.

But that is only the first part of the answer, but a part
which is given early because it gives the key to the paradox
of the New Righteousness—* blessed are ye poor’, ‘let him
take up his cross and follow’. The objection is not finally
disposed of till we reach the Apocalyptic matter towards the
middle and at the close of the book— Watch, for very soon
He will return, and #%s time as Lord and King and Judge,
unmistakable and undisguised, ‘for as the lightning which
lighteneth out of one part under heaven shineth unto the
other part under heaven, so shall the Son of Man be in his
coming.’

For eighteen centuries the Cross has been the symbol
of Christianity, and it seems strange that the earliest
‘ Gospel ’ should have told nothing of the Master’s Death,
or Resurrection. The strangeness disappears if we ask
ourselves why it was written at all? Empbhatically it was
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not written for posterity, for the end of the world was at
hand. Nor was it a summary of Christian doctrine to be
handed about to casual inquirers like a modern tract. Early
Christian teaching, like Jewish, was viva voce. It was from
the living woice (cf. mapédwxa 1 Cor xv. 3) that men
heard how the Master had been crucified, had risen, had
appeared first to Peter, then to the Twelve, &c., and soon
would come again to judge. At that period and in that
non-literary society of Palestinian peasants only that was
written down wkick one would be likely to forget, and that
which would be useful for the better instructed leaders to
refer to occasionally as an authority on points of detail.
No one was likely to forget that Christ had died and
risen. No one in Galilee or Jerusalem, whether believer,
inquirer, or persecutor, but knew something of the Galilean
Rabbi who for a time had made such a stir, had been
crucified, and of whom at least 500 persons scattered
through the land could tell how they had since seen Him
alive (1 Cor xv. 6). No painfully decipherable volume
could make this tale so vivid as the living voice.! The
tale was told in every bazaar in Palestine. It was not to
retell this tale, but to provide a convenient authority on
points 7ot of such common knowledge, that Q was written.
That is to say, Q is perfectly intelligible as a document
written fo supplement the living tradition of a generation
which had known Christ. Within a dozen years after the
event something of the kind would be needed. It is not
intelligible as a document thirty or forty years later, when
the events which Q) presupposes as matter of common
knowledge were a generation old.

An interesting parallel may be drawn from the records
of the life of St. Francis of Assisi. His reception of the
Stigmata was, to the minds of his followers, as much the

! As late as Papias the living voice was preflerred by some as evidence to
written books.
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climax of his life as the Crucifixion was of our Lord’s.
Yet in the Specalum Perfectionis, the earliest collection
of his words and acts, it is only alluded to quite casually
(cf. Speculum, § 99) a propos of certain temptations with
which he was harassed, just as in Q the Crucifixion is only
‘hinted at casually (if at all) in the saying, * He who would
be my disciple, let him take up his cross and follow
me.” The Speculum was written by three companions of
St. Francis: is it a rash guess that QQ was written by
companions of our Lord, and chiefly by that Matthew
whose name is giveh to the expanded edition of it, which
stands first in our New Testament? Was it this work
that the old elder meant when he spoke to Papias of ra
Aoyta? The editor of our First Gospel shows a special
wish to bring Matthew into his story, substituting his
name for that of Levi in his original ; was this because
Matthew’s name was already connected with his most
valued source? It is a tempting guess; but of this much
we can be sure, had Matthew written, it would have been
a book like this.

In sharp contrast in many ways to Q is Mark, in its
purpose and in the environment it presupposes.  We are
no longer in Palestine, where the followers of John and of
the Pharisees are active religious forces, where every one,
friend or foe, had at least heard of the Prophet of Nazareth
who was crucified and was said by His disciples to have
risen ‘again. We are in Rome, where the general public
have never heard of Jesus, where an allusion to Jewish
custom requires an explanation (e.g. Mk vii. 3-4), where
even the title Christ—in Palestine thrilling with all the
magic of a nation's immemorial hope—is to many hardly
more than the bizarre conception of a disliked and incom-
prehensible Oriental tribe, where John Baptist is not
even a name, and where lastly we have a reading public.
Something like a biography is wanted, showing who He
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was, how He showed His powers, how He 'had died and
how it was known that He had risen,

In Palestinian Q), John the Baptist looms large; his testi-
mony to our Lord, and our Lord’s elaborately reported
characterization of him and his work, as that which He
Himself only superséded by perfecting, are points of the
greatest apologetic value, for in Palestine all “held John
to be a prophet indeed’. In Mark, John is merely the
‘messenger sent before thy face’ (i." 2), ‘the Elijah who
must first come’ (Mk ix. 11-12).! That is to say for Mark
the apologetic significance of John’s witness to Christ does
not depend, as it does in Q, on the acknowledged greatness
of John as a prophet, but on the fact that he fulfilled the
Old Testament prophecy of the messenger and the Elijah
who were to precede the Christ, i.e. Mark addresses a
public who know the Old Testament as a venerable and
mysterious authority, but are unmoved by the personal
prestige of John.

Again, the Temptation, so detailed in Q, is barely alluded
to by Mark. Why? We have seen above that the Tempta-
tion in Q) has no meaning except it be a temptation to live
up to a patriotic Jew’s nationalistic and political conception
of the Messiah. To the average Gentile Christian in Rome
this would have little meaning. Q secks to prove to the
Jew that Jesus is Messiah; Mark to the Gentile that He is
the ¢ Son of God’ (Mk 1. 1). Q tells two or three miracles
only (Centurion’s servant, a Dumb Demon, and perhaps
Lk xiv. 1-6, a Sabbath Cure), and these not for their own
sake but for the sake of the sayings they lead up to. In
Mark healing miracles abound. Naturally, in the streets of

! The insertion of the long story of Herodias and the death of John is due
to Mark’s fondness for a good story, not to its apologetic or practical value,
and hence is compressed by Matthew and omitted by Luke; «cf. the
picturesque details of John’s dress and diet, Mk i. 6, which also Luke does
not reproduce ; cf. the gratuitous story of the young man with a linen
garment, Mk xiv. 51-2.
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Rome these happened more rarely than in faith-creating
Galilee, and they therefore proved more.! Probably few in
Palestine, except those in high places and the more bigoted
Pharisees, ever doubted that Jesus was ‘a man of God’, but
to prove to them that He was more than this, the Christ,
required ‘a sign from heaven’, Lk xi. 16, ‘in the depth or
in the height,’ cf. Isa vii. 11, of a more striking kind than
healing some sick and demoniacs—a flight of angels, for
instance, to bear Him up when flung from the Temple
pinnacle. Miracles of healing and the like therefore were
to Q of small apologetic value ; not so to Mark.

Lastly, Mark gives in detail the Passion. Some one has
even described the Gospel as ‘a history of the Passion
expanded backwards’, so large a proportion of the Gospel
deals with that one last week. We trace here the result of
greater distance from the events than Q, both in time and
in space. Far away is the land where the career of the
Nazarene had been a nine days’ wonder, discussed in ‘every
village. Dead or distant are all those who had ever
seen Him. A written account of it all is wanted, more
detailed than the catechetical tradition of Mission preachers.
We trace also the result of another apologetic interest.
In Palestine the Crucifixion of the Messiah, though can-
celled, as it were, by the Resurrection, and seen to be
after all in accord with Prophecy (Acts ii. 31; iii. 18, &c.),
was yet a paradox and a stumbling-block (1 Cor i. 23).
The author of Q perhaps was a little glad not to dwell on
it. But St. Paul had centred all on the paradox, ‘ Messiah
crucified, the King on the Cross’; and one who had fallen
under his influence and was writing for a Church where he
had worked, could not but concentrate attention here.

We thought it strange that Q had no Passion story; is

1 ¢The sons of the Pharisees,” Matthew xii. 27, and an unknown worker,
Mk ix. 38, had this power; cf. also the Jewish exorcists in Acts xix. 13.
Its possession therefore proved little.
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it not equally strange that Mark has so little of the teaching
in which Q is so rich? It can hardly be, as some critics have
maintained, that under Pauline influence he laid such stress
on the Passion and Resurrection as to lose interest in the
teaching. On the contrary, he mentions and emphasizes
the great effect of our Lord’s teaching much oftener than
cither Matthew or Luke—the words 8i8ax? and 8iédoxw he
uses as often as the two together.) Only one explanation
seems possible, but that simple and completely satisfactory—
the Church for which St. Mark wrote already possessed in
writing a convenient summary of the main features of our
Lord’s teaching, and if so, why may not this writing have
been Q? If our characterization of Q above is correct, it
was probably written twenty years before Mark, and might
well have reached Rome before him.

It does not seem to the present writer probable that
Mark worked with a copy of Q unrolled before him, but
from time to time, in his account of John’s preaching, of
the Temptation, the Charge to the Twelve, the Beelzebub
controversy, the Parable of the Mustard Seed, and in some
minor instances, he has matter parallel to Q, and that usually
in a shorter but at the same time a less original-looking
form.2 It would look asif he were quoting Q from memory.

Moreover, if Mark wrote to supplement Q, we have a ready
explanation of the curious fact noticed in a previous Essay,
that while apparently familiar with Q he uses it so little
and usually with abbreviation. In writing a life of the
Master he could not omit all mention of important facts
like John’s preaching, the Temptation, the Mission of the
Twelve, and the Beelzebub controversy, or give no speci-
mens of the Parables of the Kingdom and other sayings.
He gives them, but in as succinct a form as possible,

Just, then, as Q was written to supplement, but not to

1 CI. the significant facts noted in Hawkins, Hor. Syn.2, p. 12, idax?.
2 For details see Essay on St. Mark’s knowledge ol Q.
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supersede, a living tradition,so Mark was written to supple-
ment, but not to supersede Q, or some deposit of material
very like Q.

Harnack has well pointed out that St. Mark created a new
Gospel type, emphasizing the life rather than the sayings.
But though he is the transition between Q) and the two later
synoptics, it is a long step from Mark to Matthew or Luke.
These latter aim not at supplementing, but at superseding,
previous works. They aim at completeness, beginning with
the birth of the Master, and including in one volume His
teaching and His life. Their books are conscious works
of literary art, and their selection and presentation of detail
has been coloured by the apologetic exigencies of a later
time. Q is an unordered collection of sayings or incidents,
selected because they had vividly impressed the mind of
the nafrator or had an ethical or apologetic interest for the
early community. Mark is a collection of vignettes—scenes
from the life of the Master. The oft recurring use of e58ds
produces an illusory impression that the scenes are all
closely connected in-time and place, but this is a mere habit
of style. The traces of a development which have been
noticed in our Lord’s Messianic teaching, or in the degree
of hostility of the Pharisees, 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. Matthew and Luke have a more ambitious aim.

Matthew’s aim is to give, in one convenient volume,
a complete account of our Lord's life, a systematic view
of His teaching, and a conclusive proof of His Messiah-
ship ; and at every step we feel that he is writing for those
to whom Pharisaic Judaism is a very real and potent
force, of mixed attraction and repulsion. The genealogy
traced {rom Abraham through David, the messages of
angels to Joseph, the birth at Bethlehem, the fulfilment
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seen by the evangelist in event after event of the in-
fancy of some Old Testament prophecy, strike the note
of apologetic which echoes through the Gospel, as time
after time he stops to point out that such a thing occurred
¢that it might be fulfilled which was spoken by the pro-
phet’. But Christ is not merely the greater David, He is
the greater Moses—the New Lawgiver, who from the moun-
tain—a new Sinai—and on some few other stated occasions
gives forth in majestic symmetry the New Law. Aboveall,
He is the Judge that is to come, and that right soon.

In the Sermon on the Mount and the four other great dis-
courses, Matthew has massed together topic by topic, from
Mark, from @, and from his own special traditions, the
Master’s words on the New Righteousness, the Mission,
the nature of the Kingdom, and the Judgement. The
loosely arranged obiter dicta of ) are selected, re-
arranged, systematized, almost made into a code—may
one say ‘rabbinized’? A striking peculiarity of our
Lord’s teaching in its original form is that He never once
lays down a rule of conduct as a rule. His so-called
moral precepts suggest principles of right action, they never
define cases or classes of right action. ‘Turn the other
cheek,’ *He that hateth not his father and his mother,” &c.,
are paradoxes, not meant to be taken literally. They do
not aim at giving precise legal rules as to non-resistance or
as to the comparative claims of family and religion. They
suggest with metaphorical exaggeration general principles
by which every age and every individual may be guided
in solving the cases which arise. This feature of His
teaching was obviously intentional. If once ethics is
reduced to a system of rules, the question constantly
rises, is such and such an offence ‘within the meaning of
the act’? Zaw can only be interpreted casuistically,

! This Apocalyptic aspect of Matthew is treated at length in the Appendix ;
cf, p. 42z,
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and on their premises the rabbis were right. Our Lord
saw this, and therefore avoided giving any definite precept
which His followers might treat as the rabbis did those
of Moses. But humanity loves a definite rule, and Peter
asks, * How oft shall my brother offend and I forgive him?
Till seven times?' The reply in effect is, ‘I give no
definite rules—till seventy times seven.” In at least two
cases Matthew, or the tradition behind him, has begun to
make such rules, In Mt =xviii. 15-18 he expands our
Lord’s general precept on forgiveness in Lk xvii. 3, which
merely intends ‘ strive hard for reconciliation ’ into a piece of
ecclesiastical law. Again in v. 32, and xix. g, he adds to
our Lord’s quite general ideal condemnation of divorce, the
practical limitation wapekros Aéyov mopvelas, where both
Mark x. 11 and Luke xvi. 18 keep the original unexpanded
form. The emphasis on the anti-Pharisaic teaching of Christ
in Matthew shows who were the keenest foes of the Church
he worked in, and his apologetic meets them on their own
ground in his appeal to Scripture and his confronting the
Old Law with the New.!

St. Luke wrote in an atmosphere far different from St.
Matthew, He is not writing for men to whom ‘ Messiah’
is a magic word, or to whom religion has always been
presented as law. He omits the anti-Pharisaic passage of
Mark vii, and cuts short the Woes to the Pharisees of Q which
St. Matthew has given at length, and perhaps with addi-
tions. He is, moreover, a consummate literary artist. He
is writing a biography, avowedly inspired, like a biography
by a Tacitus (cf. Tac. Agric. 3 fin.) or a Plutarch, with that
feeling of pretas towards its subject, which antiquity praised
in an historian, but which modern scholars with difficulty
condone. The artist starts with a definite conception of

1 Cf. Jasi.25. James is nearer to Matthew than any other book of the
New Testament in this conception of Christianity as the New Law ; Revela-
tion is the nearest to his Apocalyptic outlook.
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that which he is to depict; he selects, he arranges; above
all, he ruthlessly discards.

Some things St. Luke discards because he has elsewhere
recorded an incident or a saying which teaches the same
lesson—Mark’s rejection at Nazareth, the anointing at
Bethany, the second feeding of the multitude. Others he
omits as pure redundancies—the long account of Herodias,
the young man with the linen garment. Other incidents
he is unwilling to make use of as likely to be laid hold of
by religious opponents—the Walking on the Water, which
might favour Docetism; the Syrophenician Woman, with
its implication that Gentiles were as dogs who could only
claim the crumbs of the Master’s table, or that the Master
could even for a moment grudge His healing ; the Curs-
ing of the Fig-tree, as too harsh for the Great Healer.
Lastly, from that feeling of pietas towards the Twelve—
which in the Acts makes him silent about the dispute of
Peter and Paul—he will not perpetuate the memory of
things like the rebuke ‘ Retro Satanas’, or the un-Christian
request of James and John (Mk x. 35 ff.); the protest of
all the Twelve that they would never leave Him, and their
subsequent desertion (Mk xiv. 31 b, 50) ; the threefold repeti-
tion of their slumber in Gethsemane.! St. Luke discards
far more of Mark than Matthew, and what he retains he
alters far more in the way of verbal improvement; but
his literary instinct makes him keep the picturesque touch,
the dramatic vividness of his original, in many a place
where Matthew has abbreviated them away.?

But it is more from what he adds than from what he dis-
cards that we see the picture he would paint. The Widow
of Nain, the Sinner to whom ‘much was forgiven for she
loved much’, the Good Samaritan, the Rich Fool, the joy

1 Cf. the excuse dmd 7fs Admps in Lk xxil, 45, and the toning down of
Mk xiv. 29 in Lk xxii, 33.
? CL Hawkins, op, cit., p. 158, * The shortening of narratives in Matthew.’
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in-heaven over one sinner that repenteth, the Prodigal Son,
the Samaritan Leper, the Ministering Women, Martha and
Mary, the Healing of the ear which Peter had struck off—
to name only a few characteristic additions—show his
interest in the Gospel as a special message to the sick, to
the repentant, and to women.

Such additions of course he did not make from his own
imagination., They must have been derived either, like
the Marcan and the Q matter, from an earlier written
source, or they must represent the traditions which he had
himself collected as he wandered in the Churches—most
of them perhaps, as Harnack suggests, during his stay
along with St. Paul at Caesarea, possibly from Philip’s
daughters (Acts xxi. 8-10). ‘But whencesoever derived, his
selection of these particular stories to retell shows his bent
of mind. He does not falsify his materials, but discards
or includes in subordination to his main conception.

And what is this? To St, Luke Jesus is not primarily
the Messiah of Israel, for Israel has by this time finally
rejected Him, but the Saviour, the Healer of soul and
body for all the world. His genealogy is traced not from
Abraham but from Adam, not from the Father of Israel
but from the Father of all men. As an infant He was
recognized as the Light to lighten the Gentiles; and the
prophet who foretold ‘the voice of one crying in the
wilderness’ foretold also, Luke alone notes, that ¢all flesh
shall see the salvation of God’ (Lk iii. 6).

Still more significant is the story of the Sermon at
Nazareth and His rejection there. St. Luke knew that this
was not the first public act of Christ, for he makes Him
allude to previous work at Capernaum (iv. 23), but he puts
it before any other act of His public ministrations because he
sees in it an epitome of the whole Gospel and the key to its
destined reception by Jew and Gentile respectively, Let us
examine it more closely,  Qur Lord begins by proclaiming
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that this day is fulfilled the great healing prophecy of
Isaiah, ¢ good tidings to the poor, release to the captive,
sight to the blind, liberty to the bruised, the acceptable year
of the Lord” But the prophet is not acceptable in his
own country. As of old so now. There are sick and
needy in Israel as there were in the days of Elijah and
Llisha ; but the healing and the help will go to the Gentile,
as it did of old to Naaman the Syrian and the widow of
Sarepta.

Comfort and help to the poor, to the sick, to the re-
pentant, to the Samaritan, and to the Gentile—for St. Luke
this is the Gospel—* Blessed are ye poor,’ happy Lazarus
the beggar, ‘to-day is salvation come to this house, the
Prodigal forgiven, the Publican justified, ‘for she loved
much,’ “and he was a Samaritan, ‘unto all nations begin-
ning from Jerusalem.” In his sequel, the Acts, he carries
on the same conception, tracing the gradual widening of
the Church from Jew to Samaritan, Samaritan to proselyte,
proselyte to heathen; tracing its march from Jerusalem, the
capital of Judaism, to Rome, the capital of the world.
The last words of St. Paul in Rome (Acts xxviii. 28)
significantly re-echo the first words of the Master in
Nazareth, ¢ Be it known therefore unto you (Jews) that
this salvation of God is sent unto the Gentiles; they
will hear.’

The life of St. Francis of Assisi and the early develop-
ments of the movement he originated, present many resem-
blances to the life of Christ and the early history of the
Church. It is interesting therefore to notice that the re-
semblances extend to the early literary records of these two
lives. The oldest account of St. Francis is the Sgeculum
Perfectionis, which we have already alluded to for the
striking analogy it offers to Q’s omission of all but a by-
allusion to the Passion. Like Q it is an early, naive, loosely

8.5.F Q
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arranged collection of significant incidents and obiter dicta.
Like Q it has reached us embedded in a later document,
from which Sabatier first disentangled it by a process of
critical elimination similar to that by which Q has been
recovered. Only in the case of the Specxlum a later dis-
covery has confirmed the critic’s conclusions. Next comes
the former life of Celano, which, like Mark, is more sell-
conscious, the first attempt at a biography. Later, the
second life of Celano presents a fair parallel to Matthew
and Luke, while the still later official life of Bonaventura
will to some extent correspond to St. John. All these are
more or less self-conscious works of art, written to supply
the definitely realized need of the later community—idealiza-
tion, elimination, systematization, are clearly seen at work.
There is a sense in which each of our first three Gospels
is the more original—Mark in that it is the oldest, Matthew
and Luke in that they embody a yet older source (Matthew
in its more Judaic atmosphere, Luke more nearly in its
original informal arrangement). 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 onc we could best spare? 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 inspira-
tion of Christendom. A mechanical shapshot is for the
realist a more reliable and 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 argu-
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ment, 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, idealize—if you will--the picture,
but in so doing make us to realize something of the majesty
and tenderness which once 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 /s story leaves us cold. We turn
to the arresting cadence of the Sermon on the Mount and
it is no longer the multitude but e that marvel.

Nole.—The special question of the development in the
eschatological ideas in the several documents is separalely treated
in an Appendix lo this volume; cf. pp. 425 ff.
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The trial of our Lord before Herod is not, as some critics think,
an apocryphal development of the Passion story. The Massacre
of Galileans (Herod’s subjects) alluded to in Luke xiii. 1-5 illustrates
the incident by supplying a reason for the enmity said to have
exisled between Pilate and Herod, and a motive for Pilale’s not
wishing to judge another Galilean without reference to his lawful

sovereign.



ON THE TRIAL OF OUR LORD BEFORE
HEROD—A SUGGESTION

THIS story is dismissed as a legendary accretion by many
critics. This view we challenge, (1) because we can detect
no apologetic motive for its growth ; (2) because the state-
ment (Lk xxiii. 12) that the incident led to a reconciliation
between Pilate and Herod so completely illuminates and is
illuminated by certain facts elsewhere recorded.

The instinct of the Church very early divined that it was
hopeless to try and overcome the opposition of Judaism, but
not so that of the Roman Empire. Tradition, therefore,
which is always being modified by the instinct and experi-
ence of a community, tends more and more to emphasize
the responsibility of the Jews for the blood of Christ and to
exculpate the Roman Governor. Thus we find that to the
story as told by Mark, Matthew adds the washing of Pilate’s
hands, Luke his triple attempt (Lk xxiii. 22) to placate the
Jews and acquit Christ, while John and the apocryphal
Gospel of Peter still further emphasize this idea. But it is
not obvious how a trial before Herod comes into line with
this tendency.

A decisive consideration, however, emerges if we reflect
on the light thrown on the enmity and reconciliation of
Pilate by the incident told in Lk xiii. 1-5. Our Lord
is informed, as if of a recent event (dmayyéAhovres), of a
massacre by Pilate of certain Galileans while offering their
sacrifices. Such an event would be bound to produce a pro-
test from Herod, their ruler and natural protector ; for
though a member of the Herod family might not be over-
particular about himself shedding the blood of his subjects
on occasion, it was a different thing to stand by and see
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some one clse do this. He was especially bound to protest
as they had bcen massacred while performing their religious
duties. After his execution of the Prophet John the Baptist,
which, doubtless for political reasons, he had sanctioned with
much reluctance (Mk vi. 20, 26), he required a little whitc-
washing in the eyes of his subjects. The absolutism of an
Oriental monarch is limited by one thing only—the neces-
sity of appearing as an upholder of the Faith. ILven the
Hellenizing Herod the Great rebuilt the Temple. The pro-
test against the massacre would therefore have been made
sufficiently public, and would annoy Pilate considerably,
especially as the Herods had influence in high circles at
Rome. We may even conjecture that it was on account of
this matter, as well as to attend the Passover, that Herod
was in Jerusalem at this time. _

Consider the situation. Our Lord is accused to Pilate of
agitating to make Himself king. He is a Galilean, and His
lawful sovereign, Herod, is at hand. If there is really any-
thing in the charge, Herod may quite well be trusted to
deal with a claimant to a kingdom which would include his
own, and at any rate there will be no more fuss about
Pilate’s killing Herod’s subjects. Herod, however, had once
before (Mk vi. 14) described our Lord asa John Baptist risen
again, and had no wish to put to death another popular
prophet. If He was really dangerous, Pilate would do it for
him.  Irritated by the refusal of the prisoner to answer him
(xxiii. 9), and to propitiate the priests and scribes, he lets
his soldiers mock Him and sends Him back to Pilate, doubt-
less with a polite disclaimer of any desire to interfere with
him in necessary measures for dealing with overt rebellion.
Pilate is complimented, Herod's ¢ face’ has been saved by
this public acknowledgement of his jurisdiction. They
can afford to end a dispute which both parties found
embarrassing.

An incident which cannot be explained as an apologetic
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development, and which fits in so well with the historical
situation, cannot be dismissed as a legendary accretion. If
it be asked, Why, then, does it not occur in Mark? we reply
it may well have been unknown to Mark.,! The Apostles fled
at the arrest, all except Peter ; and /4e disappeared after the
cock crowed. From Mk xiv. 28 and xvi. 7 it would seem
as if he went straight to Galilee. Peter, therefore, and the
Apostles were themselves dependent on common report at
second hand for subsequent details of the trial. Common
report would naturally speak of the important trial before
Pilate, which led to the condemnation, not of the trial
before Herod (a mere parenthesis in the other trial), which
led to nothing. St. Luke, who perhaps ultimately through
Manaen, Herod’s foster-brother (Acts xiii. 1), or Joanna,
Herod’s steward’s wife (Lk viii. 3 ; xxiv. 10), shows a special
interest in and knowledge of the Herods, both in the Gospel
and Acts, has here an independent and valuable source of
information.

! Professor Verrall suggests that Pilate and Herod may have lodged

when in Jerusalem in adjoining buildings between which communica-
tion was possible without the knowledge of the public.

Note.—The suggestion put forward in this essay has been antici-
pated by Dr. Arthur Wright, S¢. Luke's Gospel in Greek (London,
1900), p. 203; but the coincidence was not noticed until after the

essay was in type.
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THE BOOK OF SAYINGS USED BY THE
EDITOR OF THE FIRST GOSPEL

INTRODUCTION'!

THE criticism of the Synoptic Gospels seems to have
reached this point. It is very generally agreed that
Matthew and Luke have edited and enlarged the Second
Gospel. The points still debated in this connexion are
details. The main fact is, as it would seem, undeniable.
There is further a very widely held belief that Matthew
and Luke had also before them a second source, consisting
mainly of discourses; and for some years attempts have
been made to reconstruct this.

It was at one time usual to call this alleged discourse
source ¢ke Logia, but as that term seemed to beg disputable
questions connected with a statement of Papias about
the Logia written by Matthew, recent writers have pre-
ferred to adopt for it a colourless symbol Q (=Quelle).
Harnack? has recently set himself to the reconstruction of
Q, and as his results are likely to be widely accepted, it is
the purpose of this chapter to offer some criticism of both
his methods and his results by way of introducing a recon-
struction of a discourse source which was used by the
editor of the First Gospel.

A. Methods.—Briefly put, his method is to place in the
source any section or saying that is found in both Matthew
and Luke but not in Mark. The assumption behind this
is that wherever two writers agree closely in their records
they are borrowing from a common source. As regards
this I would only say that I am not prepared to contest

1 A portion of what follows appeared in the Exposttory Times for July,

190g, and is reprinted here by the courtesy of the Editor of that magazine,
* The Sayings of Jesus (Crown Theological Library).
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the general position that the literary agreement between
Matthew and Luke in sections common to them is so grcat
that literary dependence in some form must be assumed.

But I would only urge that it does not follow that if these
two writers agree closely in many sections all these sections
must have come from a single source. They agree, e.g.,
closely in the case of the Sermon on the Mount. They
also agree closely in the account of John’s preaching.
It does not follow that the sermon and the account of
John were found in the same common source. They may
have been found there. They may also have been in two
separate sources. So far as St. Luke is concerned, he ex-
pressly tells us that he was acquainted with the works of
many Gospel writers.

On this method of collecting together passages common
to Matthew and Luke, in which there is close verbal agree-
ment, Harnack builds up a document which hc supposes
that these writers used. It contains :—

I. An account of John’s preaching.

2. The Temptation and perhaps the Baptism.

3. A good deal of the Sermon on the Mount, followed
by the Healing of the Centurion’s Servant.

4. The Two Aspirants.

5. Sayings to the disciples about their mission.

6. The discourse about the Baptist, with the two sequels,
woes against Bethsaida and Chorazin, and the Thanks-
giving to the Father.

7. The Beelzebub section and the sign of Jonah.

8. Woes against the Pharisees.

9. Discourse about the Parousia, and other sayings.

Now, in the first place, a document which contained the
material above tabulated would be a very curious sort of
Gospel writing. Presumably the purpose of the writer was
to collect noteworthy sayings of Christ, and most of the
material is of that nature. But what then has the record
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of the preaching of the Baptist to do in such a work?
This would be intelligible enough as an introduction in any
historical or biographical narrative of Christ’s life, but
what has it to do with a collection of Christ’s sayings?

Again, the document thus reconstructed contains for the
most part sayings or groups of sayings. In the midst of
this appears quite unexpectedly a miracle, that of the
Centurion’s Servant. What has this to do in a collection
of sayings? A little later there is another miracle, the
healing of a dumb demoniac before the Beelzebub discourse.
But the two cases are not parallel. (), as reconstructed by
Harnack, contains several instances of a very slight nar-
rative setting to a series of sayings; cf. for example, the
Two Aspirants, or the Sending of Foln's disciples, or the
Demand for a Sign. Harnack, by linking together these
and one or two other such references to fact, makes up
what he calls seven narrative sections, but in reality only
one is a narrative section, viz. the Ceniturion’s Servant;
and the others, including the Beelzebub miracle, are quite
different in nature, being not self-contained narratives, but
mere allusions to fact which serve as an introduction to a
saying or groups of sayings. The narrative of the Cen-
turion's Servant is therefore really isolated in Q. And we
cannot help asking what right it has to be there. " The
central point of the story is not Christ’s saying, ‘ Not even
in Israel have I found such faith’ (for as a saying apart
from its context that has no meaning), but the facts that
Christ could heal by a word, and that He had done such
a healing for the servant of a centurion.

What has a compilation of discourses in common with
a narrative section like this? Or, if the compiler admitted
it, then surely his book must have contained other miracles
and narratives, and have been of a very different character
from the source as reconstructed by Harnack.

Further, Harnack puts into his source eleven instances
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of what he calls Parables. But just as he uses the word
narrative to cover mere references to fact, so he here uses
parable to cover analogies, similes, &c. Of his eleven
cases only four are formal parables. They are the Two
Builders, the Leaven, the Mustard Seed, and the Children
in the Market-place. The rest are metaphors or allegorical
allusions. Now here is a strange thing, that in a document
professing to be a collection of some of Christ’s sayings
there should be only four parables. The inference is
obvious. Harnack’s reconstructed source is at least incom-
plete. If there really was a collection of Christ’s sayings
it must have contained more parables than these four, and
those that are missing might very materially affect our
judgement of the nature of the document. ,

And lastly, the reconstructed source brings with it almost
as many difficulties as it solves, for it is only possible to
explain the text of our two Gosbels as reproductions of it
by ascribing to the two Evangelists, or to one of them, a
freedom of dealing with it which it is hard to reconcile
with the probability, admitted by Harnack, that it was of
Apostolic origin. How explain, for example, the two pre-
sentations of the Beatitudes or of the Lord's Prayer on
the supposition that the Evangelists had before them in an
Apostolic document one and the same record of each of
these items? Surely the inference here is irresistible that
the differences in these sections between the two writers is
not due to the fact that they are arbitrarily altering words,
which they both had before them in the same form, but that
they are reproducing different traditions of the Lord’s words.

However, we might perhaps assent that the principle of
putting into a common source all that is common to
Matthew and Luke alone is not very likely to be far wrong,
and that there is some probability that most of the above
material occurred in a document lying behind our First and
Third Gospels.



1X. Book of Sayings and the First Gospel 239

But two other words of caution are here needed. Before
we proceed to discuss the character of this source and its
theology we ought to be sure that we really have sufficient
data for so doing. This is just where Harnack’s method
seems to me to break down. (1) We cannot be sure
that the source did not contain much more than “the
material collected above. Either Matthew alone or Luke
alone may contain material which belonged to it, or the
source may have contained much which neither of these
writers have borrowed from it. (2) If so, this lost material,
or this material found in only one Gospel, if added to that
which Harnack puts into his ), might very considerably
modify our impression of its general characteristics and of
its theology.

B. Results.— Now Harnack, after reconstructing his docu-
ment, attempts to characterize its theology, and draws
inferences from that as to its date. '

There is in it no reference to the Passion. Therefore the
central feature of the Gospel message was not Christ as
Redeemer, but Christ as Teacher and Prophet of the
Kingdom. Therefore the book was compiled before Mark
wrote his Gospel, but not too early : otherwise Mark would
have used it.

Ramsay! tries to improve on Harnack here. He assumes
that Harnack’s conception of Q is right in the main, but
argues that no Christian disciple could have written such
a book after Christ’s death, or at any rate after Pentecost.
It must, therefore, have been composed during Christ’s
lifetime.

Ramsay is no doubt right that Harnack’s Q is inexpli-
cable as a production of a Christian disciple in the first
thirty years after the Lord’s death, but this fact should lead
us not totry andfind a possible date during Christ’s lifetime
for the work, but to ask whether such a document as Har-

L Luke the Physician, p. 89.



Studies tn the Synoptic Problem

240

nack gives us ever existed at all. The inference again
presses: the source must have contained much more than
is given in Harnack’s reconstruction, and the missing
material might give quite a different character to the work,
and make it an intelligible production of the early days of
Christianity.

And the data exist for the discovery of the missing
material. It is not far to seek, for it lies embedded in the
First Gospel.
the source as reconstructed by him, ¢ Jewish horizon and
He also

Harnack gives as characteristic features of

sentiment’ and ‘conflict against the Pharisees’.
says that the conception of the ¢ Kingdom of God’ is that
of a future kingdom in Mt viii. 11 = Lk xiii. 28 ; Mt xxiii.
13 = Lk xi. 52; Mt vil. 21 = Lk vi. 46 ; Mt x. 7 = Lk ix.
2, and Mt vi. 33 = Lk xii. 31; whilst in four other places,
viz. Mt xii. 28 = Lk xi. 20; Mt xiii. 33, 31 = Lk xiii.
20, 18 ; Mt xi. 11 = Lk vii. 28, and Mt xi. 12 = Lk xvi.
16, the kingdom is regarded as already present.
Now the exact phrases in these passages are these :—

Mt Lk Harnack
vili. 11 Bagikela 7dv odpavor Bacilela Tob feob  Baoiheia Tov Beod
xxiii. 13 ’” ” " otherwise ’ v
vii. 21 » ” " otherwise ” w1
X. 7 ' " » Bac\ela Tob Beod " 5

P
Bagi\eia adTov

Paci\eia avTov

Vi, 33 Busdeia

Xii. 28 Baoileia Tov Beob Bagihele Tob feod  Baoiela Tov feob

Xiil. 33 Baoi\ela &y obpavdy  Paciheia Tov feot  Baaihela Tob feov

31 ” I3 » 3] »n o n 13 »” 1
XL II » » b2 2 ” b3 i 1 b

12 1 » ” ” 134 1] b b2 »

It will be seen that so far as these passages are concerned
Matthew eight times has Baciheia 7év ovpavav where Luke
has Baciela Tob Oeob (if he has any equivalent words),
while Matthew only once has Bacihela 705 feod.

This is one of several cases where Harnack seems to
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arrive at faulty conceptions of the theology of Q because he
has followed Luke’s modifications of the language of Q
rather than Matthew’s more accurate preservation of it,
Another case is that of the phrase 6 warfp ¢ év Tols oUpavois,
from which Harnack everywhere omits the descriptive clause.
In this, and in other similar cases, he is removing from the
source what were probably some of its most important and
striking characteristics. Of course Harnack has an answer
tothis. He argues that these phrases appear also in passages
which are not dependent upon Q, and that they are there-
fore characteristic, not of Q but of the Editor of the First
Gospel. Now the phrasesin question, like much else of the
terminology of Q, belong to the current Jewish religious
language. The terms are technical religious terms. Which
is the more likely, that Matthew, writing at a comparatively
late date, should have thrust into Mark and into Q a whole
series of technical Jewish terms, or that he found them
already in his earliest source and was so influenced by them
that he used them when rewriting the Second Gospel ?

As regards Harnack’s distinction between the kingdom
as present and future, all the cases, where Matthew has
Baaikela Tév obpavéy or simply Bagilela, probably denote
the future kingdom, a conception which we shall find to be
highly characteristic of Matthew’s source. If Matthew has
Baaginela o0 Beot in xii. 28, that only shows that the source
exceptionally used this phrase, the reason here perhaps
being the influence of the preceding mvedpar: deod.!

We find then amongst the characteristics of the source
(@) © Jewish horizon and sentiment’; (4) conflict against
the Pharisees’; (¢) °the eschatological conception of the
kingdom’. Now if we apply these criteria to some of the
sayings in Matthew which Harnack does not admit into his
source, we shall find that they have a claim to admission
there. E.g., v. 20 is anti-Pharisaic ; so are vi. 1-18 and

! But see below, p. 277, and St. Matthew, p. 227.

5.8.1, R
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xv. 12-13. The following are marked by Jewish horizon
and sentiment : vi. 10 ‘ Thy will be done’, vii. 6 ‘ swine’
= Gentiles, x. 5"-8, 23, xv. 23-4, and xxiv. 20; and
the following by Jewish phraseology : xvi. 17-19, xviii. 14,
16—20.

In the following pages an attempt has been made to
reconstruct the source which was used by the Editor of the
First Gospel not simply on the method used by Harnack of
throwing into it passages common to Matthew and Luke
alone, but on the principle that the sayings in Matthew,
over and above those already found in Mark, when put
together present us with a homogeneous, consistent, and
intelligible work (no doubt only fragmentary). This source
was a collection of Christ’s discourses and sayings compiled
to represent certain aspects of His teaching, and was marked
by a very characteristic phraseology.

§ 1. THE TEXT!
A Discourse (Sermon on the Mount).

A. Nine Beatitudes. Mt v. 3—12 (cf. Lk vi. 20-3).
V4 v \ ~ 7 o L ~ b
v. 3 Makdpiot ol wrwyol T& mWveJpari: 0TL AUTOV €0TLY
1 Bacilela TV olpavdv,
7 k4 -~ o » A\ 4
4 paxdpiot of wevBobyres: 6TL abTol wapakAnbiocovTar.
5 paxdpior ol wpaels: 6T avTol KkAnpovoptoovot THY
yiv.
6 pakdpiot of metvdvres kal Stfrdvres THY Sikatosivny’
ot adrol xopraclicovrar.
r4 € 3 7 [ 2 A4 /’
7 pakdpiot of éNefuoves: 671 adTol éXenbfoovral
rd * b ~ 7 o 3 M Y |
8 upakdpior of kabapoi T kapbia éri avrol Tov Ocdyv
Srovrad.
1 For the sake of convenience the Greek text here printed is taken from
The Greek Testament with the Readings adopted by the Revisers of the Authorized
Version. Words and phrases printed in heavy type seem to be characteristic

of the source. But no attempt is here made to reproduce the exact wording
of the source as it lay before the Editor of the First Gospel.



IX. Book of Sayings and the First Gospel 243

7 q » 2, o 3 \ [ -~
g paxdpiot ol elpnvomotol 81t avToi viol Oeod KkAn-
Ofoovrat,
10 paxdptor of OCebiwyuévor éEvexev Bikaloaivms: dr
avtév éoTtv 7 Pacihela TAV ovpavdv.
’ Y e 1] I ¢ "_ ‘\ / |
+1 pakdpiol éore, btav dvablowaw dudas kal Sidfwat, kal
eimwot wdv wovnpdv kal Tudv Yevdbuevor, Evekev
éuob,
12 Xaipere kal dyal\i@ole: 61t 6 pwioBds dudv molds éy
-~ 3 ~ o \ LB\ g AY / AY
Tols olpavols oltw yap édinfav Tovs mpogiTas Tods
wpd Vudw.
B. The Old Law and the current ‘righteousness’ not
abolished. Mt v. 17, 20,

17 My voplonre 81t ANbov karaXioar TOV vbpov 1) Tovs
wpogiiras: ook fAov katalioar, AAN& TAnpdoat.

20 Néyw yap Opiv, 871 éav ui) mepioaedoyn 1 Sikatoodvy
vudy mhetov Tov ypapparéov kal Papiocalov, ob ui
elaéNOnTe els THY Pagilelav TAV ovpavdv.

C. Two series of three examples and illustrations of a
new conception of the fulfilment of the Law. Mt v. 21-48.

(@) (1) Murder.

21 'Hroboare 81t éppédn tois dpyalors, O dovedoets, ds
8 av govevon, Evoxos éoTar TH Kkpicer

22 éyo 8 Néyw vuv, 61t mas 6 Spyilbuevos TG ABeld@
avrod évoxos éorar 7 kpioel.
22 After adrot D al S' S% add eik7.

23 éav olv mpoopépns 16 Sdpbv agov éml T BuoiacTipiov,
kdkel puvnabiis 61t & dBehdés oov éxer Tt katd gob,

24 depes éxel 70 ddpby oov Eumpoabev Toi QuoiacTypiov,
kal Umaye, wporov StaXhdynli TG 4dehdpd gov, kal
rére éNOdy mpdapepe 1O Sdpdy aov.
(2) Adultery.

27 'Hxoboare o1 éppéfn, OV porxedoers:

R g
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28

31

32
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éyw 8¢ MNéyw vpiv, 6rt wds 6 PAémwv yvvaika wpos
70 émibvpsjcar advtis 76y éuoixevoev adriv év Th
kapdia avTod.

(3) Divorce.

"Eppéfn 8¢ 6ri “Os v dmoXdopn Thv yvvaika aiTod,
détw adtjj dmoordoiov:

éyw & ANéyw Tplv, 611 mds 0 dmwoddwy THv yvvaika
avTob, wapekTds Aoyov mopvelas, mwotel abTny poryev-
Oijvar kal bs éav dmohehvuévny yapion, poixarai

() (1) Oaths.

33
34

35

36

37

38

39

40
41

42

IId\w frodoarte 611 éppébn Tois apxaiows, Ok émiop-
4 J 8’ 8\ ~ K s AY o .
kfaets, drodocets 6¢ 7@ Kuplo Tods Gprovs aov
} hY b 14 ¢ o~ b 4 o 2z 2 ~
éyw 8¢ Méyw Dplv uy opboar Blwst pire év 13
» ~ o 2 3 1 -~ ~
obpav®d, 61t Opbvos éoti Tob Oeod-
4 3 ~ ~ o € 4 rs 2 ~ ~ ) -~
pire év T ¥y, 6tt Ymomédiby éoTi TOV wobdY alrodr
uhre els ‘Iepoablvpa, 87t wéhis éarl ToD peydlov
Baciréws
4 2 ~ ~ s 7 [ 3 /, z
pite év T kedady oov dubops, 6rt ol Stvacar plav
Tpixa Xevkny 7 pélaway wotijoat.
€otw 8¢ 6 Néyos dudv, Nai val, OD o 75 8¢ mepioadv
TobTwy éx TOV TWovnpol éoTw.
(2) Retaliation.

"Hroboare ot éppéfn, 'Odbarpudv dvri dpbatuod, xai

é86vra dvri 68yros
éyd 8 Néyw Dulv piy dvrioriivas T® mwovmpde dAN
boris oe pawife els THy Sefidy gov oraybva, oTpérov
adT® kal Ty ANV
t 1 n
kel 73 Oéhovri goi kpbfjvar kal Tov XTEVd Tov
~ » y o~ \ N 7
Aafeiv dpes avTd kal 7O {pdriov
\ e » , o o > gy A
kal 8oTis g€ dyyapeboer pihiov &, Umaye per’ adrod
Svo-
7§ alrobvri e 8idov, kai Tov Oéhovra dmwd gob Savel-
cacfat ui droorpadys.

For vv. 39, 40, 41, 42, cf. Lk vi. 29, 30, 34.
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(3) Love to enemies.

43 'Hkoboate i éppédn, 'Ayamijgeis 1ov mAnaiov gov,
kal piafioets Tov éxbpov oov

44 ¢yo 6 MNéyw dplv, dyamdre Tods éxBpods vudw, kal
mwpocedyeale mép Ta@v SiwkbvTov duds:

45 Omos yévnabe viol Tol waTpds VLAV Tol év ovpavois:
ori Tov fiMov alTod dvaré\her éml mwovnpols kal
dyafovs, kal Bpéxet émi Sikailovs kal ddikovs.

46 éav yap dyamionte TOUS dyamdvras Uuds, Tive
pLoddv éxere; olxi kal of TeAdrvat 76 adTd morodot;

47 Kal éav domdonsfe TolUs dbehdols Vpdv pbvov, T(
meptaooy moieite ; ovxi Kai ol éBvikol 7O adTd
mololoty ;

48 €oeale ody Dueis TéNewor, ds & TaTHp VRV 6 ovpdvios
TéNetbs éoTi

For vv. 44, 46-8, cf. Lk vi. 27, 28, 32, 33, 35, 30.

D. Three illustrations of the better ‘righteousness’ of

verse 20. vi. 1-18,

(1) Almsgiving.

vi. 1 Ipooéyere THv Sikarogtvmy dudv py morely &
wpoglev TAV dvlpdmev mpds 7o Bealbijvar adrols
el 8¢ prye, padv odk €xere mapa TG waTpl YUAV
T év Tols ovpavols,

2 "Otav oby mouys éXenpoadvny, pi cakmioys Eumpoodév
oo, domep ol VmokpLTal wowobaiw év Tals suvaywyals
kal & Tals Popais, Smws Sofacldey VWE TGV
avlpdmev: duny Myw dplv, dméyovar TOV pabov
adTdv.

3 oob 8¢ mowodyTos éAenpoglvny, pn yvdTw 1) APLETEPD
oov 7{ motel 1) Sefid aov-

4 Smos  oov § éenpostvny év TG KkpumTe: Kal 6
TaThp oov 6 BAémwy év 76 kpumTd dmoddoel got.
(2) Prayer.

5 Kal érav mpocetynabe otk &oeabe ws ol vmokpiralr
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67t Pihodow év Tals cuvaywyals kai év Tais yovias
TV TAaTedy éoTdTes Tpooelxeabat, Smws dv paviat
A ’, -~ } \
Tols &vlpdmols® dufy Aéyw Uulv, 6TL dméyovaL TOV
MaBdV alTév.
6 v 8, rav mwpogelyy, elageNbe els TO Tapueidy gov, kal
g hY / ’ ~ ’ ~
kXeioas THy OUpav cov mpboeviar TG waTpl TOV TH év
76 kpumT@: Kal 6 TaThp oov  BAémay év T KpUTTH
amoddael aou
(3) Fasting.

16 “O7av 8¢ vnaTelnTe, ui) yiveale, ds ol vmwokprral, okv-
Opwmol- dpavifovar yap 178 mpbowma avTdv, Smws
davadot Tols avBpdmols wvnoTedortes: dufy Aéyw
Vuiv, 671 dmréxovot TOV pIobdV alTov.

17 o0 8¢ vyoredoy dhefral gov THv kepalir, kal TO
wpbowmby gov vivyar

18 émws un ¢avils Tols AvBpdmoLs vnoTevwr, dAAa
TY waTpl GOV TG év 7Y KpUTTH Kkal 6 wWaThHp Gov
L 14 ) ~ ~ 3 ’

6 BNémwv &v T8 kpumTd dmoddaer gou.
E. But avoid harsh judgements.
vii. 1 Mp#y kpivere, iva pi) kpibijre:
) T \ rd I'd 4 P T 4

2 év @ yap xpluatt kplvere kpt@foeale, kai év & pérpo
perpeite perpnbijoerar duiv.

3 7i 8¢ PAémeis 70 kdpgos 70 év T& Spfadug TOd
adehdod gov, Ty 8¢ év 78 od dPpbarud Sokdy ol
KaTavoers ;

4 1) wds épels TG dBehpd oov, "Apes éxPBdrw TO kdpgos
» ~ b - A ) / q \ b ~
€k ToD OPpBadpod covr kai (8ol, % Soxds év T
, -
dpfarud oov;

5 vmwokpLTh, ékBale mpdrov Ty Sokdv ék Tob Spbaluod
oov, kai TéTe SafNéyreis éxPakelv TO kdppos éx
7ol o¢pfarpod ToV Adehdol aov.

Cf. Lk vi. 37, 38, 41, 42.

F. Do not thrust your religion upon others.

6 M7y éddre 70 dywov Tols kvol, unée BdAnre Tovs
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papyapiras Sudv Eumpoddev Tdv yoipwy, prfmore
katamarigwow avTols €v Tols wWoglv auT®V, Kai
oTpadévres prifwaw duds.

G. But observe the rule of love.

12 Ildvra odv Goa dv OéAnre ifva mobow vpiv ol
dvbpamor, olire kal Upels moweite adTols® oUTOS
ydp éaTw 6 vépos kal of mpodiiTar. ‘

Cf. Lk vi. 31.

H. Beware of false prophets.

15 Ilpogéxere amd Tdv Yyevdomwpognrdv, oltives épxovrar

\ ] ~ 1] )] 4 Ve 4 Ve b4
wpds vuds év évdipaoct mwpoBdrwy, éocwley 6¢ elo
Adkot dpmayes.

y A -~ ~ )~ ] s ) »

16 dmd T&V kapmdy avtdv émiyvdaeale avrovs.

21 Ob wds 6 Aéyov pot, Kipie, Kipie, eloehebaerar els
THv Baoihelav TGV 0Upavdv, dAN 6 woLav Td BéAnpa
7ol TaTpdés pov Tod év ovpavols.

22 moAhol épodai pot év éxelvy T Huépa, Kipe, Kipte,
o0 T3 0@ Ovbpart mwpoepnTeloapey, kal TP oD
b ’ 7’z ? 4 1 ~ ~ 3 7
ovéuatt Sapbvia éfeBdlopev, kal T& cw Ovéuart
Suvdueis moAlas émovfoauey ;

N 2 [4 4 » ~ [ LS\74 ¥ ¢ -~

23 Kal T6Te dpoloyfow abrois 6ri Ovdémore Eyvav Juds:
dmoxwpeite dm épod of épyalbuevor THY dvopiav.

For 21, cf. Lk vi. 46, and for 22 and 23, cf. Lk xiii. 26, 27.

I. Concluding Parable.

vil. 24 ITds obv GorTis dkover pov Tods Aéyovs Tovrovs, kal
motel avTovs, dporwdfoerar dvdpl Ppovipw, boTis
2 7 Y ) 7 ] A~ N N z, .
wkodbunae Ty olkiay avTob éml THv méTpav

25 kal xaréBn 7 Bpoxn xai fAfov of worapol kai émvev-
gav ol dvepot, xal wpooémeoov TN olkia éxelvy, kal

3 ¥ rs \ 1] \ \ 14
otk émeder TebeueliowTo yap éml Tiy mérpav.
N ~ t ] 0 \ 7 4 \ hY

26 kal wds 6 dkovwy pov Tos Aéyous TolTovS, Kal uj

~ . ~ ’
Toidy abrovs, dpotwdfTerar dvdpl pwpd, doTis @Ko-
8bunae Thy olkiav adrod émi THv dupov’

27 Kal katéfn 1) Bpoxy kal HAfov ol worapol kal émvev-
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[ \ 2 ~ ) 7 2 rd |
oav ol dveuot, kal mpogékoyav Tjj oikig éxelvy, xal

éreger: kal Qv 1) TTRGLS AUTTS pEYENT.

Cf. Lk vi. 47-9.

A Discourse to the Disciples about theiv Mission.
ix. 37-8 'O pév Oepiouds mwolUs, ol 8¢ épydtar SAiyor
8eifnTe oy Tol Kkupiov ToD Oepiopob, Smws éxPdAy épydras
els Tov Bepiaudy avrob,

Cf. Lk x. 2.

x. 5°-8 Els 68ov é0vav pn dméNOnte, kal els wéAw
Slapapeirdy pun eloéNOnre mwopevealfe ¢ pudAlov mwpos T
mpéPara T& dmodwAéra oikov 'IgpafA. mopevéuevor 8¢
knptoaere Aéyovres 67t “Hyyiker 7 Pagileia TdV odpavdv.
aalevoivras Oepamedere, vekpovs éyelpete, Nempods kabapifere,
Sarpbvia ékBdAlerer Swpeav éNdPere, Swpearv Sére.

x. 10P "Afios yap 6 épydrns TS Tpodiis avrob éaTiv.

Cf. Lk x. 7.

x. 12-13 Eloepybpevor 8¢ els v olkiav domdoacfe
3 __ 7 NS B \ e ) 7 )87 > 2 ¢ y s ¢ A
avTiv: kal éav pév 7 0 olkia dfia, éNOérw 1) elphivy Vpdv
3 ) ) _ 2 2y \ AT ey ¢ | (I 2 ¢~
¢’ adriye éav O un 7 dafia, 1 elpfvny dudv wpds uds
émioTpadiTe.

Cf. Lk x. 5, 6.

X. 15-16 Aunv Néyo Juiv, dvektérepov éorar yfj Jo8bpwy

\ 7 3 ¢ 7 7 k3 ~ 4 3 z ’ ,
kal Topbppwv év nuépa kploews 4 74 wéhet éxeivy. Idod,
éyw amooTéAAw uds os mpbPara év péow Aikwy: yivesle
oby ppévipor ds of Spets, xal drépator ds al mepioTepal.

For v. 15, cf. Lk x. 12,and for v. 16, cf. Lk x. 3.

X. 23 "Otav 8 8idkwaw duds év T wéhew TabTy, pedyere
] 3 ¢, 3 N \ 7 ¢~ 3 \ ’, \
€ls THY €Tépav. auny yap ANéyw Uuly, ov U1 TENETNTE TAS
mohets Tob IapahA, €ws dv €Oy 6 vids Tod avOpdmov.
It is probable that this discourse in the source contained
more than the verses printed above.
For Mt x. 5% 9. 10% 11, and I4 are borrowed from
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Mk vi. 8-13. But certain modifications of Mark's words in
these verses as reproduced by Matthew, and the agreement
of Luke in these modifications, suggest that Matthew and
Luke are both combining other accounts of the charge with
Mark. In the case of Matthew this other account would be
the discourse source.

A Discourse about Pevsecution.

X. 2441 Ofk €ari palnris dmep Tov Siédaxalov, ovde

Sobhos Umép TOv KkUpiov avrod. dpkerdv 16 pabyri Wa
3

yévntar @s ¢ Sibdakados adrod, kal 6 Sobhos @s & Kipios
atTob. el Tov oikoeambrny BeeN{eBod\ émexdAeday, wéow
paAhov Tovs olkiakods avTod; py oby ¢ofnbire alrols
oty ydp éoTi kekalvppévov, b obk dmoxalvpbicerat, kal
kpumTév, & o0 yvwobicerar © Néyw vulv év Tf okorig,
¥, ) ~ 2, VA » b o ’ 7 4
eimare év 7@ ¢t kal b els TO cUs drolere, knpifare
FJERN ~ , \ \ ~ 3 N -~ ) 2
éml T@dv Swpdrov. kal py pofnbijre dmwd T&v dmwokTeviVTWY
70 odua, Ty 8¢ Yuxny un Svvapéverv dmokteivar ¢oBi-
Onre 8¢ pallov tov Suvduevor kal Yvxiv kal codpa dmo-
Néoar év yeévvy. oyl 800 orpovlia docapiov wwleirar;
Kal &v éf avT@v ol weoeitar éml Ty yijy dvev Tol TaTpds
W@y pdy 8¢ kal ai Tpixes Tis Kepakils macar Hptbunuéva
eloci. ) obv gofnbiTe: moANGY aTpovdiwv Siadépere Dueis.
~ 3z o ” ~
was ovv 80Tis opoloyfioer év éuol épmpocbev TAHV AvBpd-
TV, duoloyfiocw kayw év aiTd épmpoobev Tod maTpés pov
7ol év odpavols: Goris & dv dpvionral pe éumpoodev TRV
avlpamTav, aprijoopal altov kayw épmpoodev Tol TwaTpds
pov Tod év ovpavols. M3 voulonte drt HAfov Pakeiv
elpfomy éml Ty yiv: otk HAOov Bakew elpfyny, dANG ud-
Xapav. Aoy yap Sixdoar dvlpemov katd ToD TaTpds
avtod, xal Quyarépa kard Tis pnTpds altis, xal viudny
katd tiis wevbepds adrils: kal éxOpol Toi dvbpodmov of
H 3 » ~ t ~ 2z L3 2 [} LY »
olkiakol aurol. o0 QuIAGY TaTépa 1] UNTEPA UMEN €ME OUK
4 ~
€071 pov dfost kal 6 Gi\dv vidv 7 Ouyarépa meép éué odk
o pov dost kal 8s ob AauPdver Tov oTavpdy alrod kal
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dkohovlei dmicw pov, obk €Tt pov flos. & edpdy THY Yuxay
avTob dmohéger altiyv: xal 6 dmoésas THy Yvxiv avTod
évekev éuod edpriger abriv. 'O Sexbpevos duas éue Séxerat,
kal ¢ éue Sexbpevos Séxerar Tov dmooreilavrd per 6 Sexd-
pevos mpodritny eis Svopa mpodiTov pcbov mwpophTov Ai-
Verat, kal 6 Sexbpevos Sikaiov els Svopa Sikaiov pialov
Sikaiov Ajyrera.

For v. 24% cf. Lk vi. 40; vv. 26-33, cf. Lk xii. 2-9;
vv. 34-5, cf. Lk xii. 51-3; vv. 37-8, cf. Lk xiv. 267 ; v. 39,
cf. Lk xvii. 33. See St. Matthew, p. 111.

It is not likely that the verses printed above all occurred
in a block in the source.

In x. 17-22 the Editor of the First Gospel had added
to his account of Christ’s Charge to the Twelve verses which
he borrowed from Mk xiii. g*~13 relating to the persecutions
which disciples would have to endure in their missionary
work. It occurred to him then to add from the discourse
source other sayings about persecution. vv. 24-33 may
well have stood together in the source. But vv. 34-40
have no particular connexion with the tenor either of the
whole chapter (Charge to the Twelve) or of the vv. 2433
(persecution) which precede them. They may be made
up of sayings which occurred in the source as detached
sayings or fragments.

A Discourse about St. Fokn the Baptist.
- < A ? Vé y 4 14 ~ rs
xi. 2-11 "0 & 'Iwdvvns, dkoloas év T4 Seopwrnple
74 épya Tob Xpiorod, mépas Sia Tdv palnréy abrod
elmev adTd, 3V €l 6 épxbuevos; 7 Erepov mpoobokdpey ;
kal dmokpifels ¢ 'Inaols emev advrols, Ilopevbévres dmay-
yeihate 'lodvvy & dkovere kal BAémere: TUPhol dvafAé-
movat, Kkai Xwhol wepurarobot Nempol kabapifovrar, xal

AL / \ A\ Vs A \ ) re

kool dkovovat: Kal vekpol éyeipovrat, kal mTwyol ebayyeXifov-
\ sz 2.2 Q. 2N \ LI I 4 3
Tar kal paxkdpiés éoriy, ds éav py oxavdaliali év éuol. Tov-

v [uternational Critical Commentary.
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rov 8¢ mopevopévov fiptato 6 "Incods Néyew tois Sxlois mepi
Todyvov, T{ éffiNGete els v €pnpov Oedaacbar; xdAapov
Ymd dvépov calevbpevoy ; dAN Ti éffNOere (deiv ; dvbpwmov
¢ty padakols fudieapévoy ; idov, of Ta palakd PopodyTes év
rois olkois 7@y Pacinéwy elalv. dAN& 7{ éffAfete; (Selv
mpoghiTny; val, Myw Vuiv, kal mepioobrepov mpoghTov.
odrbs éaTi mepl oU yéypamrar, 'I80b, éyd dmoaTéAAw TOV
dyyeNéy pov wpd mpoocdmov cov, bs Katackevdoe THv 686
cov Epmpoa@év cov. dunr ANéyeo Vulv, odk éyfyeprar év
yevwyrols yvvawkdy pei{ov 'lodvvov Tob Bamriorotr o6 OS¢
pkpbrepos év TH Pacthele TOV oVpavdv peilwv avrod éoTwv.
Cf. Lk vii. 21-8.

Another Fragment about St. Foln.
xi. 12-15 'Amd 8¢ 7édv Huepdv Iwdvvov Tob Bamwricrod
) e
€os dprt W Paocihela TAV ovpavdv PBidlerar, kal Pacral
dpmrdlovow abTiv. mwdvTes yap ol wpodATar kal 6 véuos €ws
P 1 Y pPoPn [
'Twdvvov mpoeiiTevoay. kai e Géhere Séfagbar, avTds éoTw
"HXlas 6 pé\\wv épyecbat. ¢ éxov dra drobey drkovérw.
X X
For vv, 12-13, cf. Lk xvi. 16.

A third Fragment relating to St. Fohn.

xi. 16-19 Tive 8¢ dpoLdow THy yeveav TadTny; ouoia
éarl mawdlots év dyopals xalnuévors, & mposgwvovta Tols
éraipots Aéyovoww, Hiddoaper Suiv, kal odk dpxioasfe
é0pnyiiocauey, kal otk éxbjracle. 7NOe yap 'lwdvvns prte
1] rd 4 rd \ V4 /4 o b3
éobiwy pfre mivov, kal Néyovei, dawpbviov Exer. ANOev
. € ~ 3 ’ ] Vs \ 7 Y ’,

6 vios Tod avlpdmov éoliwvy kal wivwy, kai Aéyovo,
1808, dvlpwmos ¢dyos kal olvomérys, Tewvay pilos kal
apaproldy, kal édikaidln 4 gopia dmwd Téy Epywy adTis.

Cf. Lk vii. 31-5.

Woes upon the Cities in which He had preached.

. ?
xi. 20-4 Tére fiptaro dveldifeww Tas mohes, év ais
éyévovro ol mheéiogTar Svvdpers adrToD, 1L oV perevinoav.



252 Studies tn the Synoptic Problem

Obai oo, Xopallv, odal goi, Bnboaiddy, éri el év Tipy

=

al 3106w éyévovto ai Suvdpels al yevépevar év dulv, walai
dv & odkko kal omodd perevénoav. wAYY Méyw Uuiv,

/ b - b ’ » y [] Ve I'd *
Tépp kal 3i8dve dvektétepor €rTar év nuépe Kpigews 1]
bulv.  kal o, Kamwepvaodp, uy &ws ot odpavod drobijay ;
éws @dov kataffon 6t el év Jobbuows éyévovro al Suvd-
pets al yevbpevar év col, éuewav dv péxpt TS oruepov.
TAYW Néyw Dpiv, 61t yj 3obbuwv dvektérepor éoTar év
Wpuépa kpioews 7 ool.

Cf. Lk x. 13-15, 12.

Thanksgiving to the Father.
xi. 25-30 'EfouoNoyobual oo, mdrep, Kipie 100 obpa-
voi kal TAs y7s, 6Ti dwékpvyras Tabra dwd copdv kal
~ \ ’ 4 » \ rs rd t 4 o
ovveréy, kal dmekdAvyras adra vnmios vai, 6 matip, 671
oUtws éyévero evbokia éumrpoodév gov. wdvra pot wapeddly

¢\

Umd Tod mwaTpés pov «kal odleis émiywdaker ToV vidv, €l

A

p 6 matips ovdé Tov marépa Tis émiywdoKet, €l un o vids,
Ny ’ (4 [3Y > 4 ~ 7

kal @ éav BodAnrar 6 vids dmokaliYrar. Bedre mWpls ue,
TdvTes ol KomidyTes kal medopTicuévol, kayd dvamaiow
buds: dpate TOV Luydv pov é¢’ duds, kal pdbere dm’ éuod,
8re wpdds el kal Tameavds Tf kapdia, kai edpiioere dvd-
Tavow Tais Yuxais dudr: 6 yap fuyds pov xpnaTis, kal
\ rd 3 14 )

TO GopTiov pov eAappov €rTiv.

Cf. Lk x. 21-2.

A Discourse about Beelzebub.

xii. 27-8 Kail e/ éyd év Beelefodh ékBdANo Ta
Sawpbyia, of viol Dudv év tive éxBdAlovar; 8ia Tobro abTol
vudv €oovrar kpital. €l 8¢ éyw év Iveduart Ocod ékBdAlw
70 Sawpbria, dpa épbacey ép Duds % BagiNela Tob Ocod.

Cf. Lk xi. 19-20.

Xii. 30 'O un dv per’ éuod kar uod éoTi, kal & ui
ouvayov per éuod gropmilet

‘Cf. Lk xi. 23.
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xii. 32 *Os dv efmp Néyov kard Tob vloV Tod &vBpdmov,
dgebiioerar abrg: Os & dv elmy xard Toi Ilvedpatos Tob
Aylov, ovk dpebioerar aldrd.

Cf. Lk xii. 10,

xil. 33-7 *H moujoare 70 dévlpov kaldv kal Tov xapmdv
avTol kaldv, ) movjoare 70 Sévbpoy campdv kal TOV Kapmwov
avTol campby €k yap Tod kapmod T4 Sévlpov ywdekerar.
yevvipara éxidvav, mos Slvacle dyabi Aalelv Twovmpol
dvtes; ék yap Tol mepiooeduaros Tis kapbias TO oTbpa
Aadel. 6 dyalos dvOpomos éx Tob dyalboi Onoavpod éx-
BdAhet dyafd: kal 6 wovnpds dvfpwmos ék Tod Tovnpod
Onoavpod ékBdAXer movnpd. Aéyw 8¢ duiv, 611 mav piua
dpydv, b éav Aarjowoty ol &VBpwToL, droddaovat mepl avTod
Aéyov év fuépa kploews: ék yap Tédv Nbywv oov Sikarwbiey,
kal ék Tév Néywy gov kartabikacioy.

For v. 35, cf. Lk vi. 45.

These verses look like fragments of a longer speech.
Probably sayings parallel to Mk iii, 23—9 = Mt xii. 25-6,
29, 31, 32 formed part of it,

Discourse in Answer to the Request for a Sign.
xii. 38-45 dibdakake, Oélopev dmd ool anueiov (eiv.
6 8¢ dmokpilels elmev avrols, Teved Tovmpd «xal poryaXis
onpeiov éminrel xal anuelov oV Sobfjcerar adtf, el pi) 7o
-~ ) -~ ~ 4 3 -, ] 4
onueiov 'ITwvad Tob mpoghror . . . dvépes Nwevital dvacti-
covtal év Ty kploel peTe Tijs yeveds TavTys, Kal kaTakpwobaiy
» 4 o re 1) by 4 ) ~ A , ~
avThy 811 perevénaav els 76 kfpvypa 'Iovd, kai (8ov, whetov
) -~ -~
Twvad &be.  Baoi\icoa vérov éyepbicerar év T kploer pera
TS yeveds TavTys, kal katakpivel avTiv: 6Tt AOev éx TGV
mepdTwy Tis yis dkoboar Thy copiav Soloudvros, kal i8od,
mAelov Sohoudrros OOe. Grav 8¢ 76 dkdlaprov mwredua
3 -~
é¢éNOn dmd Tob dvlpdmov, Siépxerar 8’ dvipwr Témev
§nTobv dvdmavow, kal oy edpioker. tére Néyer, 'Emi-
orpéfrw els TOv olkbéy pov, 80ev é£fAfov: kal éNOOv edploke
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oxoNd{ovta, cecapwpévov kal kekoounpuévor, TbTE opEveTar
kal mapalapfdver ped éavrob émté €repa mreduara wovNps-
Tepa éavrod, kal elceABévra katoikel ékel. kai yiverar Ta
€oxara Tob dvlpdmov éxelvov xeipova TV TpdTRY. olTWS
fotat kai T yevea ravTy TH Tovepd.

Cf. Lk xi. 29-30, 32, 31, 24-6.

A Collection of Parables of the Kingdom.

First Series.
1. The Tares.
2. The Mustard Seed.
3. The Leaven.
Explanation of the Tares.

Second Series.

1. The Hid Treasure,

2. The Goodly Pearl,

3. The Draw-net.
Conclusion.

xiii. 24-33, 36-52 "AN\v wapaBory mapénker adrols
Aéyay, ‘Quotddn 1) Bacikela TAV olpavdv dvfpdme omei-
pavt. kaXdv oméppa év T@ dypd adrod- év 8¢ 78 kabedSew
ToUs avBpdmovs fAfey alrob 6 éxBpds kal éméomeipe (ifdvia
dva péoov Tob oirtov, xal dmiiAlev. Gre 8¢ éBAdoTnoer ¢
X6pTos, kal kapmwdv émoince, Tére épdvn kal ta (ildvia.
mwpoceNfévres 8¢ of Sobhot Tob olxoSecmwéTov elmov alrd,
Kipie, ovxl kaXdv améppa éomepas év 8 0@ dypd; mwbilev
oy Exer (ldvia; 6 8¢ €pn avrols, "ExOpds dvBpwmos
TobTo émoinoev. of 8¢ dobhot adTd Néyovar, Oéheis odv drm-
eNObvres ovANéfwper adrd; o 8¢ ¢noiv, O ufmore oul-
Aéyovres Ta (i{dvia éxpt{donTe dpua adrols Tov alrov. dere
ovvavidveocOar dupérepa péxpt Tob Oepiopoi: xal év 76
kaipd Tob feptopod épd Tols OepiaTals, SuANéfare mpdTor
& (ildvia, kal Sfoare abrd els Séopas wpds TO KaTakadoa
abrd: Tov 8¢ ofrov ouvvayayete eis TRV dmolifikny  pov.
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ANy mapafokiy mwapéOnkey adrois Aéywv, ‘Opola éotiy
7 pacihela T@V oVpavdv kékkg guwdmews, ov Aafov dvlpw-
mos Eomeipey év TG dypd avrob: & uikpbrepov péy éot
, ~ 4 o hy b ~ -~ -~ 4
wdvTov TéV omepudrwv, 6tav 8¢ abfndy, pcifov Tdv Aayd-
» rd \ rd 14 o y ~ \ \ -~
vov éoti, kal yiverar 8évlpov, date eXOelv Ta merewd Tob
odpavod xal kartacknvobv év Tois kAddois avrob. ANy
mwapaforiy édAngev alrols, ‘Opola éoriv 7| Pagirela TAV
olpavdv (dun, v AaBoboa yvvy évékpuyrev els dhedpov
cdra Tpla, éos ob élvudln S\ov. ... kal mpooiAfov airTd
¢ \ ) ~ ’ » ¢ - N
of pabnral adrod Néyovres, Adiacdpnoov Huiv THy mwapa-
BoAny Ty (ilaviev ToD dypod. o 8¢ dmokpifels elmev,
q Id |\ \ V4 ) ‘ [ " -~ > 2
O ormelpov 70 kaldv omépua éariv 6 vids Tob dvBpdmov:
t \ ) ’ 2 [} z by A b Y I4 T I4 y
6 8¢ dypbs €aTw O kbopost 7O 8¢ kahdv gméppua, ovrol elawy
ol viol Tfjs Bacideias: 7& 8¢ {i{dnid elow ol viol Tol wovn-
pol: o 8¢ éxOpds 6 omeipas abrd éaTv 6 Sidfolost o ¢
Oepiopds auvtéhewa aldvés éorwr of 8¢ Bepiorai dy-
yelol elow. domep obv culNéyerar T& {ifdvia, kal wupl
katakaletat, oUrws €rtar év T cuvTehelp Tol aldvos,
dmoorehet 6 vlds ToD dvBpdmov Tods dyyélovs avrod,
kai cvAAéfovaw éx THs Pacgilelas avTod wmdvra T& okdy-
Saha «kal Tods wowobvTas THV dvopiav, kal Paleicw
adTods els THv xdpwov Tob mupls: ékel éoTal 6 khavBpuods
Kal 0 Bpuypds T@v 86vTwv, Tire ol dikaror éxhdurovaty

[{

@s 6 fhos év T Pacgidela Tol waTpds alTdV. o Exwv
ora drovétw. ‘Opola éotiv W Pacikela TdV olpavdv
Onocavpd kexpvpuéve év TG dypd, bv edpav dvbpemos
ékpuvre, kal dmd Ths Xxapas avrol Imdye, kal wdvra
boa ¥xer mwlel, kal dyopdler Tov dypdy éketvov. ITdAw
épola éortiv M Paciheéla TAV olpavdv dvfpdme éumbpw
(nrobvrL kalods papyapiras: edpov 8¢ &va molvTiuov pap-
yapirqy dmeNOov mémpake wdvra Soa eixe, kal fybpacey
avtéy. IIdAw Spoia éotiv 7 Bagilela TGV 0Upavdv cayivy
BAnbeion eis Thv Odhacoav, kal ék mwavtds yévous guvaya-
yoloq #v bre émAnpdln dvaBifdeavres éml Tov alyialbv,
kal kabigavres, cuvéhefav T& ka\d els dyyela, & 8¢ campd
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o €Balov. olres éotar év T ovvtehela Tol aldvos
dehedoorTar of dyyeloi, kal dpopiodioe Tols Twovnpols éx
péoov Tév Sikalwv, kal Balolow alrods els v kdpivoy
700 mupbs: ékel €oTar O khavBpds kal & PBpuypos TAV
6dévrav. Suvikare Tabra wdvra; Méyovow avTd, Nal
6 8¢ elmev avrols, Aid TobTo was ypappaTels padnrevdels
TQ) Bacikelqe TIV olpavdv Guoibs éoTiv davfpdme oikode-
oméry, Sotis éxBdANet ék Tob Onoavpod adTod kawe kal
malaid,

For the inclusion of the Mustard Seed amongst Parables,
although it is found in Mark, see S¢t. Matthew, p. 149.

For v. 33, cf. Lk xiii. 20-1.

A Discourse on Forgiveness.
xvifi. 15-20 'Eav 8 dpaprion els g¢ 6 4behdés aov,
o P4 3y N \Y ~ \ » o~ Z ) 7
Umraye, é\eyfov alTov perafv cod kal adrob pbvov. édv
oov dkotay, éképbnoas TOV 4BeNdov gov. éav 8¢ uy drodey,
mapdhafe perd goi € €va ¥ 8o, lva émi aréparos 8o

1]

papripov 1 Tpdv oTabf wav prpa. éav 8¢ mapakolen
b -~ I RS ~ 1 ’ I\ \ | -~ » ’
avTédy, elmé Tf ekkAnaias éav 0¢ kal TAs ékkAnoias mwap-
akovay, éoTw gor domep 6 &VikdS kal 6 Tehdvns, dunv
Néyw dpiv, 8oa éav SHonTe éml Tijs yijs, éorar Sebepéva év
~ » ~ \ o 38 » 3N~ ~ »
T® olpavw' kal 8ca éav NonTe émi T7s y7s, éoTat A\ehvpéva
v 13 ovpard dAw Néyw Ouiv, 61 éav 8o Vud
& odpavd. yo uilv, 6T € o Yudv cuu-
pwviocwoty éml Tis yis mepl mavrds wpdyuaros ol éav
alrjowvral, yevicerar avrols mapa ToV watpés pov Tod
&v ovpavols. of ydp elow 8bo % Tpeis ovvnypévor els TO
€udv Svopa, éxel elul év péo avTdv.

For v. 15, cf. Lk xvii. 3, 4.

xviil. 21-35 ‘O ITérpos elmev avr, Kopie, moodkis dpap-
Thoe els éué 6 aBehdds pov, kal dpfocw alTd ; Ews émrdkis;
Néyer atrg 6 'Ingods, O Néyw cor €os émrdris, dAN Eos
éB8ounkovrdkis émrd. Adia Tobro dporddn 7 Pacthela TV
olpavdv dvfpdme Bacikel, ds H0éAnce quvdpar Noyov pera
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~ / L =~ ) z 1 3 ~ V4
réov SodAwv adrod.  dpfapévov 8¢ alrtob guvaipew wpoo-
2’ 3~ ol 3 z Ve 2 A\ ¥
nvéxOn avTe eis dpethéTns pupiwv TaAdvTwv. py €xovros
\ s~ ~ ) 2 L ) 2 3 a -~
8¢ avTod dmododvat, ékélevaey avtdy 6 k¥pios adTol mpaldijvar,
xal T yvvaike abrod kal T4 Tékva, kal wdvTa 8oa elye, kal
» ~ \ 3 ] ~ 7 y o~ ’
dmodobijvar, meawv ovv 6 Soblos mwpocekbver avTd Aéywv,
» » P ’ \ s 3 ’
Kbpie, pakpobiunoov ém éuol, kal mdvra oot dmoddow.
omhayxvioleis 8¢ 6 kiplos Tob Sovhov ékelvov dmélvoev
abréy, kal 76 Sdvetov doikev abre. (¢feNbov 8¢ 6 Sodhos
ékeivos elpey €va Tdv ouwdodhwr avTob, bs dpeer adre
ékatdv Snvdpia, kal kparicas alrdv émviye ANéyowv, Ambidos
3 4 ~
el 1L Spelhets. meady obv 6 oUvdovhos adrTol TapexdAer
RN 2 » Yy ’ \ » ’
avrov Aéyov, MakpoBbunaov én' éuol, kal dmoddow oot
) \ 14
6 0t otk ffehev, aANa ameNbwv EBalev adTdv els Puraxiy,
éos o0 dmodd TO OPe\buevor. [8bvres odv of gvvovho
avrob T& yevbpeva éhvmifnocav odédpar kal éNOévres Sie-
V4 ~ rs L) ~ 4 \ 2 2’
ocdpnoar T4 Kvpie avtdv wdvra T& yevbueva. Tére mWpoo-
kakeadpevos abTdv & «kipios avToD Aéyer aiTg, Adobhe
2 -~ \ by hY b ré ’ ~ V4 3 \
movnpé, mdgay THY oPelky éxelvny ddnkd got, émel mupe-
kd\eads pe ovk €8er kal g& élefjoar Tov oUvSovAéy dov,
t \ 1 d ] 2 A 3 \ ] / ) -~
s kal éyd oe nNAénoa; kal Spyirbels & kUptos adTod
2 3\ ~ ~ o T ) ~ - Y
wapébokey avTov Tols Pacavierals, éws o dmwolp wAv TO
opehbuevor, olTw kal 6 TaTAp hov O émovpdvios mofjoet
- ~ 4 ~
Vpiv, éav pn adiite €kacros TG 4Behdd avTod dmd TRV
kapbidy Sudy.

A Denunciation of the Pharisees.

xxiii. 2-36 'Eml tfis Mawoéws xabédpas éxdbioav ol
ypapuareis kal ol Paptoaior wdvra oby éoa dv elmocw duiv,
mojoate kal Tnpeiter Katd 0¢ T4 €pya alTdv un mwoeTe
Myova: ydp kal ob mowdor. Seqpevovar 8¢ gopria PBapéa
kal Svofdoraxkta, kal émribéacw émi Tovs duovs TRV
avBpdmwy: adrol 8¢ 7@ SakTiAe avTédyv ob Béloveot kiviicar
avtd. wdyra 8¢ Td €pya abrdy mowobar wpds TO Oealbivar
Tols dvlpamors: mAarivovat yap T& pulakTipia avTdv, Kal

$,5.P, S
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peyalvvovar 14 kpdomeda, koot 8¢ THv mpwrokNisiav
év Tols Oelmvos, kal tas wporokabedpias év Tals auv-
aywyals, kal Tovs domacpods év Tals dyopals, Kal Kalei-
oclar vmd TAV avlpdmwev paBBl  Duels ¢ un kAnbire
paBBl- s ydp éoTwv Yudv & Siddokaloss wdvres Oe
« -~ ) ’ ) 3 ’ \ z ¢~
Duels abelgoi éaTe.  kal Tarépa un keléonTe Dudy
éml tis yis. els ydp éoTw 6 waThp VAV, 6 olpdvios.
\ ~ 4 * \ ¢ o~ 4 t
undé kAnbire kabnynrai €ls yap Sudv éoTw 6 kaln-
4 € r4 t \ s € ~ » € ~ 7
ynrhs, 6 Xpuords: o6 8¢ pelfwv Spodv €orar dudv diud-
o e 4 4 7 / N o
kovos. GaTis 8¢ Dpdoel éavréy, TamewvwliceTar  kal Sotis
7 ¢ ’ ¢ 3 3 v e A ~
Tamewdoer éavrdy, volijoerar. Odai 8¢ duiv, ypappatels
\ ~ U ’ [ rs b3 ’ -~
kal Papioaior, VmwokpTal, 87t khelete THY Paciielav TRV
4 A" n ) ’, t ~ Y ) y_ 2
0Upavdv épmpoobev TAV dvBpatav: Juels yap odx eloépyeale,
o08¢ ToUs eloepxopévovs dpiete elgeNletv.  Oval Duiv,
ypauparels kal Papioaior, VmwokpiTal, 671 mepidyeTe THY
4 N \ A ~ [4 4 N\ oo
Odraooay kal Thv £npav mojoar €va mwpoohAvrov, kal dTav
’ ~ ? N\ (33 Vs Ve € ~ b b
yévnrat, moteite abTov viov yeévvns Sumhérepov Dudv. Oval
~ A " o~
Vuiy, 68nyol Tudhoi, of Aéyovtes, “Os &v dubon év 10 vag,
}8’ 3 . [\ 8, A ) I 3 ~ ~ ~ ~ 1 ,A
ovdéy éorw 0s & av duboy év T@ Xpvod Tob vaob, dgpeilet.
pwpol kal Tuploi* Tis yap peifwy éotiv; 6 xpvabs; 1 ¢ vads
[3 [ 4 Y V4 . K rd ‘)0 N b} 2 2 ~ 0
6 ayidoas Tov Xpuoby; kal, *Os éav dubon év 7o Ovoia-
7 )8/ G’O'T[ . 4 8’ A ) 7 3 ~ 8/ Sy s
ornple, oddév v- s & dv duban év Te Sdpw TE émdvw
avTol, peiket. TupNol Tiydp petfov ; 76 8dpov; 7 70 Buoia-
orhptov o dyidfor 10 8dpov ; 6 obv uboas év Te uaiacTnpie
77P ‘Y ID ’ lu T npt
bpvier év alTd Kal év waot Tols émdve alTod' kal 6 duboas
&v 7 vag duvie év adTy kal év T kaToikoDyTi alTéy® Kkal
0 buboas év To obpave Suvie év T Bpbve Tod Oeod kal év
# 5 obpav op 5 Bpbra
~ 7 3 4 ) ~ 3 \ ¢ ~ -~ \
70 kalnuéve émdveo adrod. Odal Juiv, ypapparels kal
Papioaiot, VwokplTal, 67t dmodekaroiTe 70 7H8oopov kal TO
b3 \ \ / N ) 4 \ 4 ~ 7
dvnbov kal 10 Kbuvoy, kal apikare Td BapiTepa Tob vépov,
\ ’, DO DN ’ -~ v ~
™ kpiow xal Tov é\eov kal Ty mwioTw Tadra 8¢ et moui)-
oat, kakelva uy dpevar.  6dnyol tupMol, of SuiNi{ovTes ToV
e \ \ 4 2 3 A 3 -
kdvwoma, Thy 8¢ kdunhov kartamivovres. Qdal Tuiv, ypap-
parets kai Papisaior, Vwokpiral, 61t xabapifere 1o Efwler
700 wornplov kal THs wapoyrios, éowler 8¢ yéuovaw é§
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« -~ A g ¢ - A/ 0 ’ -~
apmayis kal dkpacias. aptaaie TpNé, kaldpigov mpdTOY
70 évtds Tob mornpiov kal Tis wapoyridos, iva yévnrar kal 76
éxros avTob kalapby. Obal vuiv, ypapuarets kat Papioaiot,
ywokpital, 87t mapopotd(ere Tddois kekoriapévols, oiTives
iobev pév palvovtar dpaior, éowlev 8¢ yépovow boréwy
~ \ 7’ ] re 4 \ t -~ » b
vekpdv kal wdons dkabapaias. olrw xal vpels fwlev piv
’ - > » ’ » \ 7 3
paiveafe Tols avlpamois dikaior, éowlev 8¢ peorol éoTe
vmokpicews kai Qvoplas.  Odal ulv, ypaupatels xai
bapigaio, Umwokpital, Ort olkoopcite TOUS Tdpovs TEW
wpopNTAY, Kal koopeiTe T& pynuela TGV Sikaiwy, kal Aéyere,
E! fuev év tais fuépars tdv marépov Nudv, obk dv fuev
\ E) ~ 3 - L4 -~ - 174 ~
Kowwyvol avTdy év Tw alpati TAY TpodnTdY. EoTe papTUpeiTe
éavrols, 61e viol éore TV PpovevodvTov Tobs wpophras. kai
bpels mAnpdgare 7o pérpov Tév marépwy Vudv.  Spes,
yevvipara éxidvév, mwos ¢ynte dmd Tis «kpioews Tis
, \ ~ 16 2 ) N ’ by ¢ A ,
yeévrns; Sub TobTo, (dol, éyw dmoaTéNw wpds Uuds mpodi-
Tas kal copods kal ypappaTels: éf avTdv dmokTeveite Kal
oTavpdaere, Kal éf abTdv pacTiydoere év Tals auvaywyals
bpdv, kal Oudfere dmd mwokews els wohiy: Smws ENOp é¢
bpds mwav alpa Sikaiov éxyuvvépevov éml tiis yfs, dwd ToD
[ ” ~ Id 4 ~ [4 rs €~
aipatos "ABeN Tob Sikaiov €ws Tob aluaros Zayaplov vied
Bapayiov, bv épovevoare petald Tod vaod kal tob Ouoia-
” SN ’ ¢ A o ~ s [N \
ornpiov: duny Néyw duly, fife Tabra mévra éml Ty yevedv
TavTyy.
For v. 4, cf. Lk xi. 46, for 14 Lk xi. 52, for 23 Lk xi. 42,
for 25-6 Lk xi. 3941, for 27 Lk xi. 44, for 29-33 Lk xi.
47-8, for 34-6 Lk xi. 49-51, for 37-9 Lk xiii. 34-5.

Lschatological Sayings.

xXiv. 10-12 Kai tére okavlahigOicovtar moNhol, xal
dA\GAovs mapaddoovat, kal picioovaw dAAGAovs' kai moAol
Yevdompopiitar éyepBiicovTal, kai mhavigova: woNhods: «kai
Sia 16 mAnbuvbijvar Thy dvoplav Yruydoerar B dydmy Tov
TOANAGY. '

S 2
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xxiv. 26-8 "E&v obv elmoow uiv, 'I8c0, év 1 épfuw
3 ’ A ) /Ae . ’18 ’ 3 -~ Vg hY s/ .
éorl pn é£éNOnTe oU, év Tols Tapeiols, un mioTeboNTE
24 by ¢ ) N\ 152 3 N ) ~ \ ’
domep yap N doTpamy éfépxerar dmd dvaToldv kai pai-
verat €ws Svoudr, olres €otar 7| wapoveia Tod viod Tod
avlpdmov: Smov édv 3 TO mTdpa, ékei ovvaydfoovtal of
derol.

Cf. Lk xvii. 23-4.

xxiv. 30 Kai tére ¢avicerar 76 onueiov Tod viod Tod
avlpdmov év TG olpavd: kal Tére Kéyovrar mwacar al
dvhal T7s yis.

xxiv. 37-41 “fomep 8¢ ai Hpuépar Tob Nae, obtws €otar 1)
wapovaia Tol vied Tod dvBpdmov. domep yap foav év Tais
fuépats ékeivais Tals wpd Tob katakAvopod Tpdyovres kal
wivovtes, yapobvres kal ékyapifovres, dxpt fis nuépas elojrle
Née els v xiBotéy, kal otk éyvocav éws HAOev 6 kata-
K\vopds kal fpev dmavras, olrws €ortar 7 wapovoia Tod
viod Tod dvlpamov. 7ére 8o éoovrar év T@ dypd els
mwapaapfBdverat, kal eis dplerar 8o dMjfovoar év TH
pole  pia wapalapfdveral, kal pla dplerar.

Cf. Lk xvii. 26-7, 30, 34—5.

xxiv. 43-51 'Ekeivo 8¢ ywdokere, 6t el jjéet 6 oixode-

6 ola puhakf) 6 kAémrns EpxeTa, € bpnoev & !
ombrns mwolg ¢ 7o« ns épxerai, éypnybpnoey dv, kal
otk dv elace Siopvyfvar Ty oikiav adrob. &ia TobTo Kal
< - I4 [’ . o * o 1) ~ . [N oy
Vuets yiveale érowpor 871 3 dpa ob Sokeire & vids Tod
avlpadmov épxerar. Tis dpa éarlv 6 mioTds Sodhos kal
@pbvipos, bv karéoTnoer 6 kbpios éml Tijs olketelas adrod,
Tob 8ibbvar avrols THY TpodRy év kaipd; pakdptos o
Sodhos éxetvos, dv éNOwr ¢ kipios adTod evpiiaer mololvTa
oUrws: auiy Néyw dulv, 81t éml wdor Tols vmdpyovoty adTob

4 3 Id DY \ » € b ol 1 ~ )
kataoThoer avrtéy. éav 8¢ elmp 6 xakds SoDhos éxeivos év
~ ’ » ~ Ve e / 2 \ 4 4
T kapdia abrod, Xpovifer 6 kUpibs pov, kai dpfnrat TémTELy

\ 7 ) ~ 2 z A A\ rd \ ~
rods ovvdodovs abrod, éobin & xal wivy perd Tév

4 o < rd -~ 2, 3 z ) ¢« 7 T
pebvbvrar, fifer 6 kipios Tob Sovhov ékelvov év Auépa 7y

U ~ Y 2 14 T 3 ’ M 4
oV wpoadokd, kai €v dpa ) oU ywdokel, kal SixoToudoe
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avTéy, kal 70 pépos avTol perd TAV UTWOKPLTOV Ofcers &kel
éoral 6 kKhavOpos kai ¢ Bpuypds TdV 6dévTav.
Cf. Lk xii. 39—46.

xxv. I-12 Tére oporwdfioeral | Baoilela TdV ovpavdv
8éka mapbévois, aitwes Aafoboar Tas AaumdSas avTdy
é¢qNfov eis amdvriaw Tob vuuglov. mévre 8¢ foav éf abrdy

ré M I4 s t pY Is ~ \

popal, kal wévre ppbvipor. al yip pwpal, Aafoboar tas
~ » > -

Aaumddas éavrdv, ovk éNafov pel éavrdv Enatov af ¢

7 » ¥ ] ~ » 7 y A .\ -
ppbvipor ENafov E\atov év Tois dyyelois alT@y petd TEY
Aapmddwyv avTdv. xpovi{ovTos 8¢ Tob wvugplov évioTafav
maocar xal ékdfevov. péoms 8¢ vukrds kpavyn yéyovev,
IS0, 6 wvuupios: éfépxecle els amdvrnow abrob, TéTE
NyépOnoay maocar ai mwaplévor ékeivai, kal ékéouncav Tas
ANaumddas abtdv. ai 8¢ pwpal Tals ¢povipols elmov, dére
€t - ) ~ ) Id L4 ~ o € ’ € -~ Ve
Hpiv €k Tob éNalov Vudv, 6Tt al Aepmddes nupdv ofév-
vovtar.  dmekplOnoar 8¢ ai ¢pévipor Néyovear, Mijmore

A hY ) I4 € ~ \ € - / 6 ol b \
o0 uy dpkéop Hulv kal Duiv: mopebeacle p@Aov mpds Tovs
mwloDvTas, kal dyopdoare éavrals. dmepxouévor 8¢ aldrdy
dyopdoar fAev 6 wvuugplos: kal ai Eroupor elofiMfov per
abTob €ls Tovs ydpovs, kal ékheloOn 70 Obpa. Uorepov 8¢
2 A 3 A 14 4 4 4
éoxovrar kal ai Aoural maplévor Aéyovoar, Kipie, xipie,
dvotfov nHuiv. 6 8¢ dmokpifels elmev, Aujy Aéyw Vuiv,
ok ola Uuds.

Xxv, 14-30 “flomep yap dvlpomos dmodnudy éxdhege

A I / A\ I4 2 ~ \ 4 4
ToUs iiovs GoUAous, kal mapédwkev abTols Ta Umdpyovra

T

- - H
abroi- kal ¢ ptv €wke mévre Tdhavta, § 6¢ Svo, & 6 év,
éxdore kate THv (Slav Sdvapw: kal dmediunoer. edbéws
\ [4 \ 7 / \ » V4 ) ) -~
mopevfeis 6 Ta wévte TdAavra Aafov elpydoaro év avrols,
kal émoinocev dA\Aa mévre TdAavta. ®cabTes Kal o6 T&
800 éxépdnaey dA\ha S0o. 6 & TO & AafBdv dmedov
4 ~ \ 2 7 \ ? ~ ~ I » o
®pvfe yv, kal dmékpuyre TO dpyvpiov Tob kuplov avTol.
peta 8¢ xpévov mwoNDv éEpyetar & kUplos T@y SovAwy
3 ’ 1 ’ » ) A ’ A \
kelvwy, Kal ouvalper per abrdv Abyov. Kal mwpogeNfov
0 7a& mévre TdAavra Aafov wposiveykey dAAa mévte
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TdAavra MNéywv, Kvpie, mévre rdhavrd por mapédwkas
i8¢, dA\\a mévre Tdhavra éképdnoa. ¥Epn alTd & kipios
) - ol ~ ) )3 N Z 2N IN 7 » z2 N
avrot, EU, Sobhe dyabe kal mioTé, émi dAiya fs mioThs, émi
-~ 4 Es 2 A \ ~ Id
woOABY g€ kaTagTiow eloeAbe els Ty Yapay ToD Kuplov
ocov. wpooeNbadv 8¢ kal & Ta Vo Tdhavra elme, Kipie,
8o Tdhavtd por mapébwkas: i8¢, dAra S0 TdAavra
éxépdnoa. €pn adtd o «Vpos avTod, ED, SobAe dyale
A z » Ny Id > rd ’ ) ~ Vd
Kal mLOTE, €Ml ONlya N5 TWLOTOS, €L TOANGDY O€ KaTATTHOW'
eioceNOe eis v xapav Tob kupiov oov. mpogerBov & kai
6 70 & Tdhavrov eiknpas elme, Kipie, éyvor oe 67t arhy-
pos €l dvbpwmos, Bepifwv émov otk éomeipas, kal TuVaywy
60ev ov Sieaxbpmigast kal ¢pofnbels dmeNbav éxpvra TO
s 7 1 -~ ~ y o by I4 ) b 4
Td\avtéy oov év T yfi*+ 8¢, éxeis TO by,  dmokpibels 8¢ 6
KkUptos avTod elmev avTd, Ilovnpé Sobhe kai dkvmpé, fbets o
Oepilw omov ovk éometpa, kal ovvayw G0ev o Sieokbpmica
¥ 3 ~ A 4 -~ s, \
€0t obv g¢ Pakev T apydpov pov Tols TpameliTais, kal
ENOov ey éxopoduny dv T6 éudv oy Tékw. dpate oDy dm
y utoduny av uov odv Toke. dp v dm
) ~ N ’ \ ’ ~ v \ ’ y2
avtol TO TdAavrov, kal 86t TE éyovrt o Oéka TdAavrar
7@ yap éovrt mavrl Sobfoeral, kal mepiooevlioerar Tob
8¢ pun éxovros, kal b Exer dpOfcerar am' adrobr kai TOV
axpeiov Sothov ékBdaANete eis TO gkéTOS TO eEdTepov: ékel
éoTtal 6 kKhavBpds kal 6 Ppuypos Tdv S8évTwv.
For vv. 14-30. cf. Lk xi. 11-28.
xxv. 31-46 “Orav 8¢ é\Op 6 vids Tod dvBpdmwov v
~ 4 ) ~ N 4 ¢ y 4 ) ~ 4
Th 86fn avrod, kal mwdvres ol dyyeloi uer alrod, ToTE
’ ) \ ’ ? ~ \ ’ »”
kabice: émi Bpévov 86Ems avTol, xal ovvaybioceTar ép-
wpoobev alrod mwdvra t& é0vn, kal dgopiel adrods dm
dA\fAwv, domep 6 moufy dopifer Ta mpbBara dmd TdY
1] / \ 4 \ \ 7 1] ~ b ~ hY
épipwy, kal oricer T6 pév mpéfara ék Sefidv avrob, TG
8¢ épipia éf edovipwr. TéTE épel 6 Bagihevs Tols ék Sefidy
avTob, debre, of edhoynuévor Tod TaTpés pov, kAnpovour-
. ¢ ’ ¢ A~ ’ TR ~
cate THv fHropacpévny Oulv Pacikelav dmd kartaBoAis
4 ) Ié V4 o ’ /4 -~ I/
kbopov. émeivaca ydp, kai édaokaté por payelr é8iPnoa,
kal émoricaré pe  févos funy, kal CUVNYAYETE ue: yuuvés,
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kai mepiefBderé pe fobévnoa, kal émeakéjraché pe év
~ » M I’4 7 z kA 4
puhakf] funy, kal fAOere mpés pe, TéTe dmokpificorTa
b -~ ’ 7’ 4 /e b3 -~
abté ol bikalol Aéyovres, Kipie, méte ge eildopev mewavra,
kal é0péfraper; 1) Sufdvra, kal émoricapev ; mwére 0¢ oe
etSopev £évov, kal avvnybyopev; 7 yuurdy, kal wepieBdiopey ;
wére 8é ge eldopev aolevs), ) év Pulaxfj, kal f\fopev mwpbs
oe; kal dmokpifels 6 Bagiheds épel adrols, Auny Aéyo
¢ -~ ) 4 e 2 4 [ I ~ ;] - -~
buiv, ép’ boov émotfoare évl ToUTwy TV AOeAPDY pov TGV
N , ] \ g » 7 y - \ -~y > ,
\axloTov, épol énorjoare. TéTe épel Kkal Tols € edwvipwy,
Hopedeabe dm’ éuob, karnpapévol, els 76 wip 76 aldviov 7o
t ’ -~ 14 ) -~ ) )4 3 ~ 3 rd
nropacpévor 1@ diaBbéhe kai Tois dyyélois adTob. émelvaca
V4 \ 2 ) 7 V4 - ) 'd ) > 1] 7
ydp, kal otk éddkaré poi payeiv: é8iynoa, kal ovk émori-
ocaré pe Eévos funy, kal ov ocvvnyayeTé ue yvpvés, xal
ov mepteBdAeré pe: dabevis, kal év guhakfj, xal olk éme-
okéfraclé pe. ToTe d 01 ! avrol Aé
e € damokpiOicovTar kal avtol Aéyovres,
Kibpie, mére oe elbopev mewdvra, 1 Sufdvra, 7 ELévov, 3
yupvéy, 7 dobevsy, 1 év puhaxfj, kal ob Sinkovicauéy goc;
-~ L -~
Tére dmokpifioerar abrols Aéywy, Aunv Néyw Vulv, é¢
1 3 ) 4 €\ / ~ ) ’ J O\ ) N
égov ovk émoufoare évi TolTwy TOY €éNaxiTTwy, ovdE éuol
émoioare.  kal dmeledoovtar oUTor els k6Aaow alovioy,
ol 6¢ bikatol els {onv aidviov.

Fragmments inserted by the Editor of the First Gospel

in the Sevmon on the Mount,

v. 13-16.

13 ‘Tuels éore 70 dhas Tijs y7As: éav 0¢ 7O dhas pwpavdy,
év Tivi aMoOffoeras; els ovdev loxved €, el un BAnbev
to karamareiafal Oms TV dvBpodTav.

« ~ ] \ -~ ~ 7 . » 2 14

14 Duels éore 10 @ds TOD Kkbopov' ov dvvarar méhis
kpvBivar émdve bpovs kewpévn:

) oY Vs 4 \ z LN e \ Y

15 obée kalovor Avyvov kal miféacw adrov md TOV
pédov, dAX' éml iy Avxviav, kal Ndumet wdo. Tois
év i olkia:

16 oltw Aapyrdreo 70 ¢os vpdv Epmpocdev TGV avbpa-
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TV, drws wow dpdv Ta kal& €pya, kal Sofdowat
TOV TaTépa VAV TOV &V Tols ovpavols.

These verses are not in Luke’s Sermon, but he has a
parallel to v. 13 in ch. xiv. 34-5, and a parallel to v. 15 in
chs. viii. 16 and xi. 33. If they had stood in the Sermon
of the source it is likely that they would also have been in
Luke’s Sermon.

v. 18-19 Aujy yap Meyw Ouiv, éos dv mwapéAbny o
ovpavds kal 1 yi, idTa &v 1) pla kepaia ob uy wapéNdy dmwo
10D vépov, éws dv mdvta yévpraw s éav odv Aoy plav 1oV
évToh@v TovTwy TEY éNaxioTwy, kai 818dEy olTw Tovs avOpad-
wovs, éAdytoTos kAnfioerar év T] Pacilela TAV ovpavdv:
ds & dv moujon kal 8i8dfy, olros péyas kAnbfoerar &v T
Bagthelga TdV ovpavdv.

For v. 18, cf. Lk xvi. 17.

For the unsuitability of the verses in their present con-
text see St. Matthetw, p. 45.

v. 25-6 “Ig6: edvodv 76 dvribikew oov Taxy, éws Srov €
per avrob év Ty 68@: piimoré ge wapadd 6 dvribikos TP kpity,
kal 6 kpiTs o€ mapadd 7@ vmnpéry, kal els puhaxny BAnbhay.
duny MNéyw goi, o puy é£ENOps éxeibev, €ws dv dmodds Tov
éoxatov kodpdvTnv.

Cf. Lk xii. 57-9. The connexion of the verses in the
Sermon is artificial and literary. See St. Matthew, p. 50.

v. 29-30 K/ 8¢ ¢ opfaduds dov 6 Sefids oravdaifer o,
éfede alrov kal Bdle dmd oob ovupéper ydp oot iva
dmbinTar &v TOr peAdv gov, kal uy 6Aov 16 odud oov BAnOf
els yéevvay. «kal €l 1) Sefid gov Xelp okavbalife ge, Exxorov
avtiy Kai BdAe ame ool ovupéper ydp oot iva dmwéAnTar év
TOV peAdy oov, kal um bhov 70 gdud gov els yéevvay améAldy.

vi. 7-8 ITpocevybuevor 8¢ un Parrohoyfonre, domep
ol éBvikols okoDot yé&p 8T év T moAvhoyla alrdv eloakov-
cOfoovrar. py obv bpolwdfiTe alrols oife yap 6 waThp Vpdv

ok ~ ~ )
v xpelav €xere wpd Tob Vuds alrfjoar avrév.
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The verses seem out of place in their present connexion
in the Sermon. The rest of the context is directed against
‘hypocrites’, these verses against heathen practices.

vi. 9-13 Obrws obv mpooevyeabe Tueis: IlaTep HPdv 6
&v Tols olpavols, dywacliite 76 dvoud govr éNBérw
Paciheia oov: yernbritw 76 BéAqud oov, os év odpavd, kai
éml yfs: TOv dprov Hudy Tov émodaiov 8os Huiv afuepor: kal
dpes piv Ta épelNjuara Hudv, ds kal fuels dpiKkauer Tois
bpethérais Nudv. kal pi eloevéykns Huds els mweapagubv,
dA\\& pooatr Huds dmd ToD Tovnpod,

Cf. Lk xi. 1—4, where the prayer occurs in quite a different
connexion.

vi. 14-15 'Eav yap dofjire Tols dvlpamols 7a mapamrd-
pata abrov, adhcer kal dutv 6 waTip Vudv 6 ovpavies'
éav 8¢ un apnre Tols avlpadmols Ta mapamTdpara alTédv,
ovde 6 waTip VUV dofoel Ta mapamTdpaTa Vudv.

vi. 19~34 M7 Oncavpifere Suiv Onoavpods émi THs y7s,
émov ans kal Bpdois dpavife, kai émov kNémrar Sioplo-

. , 7, A~ \ )
oovgL kai kAémTovgi Onoavpifere &¢ Puiv Onoavpods év
obpav®, 6mov olire ays ofire Bpdots dpavifer, kal bmov kKNémTat

L 4 L) 14 e s 3 € z

oV Siopvaoovaiy obdé kNémTovaw: Smov ydp éaTw 6 Onaavpés
oov, ékel €otar kai 1) kapdla gov. 6 Adyvos Tob gdpards
» il - K
€07ty 0 opbalubs: éav obv 6 opbahuds gov damlobs p, GAov
70 odud oov pwrewdy EoTai éav 8¢ 6 dpbaduds aov TOVTPOS
> o by -~ s by 4 > 3 hY ~ N2
7, OAov TO d@ud TOU TKOTEWOY €0Tar €L oUy TO @S TO €v

\ 7 ) z by 4 2 ’ N ’ 3
ool akbéros égti, TO axbéTos wooov; ovlels Svvarar Svai
kvplots Sovhedew: 7 yap Tov éva piovoel kal Tov éTepov dya-
wioet, 7} évds dvbéfetar kal Tol érépov kaTadpoviiger ov
Sivache Ocd Sovhedey kal pappwvd. 8id TobTo Néyw Vuiv,
K1) pepyvare T Yuxf dpdv, vi ¢pdynre § 7i winTe unde

) ~ -
T® cdpare Dudy, vi évébanale oyl 7 Yuxn wAeiov éaTi
TS Tpopils, kal 76 adpa Tob évdUparos; éuBAéyrate els T
TeTewd Tob ovpavod, 61t ob ameipovawr, obde Bepifovaiy, ovdt

ouvayouow eis damofikas, kal & waTip VUAV & ovpdvios
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Tpépet avTd- ody Vuels paAhov Sapépere avTdy; Tis ¢ éf
Oudy uepyuwvdy Stvarar mpooletvar éml Thy Hhikiav avTob
miyvy &va; kal wepl évéiparos T pepipvire; karapdere
\ , ~ ~ ~ 32 3 ~ 3 0L , 7
T& kplva ToD dypod, mds adfdver ob kom&, ovdE vifer Aéyw
8¢ duiv, bri ovd¢ Sohopwv év wdoy T4 86fn adrod wepre-
4 € [\ 4 3 A \ 7 ~ b o) e
BdXeto &s &v TovTwy. €l 8¢ Tov xbpTov Tob dypod, arfpepov
dvra, kal alipiov els kAiBavoy BaXhéuevoy, 6 Oeds olTws
dupiévvuay, ob moANG pdAlov Vpds, ShiybmigTor; pun oby
pepiuviionre, Néyovres, Ti ¢dyopev; 3 T miwpev; 7 T
mepiBardpefa ; mdvra yop Tabta & €0vn éminTelr oldc yap
6 mwaThp UpdV 6 ovpdvios 67t xprleTe TovTOY dmdrTov
{nreire 8¢ mpdTor THY Pacihelav kal THv Swkalocivmy
abTol, kal Tabra wdvra mpooTeOfoeTar duly. un odv pept-
uvionTe els Thv adpov: 7 yap alpiov pepiuvicer éauris
dpkerov T fuépa 7 kakia adris.

For vv. 19-21, cf. Lk xii. 33—4, for 22—3 Lk xi. 34—5, for
24 Lk xvi. 13, for 25-34 Lk xii. 22-31.

vil. 7-11 Alreire, xal Solfoerar vuive {nreite, Kkal
ebpfioceTe: kpovere, kal dvolyfioerar duiv: wds yap 6 airdy
7 \ e -~ U s b ~ ’ ] 4
NapBdvet, kal 6 {nTév edplokei, kal 7& kpodorTt dvoryfoeral.
+ Is b} ) 3 -~ » QA y» 7, 13 [3% 3 ~
B 7is éotw &£ udv dvlpomos, dv alrioer & vids avTod
dprov, un Abov émibdoer abrd; 74 kal IxOOv airdoe, i

- . .

Spw émibdoer adrg; €l obv uels, wovnpol Gvres, oidare
8bpara dyaba 6:8évar Tois Tékvors Dudv, mwéoe pdAhoy 6
TaThp VLAV 6 &v Tols olpavols ddger dyabd Tois alrolow
avTov ;

Cf. Lk xi. g-13, where the words occur in a different
context.

vil. 13-14 Elcé\Oete 8id 75 oreviis moAns: 67t mAatela
[ 4 \ 3 4 € (8\ [§ ] ’ b \ ) ’,

) TUAY Kkal evpixwpos 7 600s 1) amdyovoa eis THY amdAELay,
3 9 [ z7 ’ 3 o~ o N e 4
kal moAol elawv of eloepybuevor 8 avThse 8ri aTevn) 7 wIAY
kal TeONppévn 5 680s B dwdyovaa els Thy {wiv, kal éAiyo
elalv of evplokovres avTiv.

Cf. Lk xiii. 24.
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vii. 16-19 piiTe GUANéyovawy dmo akavféy oTaguNiy, 3 dmo
ToBbAwr oika ; oltw wav 8évdpov dyalbov kapmovs kalovs
mwotel, 70 8¢ campdr Gévlpov kapmovs TwOVNPOUS woiel. oU
Stvarar 8évdpov dyaldv xapmods wovmpols woweiv, ovdE
8évdpov campov kapmols kadovs mowlv. wdv Sévlpov um
motoly Kapmdv kKalov ékkémTeTar kal €ls mip BdANeTat.

Cf. Lk vi. 43-5.

Detached sayings, i. e. sayings whicl stood in the
source in positions whick we cannot rediscover.

viii. 11-12 Aéyw 8¢ vpiv, 6rt moAhol dwd dvaroldv Kal
Suapidr fifovar, kal dvakAibiocovtar pera ‘ABpaap xai
'Toadk kal 'IakdB & T§ Paociheies Tdv odpavdv: of &
viol TRis Bagihelas éxBAnbicovTar els T oxéTos TO éEdTepov:
ékel €oTal 0 khavBpos kal 6 Bpuypds TéV bévTwv.

Cf. Lk xiii. 28-9.

The Editor of the First Gospel has inserted these verses
into the narrative of the healing of the centurion’s servant.

viii. 19-22 Kal mpooeXbov efs ypappareds elmev avrd,
Adiddoxake, dkolovbicw dot, émov éav dmépxn. Kai Aéye
abrd 6 'Ingobs, Al dhédmexes ¢wleods Exovsi, kal Ta
weTewa ToD ovpavod karacknrédgese 6 6¢ vids Tol dAvlpd-
mov olk €xel, wob THYy Kepahhv kAivy. Erepos O¢ TV
pabyrév elmev avTo, Kipie, émitperéy pot mparov dameXdely
kal Odyrar tov warépa pov. 6 8¢ 'Incobs Néye airg,
Akoovfer poi, xal dges Tods vekpods Odrar Tovs éavrdv
vekpous.

Cf. Lk ix. 57-60.

ix. 13 ITopevfévres 8¢ pdbere 7( éorw,”Eleov Bélw, kal
oV bvaiav.

This saying is inserted by the Editor into Mark’s narra-
tive of the controversy about fasting. He inserts it again
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later (xii. 7) into Mark’s account of the controversy about
eating on the Sabbath.

xii. 5-7 OYk dvéyvote év 76 vépw, 6Tt Tois cdfBacw
L 4 ~ 1) ~ e ~ \ 4 -~ 2 ] 2 4
ol lepets év To lepw TO gdfBarov Befnhoiot, kal dvairiol
elor; Néyw 8¢ Duiv, 6ri Tob lepol peiféy éorw e. €l 8¢
éyvékere 7l éorw, "Eléov Oéhw kal o0 Ovoiav, odx dv
karedikdoare ToUs dvauiriovs. Kk¥pios ydp éoTi ToOD caf-
Bdrov 6 vids 1ol dvlpamov.

This section is inserted by the Editor of the First Gospel

into Mark’s account of the controversy about eating on the
Sabbath,

xii. 11-12 Tis €orar éf pav dvbpomos, os Efer mwpé-
Batov &v, kal éav éuméay Tobro Tois cdfBaciy els BébBuvoy,
) N 4 3 N\ 2 ~ 14 ol Vd »
oUX! KpaTiger avTd kal éyepel; woow odv Siapéper dvbpwmos
4 14 E'¢ -~ 7’ -~ -~
mpofdrov; &ore Efeati Tols gdfBagt kaids moieiv.
This is inserted by the Editor into a narrative recorded
by Mark of a healing performed on the Sabbath.
Cf. Lk xiv. 5, xiii. 15.

xiii. 16~17 ‘Tudy 8¢ pakdpioe oi épBaiuol, b1 BAémwovat,
kal T& dra Vpdv, 871 droder dunw yap Néye Duiv, 6T
molhol wpopnTar kal Sikaior émeBiunoav ielv & BAémere,
kal oUx €ldov, kal dkoboar & dxovete, Kkai ok fiKkovaav.

These verses are inserted by the Editor of the Fi'rst
Gospel into Mark’s account of Christ’s reason for speaking
in parables,

Cf. Lk x. 23-4.

Xv. 13-14 ‘O &8¢ dmokpibels elme, Ildoca ¢urela, Hv otk
épUTevoer & TaThp pov 6 olpdvies, ékpilwlioerar.  dpere
alrols: 6nyol elor Tuphol- TupAds O¢ TudAdr éav Sdnyy,
aupdrepot els BéOvvov megoivra.

Inserted by the Editor into Mark’s account of the con-
troversy about eating with unwashed hands.

Cf. Lk vi. 39.
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xvi. 17-19 Makdpios €, Sipov Bap 'Iwvd, éri odpf
kal alpa odx dmexkdAvyré goi, AAN & waThp pov 6 &v Tols
ovpavoils. «kdyw 8é ot Néyw, 61i ov e ITérpos, kal émi
Ta¥Ty Ti) TéTpe olkodopniow pov v ékkAnaiav, kal Tikar
dbov of katwoxUoovow aiTils. OSdgw gol Tas kAeis THS
Baoihelas TAV ovpavdv: kel & éav Sfoys émi Tiis ¥,
forar Bebepévov év Tols odpavoiss kal O éav Noys éml Tis
yiis, éoTat NeAvpévov év Tois odpavols,

Inserted by the Editor into Mark’s account of St. Peter’s
confession of faith at Caesarea Philippi.

On these verses see St. Matthew, pp. 176-g.

xviii. 7 Obal 76 kbopw dmd TGy okavédwv: dvdykn
ydp éorw éNBelv T4 okdvéadlar wARY odal TG dvBpdme
éxelve, 8 oD 7O axdvdalov Epxerat

Cf. Lk xvii. 1.

xviii. 10 ‘Opdre un katappovionte évos TGV piKpdY
ToUTwr: Aéyw yap Uulv, 611 ol dyyelor avTtdv év obpavois
& mavrés PAémovar 16 mpbowmov Tol watpés pov Tod
&v ovpavols,

xviil. 12-14 T{ Suiv Sokei; éav yévnral Twi avbpdme
ékatov mpbPara, kai whavnly v é alrdv, ovxl dpels T&
évvevnkovraevvéa, émi T& 8p7 mopevlels, {nTel 7O MAavduevoy;
kal éav yévnrar edpev adré, duny Néyw dplv, 6Tt xaipet
ém’ avTd pdllov, 7 éml Tols évvevnkovTaevvéa TOIS pi) e-
mAavnuévors. olrws ovk €Tt Béanua Epmpoabev Tol TaTpds
Ypdv Tob év ovpavols, lva dmoAnTal €ls TOV pikpdy ToUTWY.

Cf. Lk xv. 3-7.

xix. 11-12 OV wdvres Ywpobar TOv Aéyov TobTov, dAN
ols 8éorar. elol yap ebvobixot, olTwes ék ko\las unTpods
éyerviifnaar olte: kal elow ebvobyot, oitTwes edvovyicbnaay
Omo Tdv avBpdmov: kal elow edvodyor, oiTives ebvolxiocav
éavrods Sia THV Baocikelav TV olpavdv. o Suvdpevos
X@pely XwpeiTw.

On these verses see St¢. Matthew, p. 204 f.
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The words are added by the LEditor to Mark’s account
of Christ’s teaching about divorce.

xix. 28 Apjy Aéyo Duiv, 87i Duels of dkolovbioavtés
pot, év i maiyyeveala brav kabion 6 vids Tod dvBpdmov
éml Opévov 86Ens atTol, xabicesle kal vpels éml Sddexa
Opbrvovs kpivovres Tas Sddeka duras Tob "Iapani.

Inserted by the Editor in Mark’s account of Christ’s
teaching about riches.

xxiil. 37-9 ‘Iepovaariu, ‘Iepovaaliu, # dmokreivovoa
Tovs mwpogritas kal AtboBoloboa Tovs dmwesTalpévovs mwpds
avthy, moadis N0éNnea émovvayayelv Ta Tékve dov, v
Tpbmov émiovvdyer Spyis T& vooola éavris Umo Tas wrépuyas,
kal obk Hlehfoare. (8ol, dplerar Duiv & olkos Sudv €pnpos.
Néyw yap Opiv, o pi pe nre dm dpri, éws dv elmnre,
EdNoynuévos ¢ épxéuevos év ovépart Kvpiov.

Added by the Editor at the end of the chapter of de-
nunciation upon the Pharisees, ch. xxiii.

Cf. Lk xiii. 34-5.

Other Parables.

xx. 1-15. Labourers in the Vineyard. ‘Opofa ydp
éoTw 1) Pacihela TAV olpavdv dvlpdme olkodeaméry, Soris
é¢iiabey dua mpwi obdoaclar épydras els Tov dumerdrva
abtod. oupdevicas O¢ pere Tav épyatdv éx Snvapiov
v nuépav dméorelkev adrovs els TOv dumeldva adrod.
kal éfeNOov mepl THv Tpitny dpav eldev dANovs éoTdTas
év 1) dyopd dpyols, kdkelvors elmev, ‘Tmdyere Kal Upels
els Tov dumeAdva, kal & éav 7 Slkaiov Sdow Tuiv. of &
amijAbov. wdAw éfeNbov mepl €krny kal éwwdrTny dpav
émolnoey woavTws. mepi 8¢ THv évdexdTny éfeNbov €bper
dM\\ovs éotdras, kal Aéyer avrois, Ti &8¢ éorikare SAnv
v quépav apyol; Nyovow adrd,”Oti obdels fHuds éuiohd-
cato. Méye abrois, ‘Tmdyere kal Dpels els Tov dume-
Aéva, Oyrias ¢ yevouévns Néyew 6 kipios Tob dumedvos
7@ émirpbmrew adrob, Kdheoov tols épydras, xal dmwédos
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> - \ A ) ’ ) ~ 3 / 173 -~
adTols Tov paBOV dpfduevos amd TaY éoxdTwy éws TEVY
mwpéTwv. Kkai éNBbvtes of mepl Ty évdexdTny dpav €\a-

4 A V4 N ) 7 3 ~ 3 7 o
Bov dva Snvdpiov.  kai éNBbvTes of mpdror évbuoar ot
mwhelova Ajyovrar kal éaBov kal avTol dva Snvdpiov.
AaBbévres 8¢ éydyyvov xara Tob oilxoecmbérov Aéyovtes
8t Obrou of &ryaror plav dpav émoinoav, kai loovs futy

) \ )] rd ~ y / Y ’ ~ (4 4 \
avTovs emolnoas Tols PBacrdoast 16 Bdpos THs Huépas kail
Tov Kavowva. o 8¢ dmokpifels elmev évi adrdv, ‘Etaipe,

» ) -~ LI 7 7 4 o by
ovk adikd oe obxl Snwvaplov cuvepdvnods pot; apov TO
Y M I3 7 \ 7 ~ 2 z ~ < \
oov kal Umaye Oérw 8¢ TobT® TH éoxdTw Sobvar ds kal

’ 3 » ’ -~ & ’ ) ~ 3 -~ At
ool. obk éfeori por mojoar & Oéhw év Tols éuois; 7 6
dpbaruds oov wovnpbs éaTww, 611 éyd dyalbés elpi;

Added by the Editor in Mark’s account of Christ’s teach-
ing about riches to explain woAAoi 8¢ éoovrar wpdror éoyaTo
kal éoxaTol mpdToL.

xxi. 28-32. Parable of the Two Sons. “Avfpwmos elxe

e / \ \ -~ / T I4 24
Tékva 800 kal wpooeNbov 76 wpdrw elme, Téxvov, tmaye,
onpepov épydfov év Te dumeAdvi. O 8¢ dmokpibels elmev,
0V 0érw* Dorepov 8¢ perapernbeis dmihe. «kal mpooceXdov

~ 8 7 T, 2 / (1 \ > N 7, ’ /
7@ Oeutépw elmey woaltws. 6 6¢ amokpibels elmev, 'Eyd,

4 b ? ) ~ ’ 1] -~ / 3 ’ Y 2
kUpie: kai ovk dmihle. Tis éx TOv 8lo émoince TO Béhnpa

=~ I4 z ¢ -~ 14 » -~ ¢ ) ~
ToU TaTpos; Aéyovaw, ‘O mpiros, MAéyer avrois 6 Inoobs,
3 - ~
Apny Nyo dplv, 6me of Tedvar kal al wéprar mpodyovay
buds eis v Pacikelav Tod Oeob. HGAOe yap wpds Vuds
Todvvns év 08p Bikarogivs, kal ok émoreloare avTe:

4 8\ ~ \ 3 4 ) 7 y _~ 3 g A
ol 0¢ Tehdvar kal al mwopvar émicTevoar avTd Duels 8¢
ras ? D\ 4 o ~ - 3 -~
[SovTes 008 petepeNiOnTe UoTepov, Tob mioTeboal abT,

xxil. 2-14. The Marriage Feast. ‘Quotwfn 7 Bactheia

~ » -~ ~ 2 -~
TGV ovpavdv avfpdme Pacikel, doTis émoinoe yduovs 76
vio adrob, kal dwéorethe Tovs Sovhovs alrol kaléoar ToUS
kekAnuévous els Tovs yduovs: xal ok ffekov éNOetv. mdAw
» » ~
améotelher dAhovs Sovhovs Aéywv, Elmare tols kekAnué-
vol '1'8 ’ N\ 4 ] ’ . € ~ ’ Ay \

s, 1800, 70 dpioTby pov frolpaka of Tavpol pov xai T
owmiota Tefupéva, kal wdvra €ropar Oebre els Tovs ydpuovs.
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[}

O! 8 dpelfoavres dnijhov, 6 pév els Tdv ibtov dypby, ¢
8¢ émi Ty éumoplav avTot of 6¢ ANoumol kpaticavres Tovs
Sodhovs abrob UBpiocav kal dmékrewav. o 6¢ PBaogileds
’ Vs T 2 \ / » ~ ) 2 \
@pylaln, kal wéuyras 1& oTparelpara avTod dmdAece Tods
povels éxelvovs, kal THy wé\wv avTdy évémpnoe. TéTE Néyer
rols SovAots adrod, ‘O pév yduos Erotubs éatw, ol 8¢ kexhy-
pévou ovk foav dfior mopeveade olv éml tas Siefbbovs TV
T~ \ o .Y 14 /4 3 \ V4 \
086y, kai doovs dv elpnre kaXéoare eis Tods ydpovs. kal
é¢eNBovres ol Sobhou éxeivol els Tas 68ovs auviyayov mdvTas
Soovs elpov, wovnpous 7e kal dyabovs: kal émAfaldn ¢ ydpos
dvakewévoy. elaeNbav 8¢ 6 Bagikets Oedoadbar Tods dva-
2 T 3 ~ ¥ ) 1] 2 E4 Vd
keévovs eldev éxel dvBpwmov ovk évledvpévor évdupa ydpov
kal Méyet adrd, ‘Evalpe, mds eloflfes bde puy Exwv évdupa
ydpov; 60¢ épudln. tére 6 Bacileds elme Tois Siakdvors,
dijcavres avTob mwébas kai xelpas éxBdhere alrov els Td
ok6Tos Td EEbTepov: éxel éoTal 6 kKhavbuds kal 6 Ppuypds
TAv 88évTwv. moAlol ydp elot xAnTol, ONlyor 8¢ éxAektol.
Cf. Lk xiv. 15-24.

§ 2. CONTENTS OF THE SOURCE,

The Source as reconstructed above contained :—

1. A discourse on the relation of Christ’s disciples (a) to
the Mosaic Law, (4) to the current Pharisaic religion
(Sermon on the Mount).

2. A discourse to the disciples about their mission.

3. /A discourse about the persecution which they would
meet with. This may or may not have formed part of the
preceding.

4. A discourse about John the Baptist.

5. Woes upon the cities in which Christ had preached.

6. Thanksgiving to the Father.

7. A discourse on the charge that He cast out devils by
the help of Beelzebub.,

8. A discourse in answer to the request for a sign.
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9. A collection of Parables of the Kingdom.

10, A discourse and Parable about Forgiveness.

11, A denunciation of the Scribes and Pharisees.

12. Eschatological Sayings and Parables.

13. A number of detached sayings which the Editor of
the First Gospel has inserted partly into Mark’s narratives,
partly into the longer discourses mentioned above.

14. Three other Parables.

It will no doubt be objected to the above reconstruction
that critical reasons make it certain that Matthew and
Luke had a common source (for at least the Sermon
on the Mount) in which the Sermon was followed by the
Miracle of the healing of the Centurion’s Servant, and that
this narrative therefore ought to find a place in any recon-
struction of the source. On this see S¢. Matthew, p. 73.

I would only add here that if the reconstruction at-
tempted above gives at all a true idea of the source, it is
almost impossible that the miracle formed part of it. For
(1) a miracle would be quite out of place in a collection of
discourses and sayings such as the above; (2) the miracle
has none of the features which are collected below as
characteristic of the source. Mt viil. 11-12 do contain
such features, but, as the absence of these verses in Luke’s
account of the miracle shows, they are not an integral
part of the narrative but have probably been inserted
here by the Editor of the First Gospel from the source.

Matthew and Luke may very well have obtained this
miracle from a common source, but, if so, that source must
have been some other Gospel writing than the book of
discourses which has been constructed above, and which
the Editor of the First Gospel used so freely.

For somewhat similar reasons I have omitted from the
source the records of John’s preaching and of the Tempta-
tion and Baptism of Christ. Matthew and Luke may have
had a common source for these, but, if so, it must have been

S.8.p, T
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some writing other than the discourse source above recon-
structed. The strongly anti-Pharisaic character of the
account of the Baptist’s preaching, iii. 7-12, would indeed
suit the discourse source well enough. But what has this
account of the Baptist to do in a book containing sayings
of Christ? Moreover these sections, viz. the Baptist’s
preaching, Mt iii. 1-12, the Baptism, iii. 13-17, and the
Temptation, iv. 1-11, have characteristics of their own
which sharply differentiate them from the source, e.g. the
historic presents in narrative, iii. 1, 13, 15; iv. 5, 8, 11,
On the one hand, these cannot be due to the Editor, who
systematically obliterates the historic presents in Mark
(except Aéyer -ovow) some sixty-nine out of seventy-nine
times. On the other, these historic tenses are quite foreign
to the source, for its narrative sections, viz. the Parables,
and e.g. xi. 2—4, 20; xii. 38; xiii, 51, contain no such tenses
(Aéyet -ovawr excepted). The inference is that in iii. 1~12,
13-17 ; iv. 1-11, the Editor is using sources other than his
discourse source. The phrase % ayia wéA\is, iv. 5, links
these narratives with xxvii, 50-4, which certainly did not
come from the discourse source.

iii. 12 might well be a fragment of the discourse source
on the ground of 8ikatosivn (see below), but this must
remain uncertain.

§ 3. CHARACTER OF THE SOURCE,

The disciples of Christ, as they are presupposed in these
sayings, are Jews. This is implied throughout the book
rather than anywhere expressly stated. The contrast is
that of Christian Jews versus the official Judaism of the
day, and not that of Gentiles versus Jews. Official Judaism,
as represented by the Scribes and Pharisees, is everywhere
condemned. It is a purely formal religion, vi. 1-18; xxiii.
4-11, 27-8. Its leaders reject Christ and attribute His
miracles to Beelzebub, x. 25; xii. 27-37. They will alsg
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persecute His disciples, x. 24-9. But though they regard
themselves as the true heirs of the kingdom, viii. 12, they
will be expelled from it, and Christ’s disciples will be seen
to be the rightful inheritors, xiii. 38.

The Christian disciples are spoken of as a society of
people characterized by spiritual qualifications, v. 3-9,
persecuted, reproached, and evil spoken of, v. To-11.
They are still subject to the Law' of Moses, v. 17-20, but
are to avoid the current unspiritual interpretation of it,
and, by penetrating more deeply into its religious implica-
tions, are to aim at a righteousness which is to be greater
than that of the Scribes and Pharisees, v. 21. They are to
preach the ‘kingdom of the heavens’ ‘to the lost sheep
of the house of Israel’, x. 6, not to Geatiles or Samaritans,
x. 5"

The horizon of the community of Christ’s disciples is
everywhere assumed to be the coming of the ‘kingdom of
the heavens’. Of this it is said that it belongs to the
¢ poor in spirit’, v. 3, and to those who are ¢ persecuted for
righteousness’ sake’, v. 10. They who ‘do the will of the
Father who is in the heavens’ will enter into it, vii. 21.
It will come at the ‘end of the age’, xiii. 40, when the
wicked will be cast out and the righteous will shine forth,
xiii. 41-3. The doctrine about the kingdom is far-reaching
and deeply penetrating, xiii. 31-3. Men will give up
everything else for it, xiii. 43-6. The disciples are to
pray for its coming, vi. 1o,

Beyond the statement that it will come at the ¢ end of the
age’, xiil, 40, nothing is said explicitly as to the period and
manuner of its coming.

But there is another series of statements which throws
light upon this. In x. 23 we read that the missionaries

! Characteristic of this source is the representation of Christ as sanctioning
divorce for adultery in accordance with the Law. Influenced by this the
Lditor has made Mk x. r-12 unintelligible by introducing this sanction into
it, Mt xix 3-g.

T2
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would not have finished the cities of Israel until the Son
of Man should come. Again, in xiii. 41 we read that at the
‘end of the age’ the Son of Man will send forth His angels.
A little later, in xix. 28, we hear of the ‘regeneration’
when the Son of Man will sit upon the ‘throne of his glory °’,
or of the Son of Man coming in His glory, xxv. 31. This
coming is called  the parousia of the Son of Man’, xxiv. 27,
37, 39

That the ‘coming of the kingdom ’ and the ‘ coming ’ or
‘parousia’ of ‘the Son of Man’ are equivalent terms is
clear from the section xxv. 31-46. There the Son of Man
comes in His glory with all His angels, 31. Three verses
later He is called the ¢ king’, 34, and bids the elect ¢ inherit
the kingdom prepared for you from the foundation of the
world .

That the Liditor of the First Gospel identified the coming
of the kingdom and the coming of the Son of Man is
shown by the fact that under the influence of this idea he
has substituted for Mark’s phrase ‘the kingdom of God
come with power’, Mk ix. 1, the words ‘the Son of Man
coming in his kingdom’, xvi. 28. The Jewish horizon of
these statements about the kingdom comes out very clearly
in xix. 28, where it is said that when the Son of Man sits
upon the ‘throne of his glory’ the disciples will ‘sit on
twelve thrones judging the twelve tribes of Israel’.

Of course it may be argued that in the case of some of
the parables, e.g. the Leaven and the Mustard Seed, it is
more mnatural to interpret ‘the kingdom of the heavens'’
as the Christian Church, or the Christian system, or the
spiritual forces behind Christianity.

But the point is that in dealing with the phrase ¢ 22
source we are not asking what the phrase originally meant
as used in these parables by Christ, nor what the phrase
might connote (it 1nay of course in such a parable as the
Mustard Seed denote anything that anybody cares to read

>
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into it), but what it meant, first to the compiler of the
source, and secondly to the Editor of the First Gospel who
used that source. To both these writers the phrase signified,
as the whole tenor of their writings shows, ‘the coming
kingdom of the Son of Man’.

The source, then, is characterized by a very primitive type
of doctrine. Christ is the  Son of Man’, or the ‘king’ of
the coming kingdom. He is also the *Son’ of God who
alone can reveal the Father, xi. 25-7. He was greater
than Jonah, xii. 41, or Solomon, xii. 42, greater also than
the Temple, xii. 6.

Primitive too and very Jewishis much of the phraseology
of the source. Characteristic here are:

(1) 4 Bacirela Tdv odpaviv, 22 times. This always
signifies the coming kingdom. See St Matthew, pp. Ixvii-
Ixxi, and on xi. 12 see Sz Matthew, pp. 116-17. Whether
the phrase here is part of a comment by the Evangelist, or
whether he records it as an utterance of Christ borrowed
from the source, it can only denote the coming kingdom,
treated with violence in the person of its representatives
(just as we might say that ‘ Free Trade’ or ¢ Compulsory
Service ' is badly treated) or making great progress amongst
men. Twice in the source, viz. xii. 28 and xxi. 31, occurs
7% Bachela Tod Beod. In xii. 28 it has a meaning different
to that of 7 Baciela Tov odpavdv, and the Editor, who
would certainly have substituted the latter phrase if it had
been possible, has retained the phrase of the source. In
xxi. 31 the same inference is to be drawn, 7§ BaciAela Tob
feot stood in the source, and the Editor retained it because
he felt that 7 Bactleia 7év odpavdy, in the sense (eschato-
logical) which he understood it to have everywhere else,
would not be suitable here. See Sz Matthew, p. 227.

(2) ¢ vids 70D dvOpdmov, 13 times.

(3) 6 matyp 6 év Tois odpavois, 13 times, not elsewhere.

See St. Matthew, p. 44.
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(4) 6 waryp & ovpdwios, 5 times, and ¢ émovpdrios, Xviii.
35, not elsewhere.

(5) marip = God, followed by a possessive pronoun, 10
times. .

(6) ouvvréleta Tob aldvos, xiii. 39, 40, 49.

(7)- mapovala, xxiv. 27, 37, 39.

(8) éxel EcTar 6 khavBuds kal 6 Bpvypds Tév dbvTwv,
6 times, once in Luke.

(9) Sikatooidvy, in Sapings attributed to Christ, 6 times,
not in Mark or Luke.

(10) piabés, in Sayings attributed to Christ, 1o times, in
Mark once, in Luke 3 times,

The above are all Jewish in phrase and in idea.

More isolated Jewish phrases or ideas are the following :—

(11) ‘dogs’ and ‘swine’, vii. 6, as metaphors for Gentiles
or unbelievers.

(12) ‘yoke’, xi. 29-30, of a body of teaching, as in the
Jewish phrase ‘yoke of the law’ or ¢ yoke of the
kingdom ’, not in Mark or Luke.

(13) ‘flesh and blood’, ‘gates of Hades’, ‘bind and loose ’,
xvi. 17-19, not in Mark or Luke.

(14) scribe’ of Christian teachers, xiii. 52, cf. xxiii. 34,
not in Mark or Luke.

(15) of Sikaior = the elect, xiii. 43, 49 ; xxv. 37, 46, not
in Mark or Luke.

(16) 70 gkébros 7O éfdrepor, Viil. 12; xxii. 13; XxxV. 30,
not in Mark or Luke.

(17) Opdvos 86¢ns, xix. 28, xxv, 31.

(18) moretv 76 BéAnpa, 3 times, once in Mark, not in Luke.

Other characteristic words of the source are : —

UmokpiTifs, 14 times (especially of the Pharisees), Mark

once, Luke 3 times.

é0vixés, g times, not in Mark or Luke.

¢umpoaler, in Sayings attributed to Christ, 13 times, not

in Mark in sayings, 5 times in Luke.
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épotbe, 8 times, Mark once, Luke 3 times.

ddergés (figurative), v. 22 (twice), 23, 24, 47 ; Vii. 3, 4, 5;
xviii. 15 (twice), 21, 35; xxiii. 8; xxv. 40, not in this sense
in Mark, in Luke 6 times, of which 4 arc parallel to Mt vii.
3-5; xviii. 15.

movnpbs, 23 times, twice in Mark, 12 times in Luke,
especially ¢ movnpés = the devil, xiii. 19, 38, and perhaps
v. 37; vi. 13, not in Mark, in Luke only perhaps in xi, 4 =
Mt vi. 13.

ovrdyw, in Sayings attributed to Christ, 13 times, not
in Mark, 4 times in Luke.

éralpos, xi. 17 (?); xx. 13; xxii. I2, not in Mark or
Luke.

of dvlpwmor, 23 times (viii. 27 is different), elsewhere in
the First Gospel ix. 8, and from Mk, xvi. 13, 23; Mark
4 times, Luke 8 times.

avopla, 4 times, not in Mark or Luke,

I have purposely omitted from the above any great use
of xvi. 17-19, on account of the difficulty of these verses.

The problem of this passage consists in the fact that we
have here combined—

(2) an unusual number of purely Jewish expressions in
a few lines, gapf xail alpa (Gali. 21 looks like a reference
to this saying, Heb ii. 14 is different), 6 marhp 6 év Tois
ovpavols, mihat &dov, the ‘binding’ and ‘loosing’, # Bacireia
7@dv ovpavdv, perhaps also the contrast ¢ earth—heaven ’; cf.
vi. 10.

(6) The occurrence of ékkAneia and an impression that
in these verses ‘ kingdom of the heavens’ and ‘church’ are
used as equivalent terms.

The Jewish terminology would suggest a very early date
for the words. On the other hand, if ¢ church’ and ‘ king-
dom ’ are equivalent, the words can hardly have been
written until late in the first century or even after its close.

The question therefore is, Ought an impression, made
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perhaps wrongly by the juxtaposition of two phrases, to
outweigh the positive evidence of the Jewish phraseology
which suggests a Palestinian origin and date for the verses?

The mere use of éxkAnaia ought to cause no difficulty.
St. Paul's letters are evidence that within thirty years of
Christ’s dcath this term was the natural one to apply to
any community of Christ’s disciples. Further that Christ
should have spoken of His disciples as forming a community,
school, guild, society, congregation of some sort, marked off
from their Jewish fellow countrymen by their belief in Him
as the Son of Man, is intelligible and natural.

So that when His words were put into Greek, ékkAnoia
(probably on account of its usage in the LXX for the
congregation of Israel) was a very natural term to select as
the rendering of the Aramaic original, whatever that may
have been.

But is the éxkAnaia identical with the ‘kingdom of the
heavens'? If so, the words cannot have stood in the source.
There seems little reason for this identification. See St
Matthew, p.177. The éxkinoia here and in xviii. 17 is the
body of Palestinian adherents of Christ. The ‘ kingdom of
the heavens’ is as elsewhere the coming kingdom for which
they were waiting. Just as all the Apostles are to sit on
twelve thrones in that kingdom, acting as judges, xix. 28,
so St. Peter is to have legal authority in it. But if this
authority of his is to be exercised in the coming kingdom,
how can it be said to be exercised ‘upon earth’? The
answer is that there is nothing in the source which suggests
that the coming kingdom of the heavens would be any-
where else than upon earth.

Thus here as elsewhere in the source we find ideas about
the kingdom which are primitive and Palestinian. They
remind us of the early days of the Church at Jerusalem
when, as the writer of the Book of the Acts narrates, St.
Peter took the lead in Church matters.
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We must leave undeveloped the later history of this
primitive book of Christ’s sayings. The question whether
Mark had read it is too difficult to be discussed here.
If, as seems probable, he drew from it some of the sayings
which he recorded, then we ought to add to it some at
least of the sayings which are found in Matthew and Mark.
I have omitted these from the preceding reconstruction
solely because, so far as Matthew is concerned, it is certain
that he had them before him in Mark, and uncertain whether
they occurred also in the discourse source.

A little later than the date of the composition of St.
Mark’s Gospel the Editor of the First Gospe! took this work
and the book of discourses, and wove them together.

How greatly he was influenced by the discourse source
his Gospel shows. In the spirit of v. 17-20 he cannot
think that Christ, as St. Mark would seem to suggest,
abolished the Mosaic distinctions between clean and un-
clean meats (see S¢. Matthew, p. 167 note).

Influenced by v. 32 he has removed the impression left
by Mk x. 8-11 that Christ had set aside the Mosaic
sanction of divorce.

And under the influence of the discourse source he every-
where alters Mark’s ¢ kingdom of God’ into * kingdom of the
heavens’ (Mt xix. 24=Mk x. 25 is a possible exception).

Nor can we here discuss the question whether St. Luke
ever saw this book of discourses. If it has been rightly
reconstructed above it is hardly likely that he was acquainted
with it. He certainly has in his Gospel much that ulti-
mately came from it. But St. Luke knew many Gospel
writings, i. 1, and it is probable that some of these had
already borrowed largely from the discourse source. In
that case St. Luke’s acquaintance with it was only indirect.

In conclusion it will be seen that the source recon-
structed above is a source for the First Gospel, not for
the Third. On ’the same kind of principle, i. c. of putting



282 Studies 1n the Svnoptic Problem

together passages homogeneous in character,and character-
ized by a special phraseology, it might be possible to recon-
struct for the Third Gospel one or more sources in addition
to Mark. But these sources would not be the same source
that we have constructed for the First Gospel, though one
or mote of them might contain matter parallel to that
found in the source of the First Gospel.

The argument of the previous pages has, I hope, shown
that by putting together passages which occur in the First
Gospel, exclusive of the passages there borrowed from
Mark, a book of sayings is obtained, characterized by a
uniform phraseology and a distinctive theology. The fact
that St. Luke records many parallel sayings does not lead
to the conclusion that he used the same source, because,
in the form in which he gives them, they are cften different
in phraseology, in context, and sometimes in meaning.
These differences suggest that he borrowed them from
sources other than that employed in the First Gospel. If
it be said that the language is often remarkably similar in
the two Gospels the answer is that (@) Similarity of lan-
guage does not always prove identity of source. If Mark’s
Gospel had been lost, and we now attempted to reconstruct
it out of the First and Second Gospels, identity of lan-
guage, and agreement in cmission and insertion, would
lead us to place in our reconstructed Mark a number of
phrases which as a matter of fact do not belong to Mark,
and to omit some of Mark’s most strikingly characteristic
phrases and sections. This fact alone shows how pre-
carious is the method of reconstructing a common source
out of the First and Third Gospels on the ground of
agreements in language. A Mark reconstructed on this
principle would be very unlike our Mark. () In sayings of
Jesus much identity of language was to be expected even
though the immediate sources from which they were taken
were widely different. E.g. the Lord’s Prayer must have
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been widely current in the Greek-speaking Churches, pro-
bably before any Greek Gospel was written. But there is
no evidence that any form of it had any variant for the
remarkable émiodoios. (c) There is some probability that at
least some part of the identity of language between the
First and Third Gospels is due to assimilation of one
Gospel to the other.

If it be said further that the suggestion in the foregoing
pages that the Editor of the First Gospel drew directly
from an Apostolic book of sayings, and that the Editor of
the Third Gospel procured some of the same sayings not
directly from the source, but indirectly through other
writers, cannot be right because the language of a saying
in Luke seems sometimes more original than the language
of the parallel saying in Matthew, the answer is that Luke’s
occasional priority in respect of language does not affect
the argument. E.g. it is urged that Luke’s mroyol (vi. 20)
is more original than Matthew’s mroxol 7¢ mvevuare (v. 3).
That, if it be true, only shows that the Editor of our First
Gospel has sometimes modified the language of his source,
and that the saying in question has eventually reached
Luke in an unmodified form. Ifrexof may have stood in
Greek or in its Aramaic original in Mt’s source. But
‘ Matthew’ when writing the First Gospel may well have
known that the Palestinian ‘ poor’ = ¢ godly, oppressed
poor’ would be misleading unless interpreted to Greek
readers. And indeed there is some probability that the
single word in the saying as it eventually reached Luke
misled him, or had previously misled the writer of the
book from which he borrowed the saying.

ADDITIONAL NOTES,
Numerical Arrvangement in the Source.

Nine Beatitudes, v. 3-12.
Three times éppéfn, v. 21, 27, 31.
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Again three times éppéfy, v. 33, 38, 43. This second
series is introduced by wdAw.

Three examples of Pharisaic ¢ righteousness’, vi. 2, 5, 16.

Three aspirations in the Lord’s Prayer, vi. 10.

Three petitions in the Lord’s Prayer, vi. 11-13.

Three times uy ¢poBnbijre, x. 26, 28, 31.

Three times o0k éoriw pov dfios, x. 37-8.

Three sayings about ‘ receiving’, x. 40-2.

Three parables—*Tares’, ‘Mustard Seed’, ‘Leaven’,
xiil. 24-33.

Three parables— Hid Treasure’, ¢ Goodly Pearl’, ¢ Draw-
net’, xiii. 44-50.

Three eschatological parables, xxiv. 43-xxv. 30.

The Fewish character of the language of the Source.

The few illustrations given are selected on the ground
that they are easily verifiable by readers unacquainted with
Hebrew.

dikatoovyy. Harnack remarks that ¢ this Evangelist has
also a preference for the conception d8ikaios (Sikatooidvy)’.
But with the exception of iii, 15 8ikatoadvy occurs only
in passages which come from the source. It is unnecessary
to illustrate the Jewish atmosphere of this conception.

pioés,  Here, too, illustration would be superfluous.
Cf. St. Matthew, p. 42.

Cvybs.  Cf. Mechiltha! p. 15, He who transgresses one
commandment breaks the Yoke and destroys the Covenant,’
and Sayings of the Fewisk Fathers? iii. 8, ‘Whoso
receives upon him the Yoke of Torah.

mowely 70 Oénnua. CE Meckiltha, p. 37, ‘to do the will
of Him who spake and the world was’; p. 57, ‘that the
reward of those who do His will might be great’; p. 124,
‘when the Israelites do the will of God, His name will

Y Mechiltha, iibersete! von J. Winter und A, Wiinsche. Leipzig, 1909,
2 Edited by C. Taylor.
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be made great in the world’; p. 303, ‘to increase the
reward of those who do His will’; and pp. 86, 119, 125,
129, 338, 340.

Cf. also Sayings, v. 30, quoted below.

évikés. The original was probably 2, which in Biblical
Hebrew means ‘¢ nation’, but in Rabbinic Hebrew ="* nicht-
Jude’: see Levy, Neuhebriisches und Chaldaisches Worter-
buck.

épotbw. For this word in connexion with parables sec
St. Matthew, p. 119.

7 Bacileta 1@y ovpavév. In Jewish literature nww madn
denotes God’s supreme authority, and this can of course be
regarded from many points of view. It may be an ideal
realized in partial measure by all who submit themselves to
the divine will, orin Jewish language ‘take upon themselves
the yoke of the kingdom’. Or from another point of view
it is the divine will which, as a matter of fact, is supreme,
in spite of all appearances to the contrary, and although
this supremacy is recognized only by the godly. Or it
may be regarded from the point or view of that moment in
the future when this supremacy will be recognized univer-
sally by all men. In the New Testament % Baoileia 70D
feod has all these meanings, but in our source 7 Baciiela 7oV
obpavdr seems always used in the eschatological sense. ‘ The
kingdom of the heavens’ is not yet. It is imminent and
will be inaugurated when the Son of Man comes with the
clouds of the heavens. See, for the Rabbinic teaching about
the kingdom, Schechter, Some Aspects of Fewish Theology,
cc. 5-7, and more especially for its eschatological aspects
Volz, Fidische Eschatologic, pp. 299 ff.

0 waryp 6 év Tois ovpavois. Cf. Mechiltha (ed. Winter
und Wiinsche), p. 7, ¢ the Israelites . . . lift up their eyes to
their Father who is in the heavens’; p. 149, ‘ The Israelites
humbled themselves before their Father who is in the
heavens’; p. 213, ‘my Father who is in thc heavens’.
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Sayings of the Fewish Fathers (ed. Taylor), v. 30, ‘R.
Jehudah ben Thema said, Be bold as a leopard, and swift
as an eagle, and fleet as a hart, and strong as a lion, to do
the will of thy Father which is in heaven.

If the 6 év Tois olpavols is, as Harnack and others think,
¢a liturgical addition’ the addition must have been made
by the writer of the source, not by Matthew. But there is
no reason why Christ should not have used expressions
characteristic of the devotion of His age.

déelgbs, in a figurative sense, is characteristic of all Jewish
literature.

oapé xal alpa, a frequent phrase in Jewish writings.

“bind’ and ‘loose’ also frequent.

For the ‘rock’ of xvi. 18 cf. the passage quoted by
Schechter, p. 59, ¢ When he perceived that Abraham would
one day arise he said, Behold I have found the petra on
which to build and base the world.’

The proverb & uérpw perpeire perpnbfcerar vuiv, vii. 2,
is frequent in Midrashic literature, cf. Meckiltha, pp. 76,
79, 126, 128, 133, 173.

The antithesis, heaven—earth, vi. 9 ; xvi. 19 ; xviii. 18, 19,
is frequent in Jewish writings, and this is also the case
with that other antithesis ‘in secret—openly’, vi. 4. Cf.
Mechiltha, p. 44, ‘ He who practises anything in secret the
lioly One, blessed be He, makes him known openly’; p.193,
¢ If thou callest in secret I will answer thee in publicity.’

Some of the language, however, is akin rather to the
Apocalyptic style.

7 cuvTélela Tob aldvos. See St Matthew, p. 153

0 vids ToD dvBpdmov. See St Matthew, p. 1xxi.

6 kAavBuos kal 6 Bpuypds Tév odbvrwv. See St. Matthew,
p- 78.

T0 okbTos TO éfBTEpOVY, ib.

Opévos 86€ns. See St. Matthew, p. 183.
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THE ARAMAIC BACKGROUND OF THE
GOSPELS

TIE question as to the language spoken by our Lord has
been much debated during the last century and a half.
In 1767 a Neapolitan named Diodati tried to prove that at
the Christian era Greek was the only language spoken in
Palestine.! Five years later a reply appeared from the pen
of De Rossi,?2 who held that at this period the Hellenistic
language was not current in Palestine, and that Christ spoke
Syro-Chaldee. He was followed in 1798 by Pfannkuche,’
who came to the same conclusion. Five years later a more
moderate view was put forward by Prof. Paulus of Jena,
who held that Aramaic was the current language in Pales-
tine in the time of Christ, but that Greek was so commonly
spoken that Christ may have employed it.* Since this date
it has been commonly accepted that Aramaic was the popu-
lar language of Palestine in the lifetime of Christ. This
has been argued at length by Dalman,®* Neubauer,® Meyer,’
Zahn® and Schiirer,” and is assumed for Jerusalem by so
eminent an authority as Wellhausen,'® as well as by the host
of writers on the New Testament who, knowing no Aramaic,
are dependent here upon what they suppose to be expert

U De Christo graece loquente exercilatio. Neap., 1767.

2 Della lingua propria di Cristo e degly Ebrei nagionali della Palestina da’
tewmpi de’ Maccabed, Parma, 1772.

8 Ueber die Paldstinische Landessprache in dem Zeialter Christi und der
Apostel, in Eichhorn's Allgemeine Bibliothek, vol. viii. Leipzig, 1798. Trans-
lated in Clark’s Bibiteal Cabinet, vol. ii. LEdin. 1833.

t Verosumilia de Iudaeis Palaestinensibus lesu atque etiam Apostolis non
Aramaca dialecto sola, sed Graeca quoque Aramaizante locutis. Jenae, 1803.

5 Words of Jesus. Edin. 1902,

¢ Studia Biblica, i. Oxford, 1885.

" Jesu Muttersprache. Leipzig, 18g6.

8 Linleitung in das Neue Testament.

O Jewish People in the Time of Chiist, 11. 1. 8. Edin. 1g9o1.
' Eindeit:ng in die dree ersten Evangelien, s. 14.
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authority. In favour of Greek as the language of Christ
there are only two well-known names. In 1862 Dr. Roberts
believed that he had proved ¢ beyond the reach of all reason-
able objection, and from the undeniable facts of the New
Testament history, that Greek and not Hebrew was the
common language of public intercourse in the days of Christ
and his Apostles’;? and in 1891 Dr. T. K. Abbott? came to
the conclusion that ‘the admitted facts are quite recon-
cilable with the supposition that Aramaic was but little
used, and by a minority; and are not reconcilable with the
supposition that Greek was not generally familiar’.?

The following facts seem to be provable :—

(2) From the period of the exile to the Christian era
Hebrew gradually ceased to be the language of ordinary life
in Palestine, whilst it still continued to be the language of
the schools and of sacred literature.

The following are written in Hebrew :—

¢. 520, Haggai and Zechariah.

c. 450, Malachi, Isaiah lvi-lxvi (?).

c. 300, Chronicles, Ezra, Nehemiah (parts of Ezra are in
Aramaic).

c. 170, Daniel (partly in Aramaic).!

The following were probably written in Hebrew, but are
now extant in Greek :—

Ecclesiasticus, Pre-Maccabean.

Judith, Maccabean (?).

1 Maccabees, first cent. B.C.

Y Discussions on the Gospels, p. 298. London, 1862. Reissued in 1888 as
Greek the Language of Christ and His Apostles. See also 4 Short Proof that
Greek was the Language of Christ. London, 1893.

2 Essays on the Original Texts of the Old and New Testaments, No. 5, p. 182.
London, 1891.

3 See also Dr. Moulton’s Grammar of New Testament Greek,p.8. ¢ That
Jesus Himself and the Apostles regularly used Aramaic is beyond question,
but that Greek was also at command is almost equally certain.’

* The Hebrew Books of Ruth, Canticles, Esther, Ecclesiastes, Jonal,

Job, and portions of the Psalter and the Book of Proverbs are of uncertain
date, but all probably post-exile.

5.8.0. U
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Psalms of Solomon, first cent. B.C.

Baruch i-iii. §, date doubtful.

Testaments of the Twelve Patriarchs, second cent. B. C. (?).

The following may have been written in Hebrew, but are
now extant only in other languages:—

Book of Jubilees, second cent. B, C.

Book of Enoch, first cent. B.c. (?).!

(6) After the return from captivity Aramaic gradually
made its way in Palestine unti] it superseded Hebrew as the
language of everyday life. TFor the proofs see Dalman,
pp- 2 ff.; Schiirer, II. i. 8ff. It seems to have been little
used for literary purposes in the pre-Christian and early
post-Christian period. Parts of Ezra and Daniel are in
Aramaic, and Marshall? believes that Tobit and Baruch
iii. 9-iv. 4 were originally written in this language. Further,
Josephus states that he first wrote his FewisZz War in
Aramaic.

(¢) From the period of Alexander (c. 320) Greek culture
found its way increasingly into Palestine. For proofs see
Schiirer, IL i. 11 ff. It is doubtful how far it was used by
Palestinian Jews for literary purposes. The Wisdom of
Solomon and 2, 3, and 4 Maccabees were probably written
in Egypt, but the place of writing of the following is uncer-
tain :—

Tobit, 200-100 B. C. (?).

The Greek Esdras before Josephus.

The Greek additions to Esther and Daniel.?

The Prayer of Manasses, date uncertain.

The Epistle of Jeremiah, date uncertain.

If it cannot be proved that any of these books were written
in Palestine, or that the translators of 1 Maccabees, Judith,

1 For evidence in favour of Hebrew originals of these books and of the
Testantents see the editions of Dr. Charles.

2 Dict. Bib., articles Tobit, Baruch.

3 The date of these additions is quite uncertain. Marshall, Dret, Bib.,
argues for an Aramaic original of Bel and the Dragon.
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Psalms of Solomon, and the Testaments of the Twelve
Patriarchs were Palestinians, it must yet remain possible
that this was the case. That books were written in Greek
by Palestinians is also made probable by the reference in
carly Christian writers to lost works of Jewish writers in
Greek. Such were Theodotus, who wrote a poem on
Sichem in hexameters (second cent. B.C.?); Philo, an epic
poet (second cent. B.C.?); Ezekiel, a dramatic poet (second
cent. B.C.?); Justus of Tiberias, an historian known to
Josephus ; Eupolemus, an historian (second cent. B. C.).1

Thus the evidence for any Palestinian Greek literature
in the pre-Christian period seems to be slight, and mainly
inferential. But we are not much better off in the case ot
Aramaic Palestinian literature in this period. And for
the last century B.C. and first century A.D. the evidence
for Hebrew Palestinian literature is of the nature of proba-
bility that books now extant in other languages werc
originally written in Hebrew.

Still more doubtful is the extent to which Greek was
understood and spoken in Palestine in everyday life at the
Christian era.? Schiirer, who holds that ¢ Aramaic was in
the time of Christ the sole popular language of Palestine’,
is nevertheless constrained to admit that ‘a slight acquaint-
ance with Greek was very widely diffused, and that the
more educated classes used it without difficulty ’; ¢ there must
have been not infrequently the necessary acquaintance with
the Greek tongue’;3 and Dalman, whilst arguing that
¢ Aramaic was the everyday speech of the Jewish people
at this period’, adds the significant qualification, ‘in so far
at least as it was not Greek.’*

It seems to be probable that in the last century B.C. and
first century A.D. Hebrew, Aramaic, and Greek might be,

! On these writers sec Schirer, II. iii, 222 fI.

2 The best account of the spread of Greek in Palestine is perhaps to be
found in Zahn, Einlestung, 1. 24 fi.

3 11. i. g, 48. s W.J.,p. 1

U2
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and were, all alike used for literary purposes. Further, that
for purposes of social intercourse Hebrew was dead except
amongst the learned in the Jewish Rabbinical Schools.
Aramaic was the language proper of Palestine, and the
lower classes, especially in the villages, may have spoken it
alone. But in view of the wide diffusion of Greek culture
and religion since Alexander the Great, and the presence
of large numbers of Greeks and Hellenistic Jews in the
larger cities, it would have been easy for any intelligent
Jew to acquire a smattering of Greek sufficient for purposes
of conversation with Greeks whom he met in the Greek-
speaking cities or with Hellenistic Jews who had settled in
Palestine. The question whether Christ Himself spoke
Greek can hardly be settled by arguing from general
probabilities as to the spread of the Greek language in
Palestine. To answer it we must interrogate the written
records of His life and words.

And in dealing with these our question becomes a double
one. The first three Gospels are written in Greek. (1)
Was that their original language, and are they based on
Greek sources? (2) Apart from the question of the
language of the first Gospel writings, did Christ speak in
Aramaic or in Greek ?

The case of St. Luke is the easiest and may be taken
first. It is written in Greek, and is largely based on Greek
sources. That is to say, the compiler had before him
a Greek Gospel practically identical with our St. Mark.
He has also a good many sayings which are also found in
St. Matthew. Whatever St. Matthew may have done,
St. Luke no doubt drew them from a Greek source or
sources. The rest of the Gospel of St. Luke was probably
also based on Greek sources. The first two chapters, which
are strongly marked by Hebraisms (not Aramaisms), have
often been thought to be translation work of a Hebrew
original. But it is equally possible that they were pur-
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posely written in the style of the Greek version of the Old
Testament. St. Luke’s language, generally speaking, in the
Gospel is tinged with Hebraisms, but these need not any-
where be signs of translation work. Conscious imitation of
the Septuagint will quite adequately account for them.

The case of the Second Gospel is rather different. This
too is extant in Greek, and in the judgement of most
modern writers that was the original language. The Greek
of the Gospel is coloured by Aramaisms (not Hebraisms).
So long ago as 1902 I ventured to suggest that the only
adequate explanation of this foreign element is that the
Gospel is a translation of an Aramaic original.! Recently
this opinion has received the weighty corroboration of the
judgement of Wellhausen. It is not sufficient to say that
the writer may have been an Aramaic-speaking Jew who
was not very adequately equipped with a knowledge of
Greek, and that he was writing in Greek matter which had
come to him orally in Aramaic. The evidence rather
suggests, as Wellhausen points out, a translator of an
Aramaic document who sometimes misinterprets by trans-
lating too literally. )

On the original language of the First Gospel much has
been written, but the investigations of the last century of
criticism seem to have proved beycnd reasonable doubt
that the Gospel was written in Greek, and is based at least
in part upon Greek sources. Like St. Luke, the author
had before him a Gospel practically identical with our
St. Mark. And he also has a good many sayings which in
substance are also found in the Third Gospel.

It may be still debated whether these sayings lay before
St. Luke and the author of the First Gospel in the same form
and language. A comparison of the sayings common to
the two writers does not suggest that the two writers werc
translating an Aramaic document. The present writer

U Expository Times, xiii. 328 f.
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believes that the author of the First Gospel had such a docu-
ment (a collection of discourses by the Apostle Matthew)
before him (either in a Greek translation or in the original
Aramaic), and that St. Luke became acquainted with some
of its contents when they had been translated into Greek
and had become scattered in oral transmission or in
the process of incorporation into other writings. (See
pp. 281 ff.)

Thus an examination of the first three Gospels suggests
the conclusion that they are at least in part based upon
earlier Aramaic Gospel writings. The evidence for an
original Aramaic Mark is perhaps slight, that for an
Aramaic collection of discourses written by Matthew the
Apostle rests upon the well-known evidence of Papias.?
Meanwhile the conclusion so reached is perhaps surprising.
In view of the fact that most of the extant Palestinian
literature of a religious nature scems to have been written
in Hebrew, we might have expected those who first
attempted to record the words and works of the Messiah
to have adopted this language.? The fact that they did not
do so is probably due to many causes arising out of the
circumstances of the early Palestinian Churches. By the
time that the first written records were made, the gulf
between the Jewish Christians and their compatriot Jews
had probably widened. There may have been some sort of
feeling that for records of Christ’s life in Hebrew the use of
the sacred language of Judaism would scem too much like

1 Cited by Eus., H. E., iii. 39. Hebrew in this passage may mean Hebrew
or Aramaic. Sec Dalman, . J., p. 6, Zahn, Einl.,i. 18. It is possible that
Papias identified 7a Aéy:a with our First Gospel, but as Harnack points out
(Sayings, p. 248) the informant of Papias may have known better.

2 Attempts to show that the earliest Gospel writings were in Hebrew
have not proved very successful. See Dalman, W. J., 43f. Briggs (Ethical
Teacking of Jesus, 4, 5) holds that the Logie was written in Hebrew, and
that the narratives of the Infancy in Mt and Lk rest upon Hebrew originals,
But the Hebraistic colouring of Lk i, ii may well be due to imitation of the
Greek of the Septuagint, and elsewhere both the linguistic features of the
Gospels and also general considerations (avour Aramaic against Hebrew.
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an attempt to identify Christianity with the religion of the
Scribes and Pharisees. Still more powerful would be the
fact that Palestinian Christianity included in its member-
ship many by whom Hebrew would be little understood.
There were many Hellenists living in Palestine, of whom
some would have some knowledge of Aramaic whilst
others may have been acquainted only with Greek. There
were many Galileans to whom again Aramaic would be
acceptable. And there were no doubt others, e.g. at
Antioch, to whom Greek would have been still more
intelligible even if they understood any Aramaic at all.
It was no doubt the increasing numbers of this element in
Palestine itself and the needs of the growing Greek-speaking
Churches in Asia Minor and Greece that led to the com-
pilation of Greek Gospels. If St. Mark ever existed in
Aramaic it must very soon have been translated. St.
Matthew and St. Luke knew it only in a Greek translation,
And the same is true of the Aramaic collection of discourses.
It is possible that the writer of the First Gospel had seen
the original Aramaic, but St. Luke (even if he had before
him the complete collection at all and not rather excerpts
from it which had passed into other writings) certainly
knew its contents in a Greek form.

Aramaisms in St. Mark.

(1) The frequent historic presents (about 150). In Exposi-
tory Times, xiil. 329, I suggested that these were due to trans-
lation of Aramaic participles. About seventy-one of these
are cases of Aéyet or Néyovarw. Wellhausen, Einleitung, p. 16,
says: ‘ Bei Aéye: ist auch das Praesens historicum wichtig,
das in diesem Falle noch beliebter ist als sonst. Man darf
darin aramiischen Einfluss erkennen.’

(2) The use of 7pfaro (-avro) with an infinitive atout
twenty-six times. This might be Hebrew as well as Ara-
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maic. Dalman, W. %., 27, says, ‘the Palestinian Jewish litera-
ture uses the meaningless “ he began” in the same fashion.’

(3) The frequent use of &7 after verbs of ‘saying’.

(4) The frequent use of moAAd as an adverb = the Ara-
maic 0. So now Wellhausen. See e.g. on Mk i. 45 ‘ moANd
adverbial wie saggi; bei Mk beliebt’.

(5) Mkiv. 8 ev...ev...ev. The MSS. offer many com-
binations of e:s and ev. Due to translation of 0 or 24n.
Wellhausen says, ‘ &v Tpidkovta kai év éffxovTa kai év éxardv
bedeutet dreissigmal oder dreissigfach wie chad schib‘a (Dan
iii. g eins sicben) émramhacivs’ (Einl, p. 31). I gave this
reference in Expository Times, xiii. 330.

(6) Mk vi. 22 775 Quyarpds adriis (A.C. adrod & B). In
Lxpository Times, xiil. 330, I suggested that this was due to
mistranslation of an Aramaic original. Wellhausen on vi. 17
says, ‘ avrés weist nach aramiischer Weise vor auf ‘Hpddys.
Ebenso vi. 22 adrijs 1fis ‘Hpwbiddos.’

(7) Mk iii. 28 rois viois T@dr dvfpdmev is a pure Aramaism
= 7ols avBpdmots.

(8) Mk xii. 28 wdvrwv. The masculine is probably due
to mistranslation of the neutral Aramaic.

(9) Mk i. 23,V.2 év mredpart dkabdpre = ‘ possessed by
an unclean spirit’. The difficult év is probably due to
mistranslation.

(10) Mk viii. 24 67¢, mistranslation 1 = o0s.

(11) Mk vi. 8, 9 e pif and dAAd are probably both due
to misreading of 5, ¢ and not,’ as ¥5% = “sondcrn’.

(12) In ZExpository Times, xiii. 329, I urged that the
tautology and fullness of expression which is so striking
a feature of Mark’s style is thoroughly Semitic in character.
See now on this Wellhausen, Ednleitung, p. 17 1.

For the following I am indebted to Wellhausen :—

(13) Mk i. 7 ob...adrob ‘ist semitisch’.

(14) Mk i 8 éBdmrica ‘ebenso das Priteritum (ich taufe
euch da eben)’.
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(15) Mk i 34 ‘D: xal rods Saipbvia €xovras é£éBalev
avta dm’ avtdv. Durchaus semitisch’.

(16) Mki. 35 é£7A0ev kal dmijA@ev. Sece Einleitung, p.17.

(17) Mkii. 4 dmeoréyacav v oréynr. Wellhausen points
out that after this clause éfoptfavres seems pointless. He
suggests that dmesr. k7A. is a misrendering of schaqluhi or
arimuhi leggara, which in this context meant ‘they brought
him up to the roof’.

(18) Mk ii. 7 AaXetl Bracpnuel for Aakel Bracpnudy due
to translation of two Aramaic participles.

(19) Mk ii. 10 ¢ vids oD dv8pdmov literal translation of
the Aramaic phrase = ‘man’. So ii. 28.

(20) Mk ii. 22 ‘el 8¢ pij ist vella (sonst)’.

(21) Mk iil. 4 ‘odfar ist das jiidisch aramiische ‘ry’.
Einleitung, p. 33

(22) Mk v. 41 For 7raXifa D. has pafBBi 8afira. Well-
hausen thinks that the original was paf:8a the feminine of
rabid = ‘ maiden .

(23) Mk vii. 21-23 7@y dvfpdmer. .. Tov dvfpwmov. Both
are renderings of nisha.

(24) Mk vii. 30 ‘ BeBAnpuévoy ist 'mé = liegend’.

(25) Mkyvii. 31. Sidon is an error for Saidan = Bethsaida.
It had occurred to me before I saw Wellhausen’s note that
8i& 5i8@vos might be a misrendering of 8 nab.

(26) Mk x. 22 v yap éxov = the Aramaic qné hva.

(27) Mkxiv. 8 ‘& yev trigt den Sinn von eschk’chat und
klingt lautlich daran an; mpoéhaBer pvpica: sieht vollends
nach einem Aramiismus aus’.

(28) Mk xv. 13 ¢ Das aramiische Aquivalent fiir wd\w
bedeutet nicht bloss abersials, sondern auch weiter, darauf.
Es konnte hier vielleicht im Griechischen Zingegern, iinwieder
heissen ’.

(29) The order verb-subject: ‘ Diese Wortstellung, von der
sich bei Markus nur wenige Ausnahmen finden, ist semitisch,
nicht griechisch, Ednfeitung, p. 19.
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Other cases may be gleaned from Wellhausen’s commen-
tary on Mark or from his Einleitung, pp. 14 ff.

The impression which St. Mark makes as being a trans-
lation of our Aramaic original is one which derives its
strength not so much from a number of isolated points as
from the style and sentence-construction taken as a whole.
The Gospel has a Semitic atmosphere about it to an extent
which is not true of the other two Synoptic Gospels. In
part single sentences or phrases are Semitic in character and
might be retranslated into either Hebrew or Aramaic. But
it is the specifically Aramaic colouring that predominates.
It is just this fact that makes any attempt at retranslation
so precarious and uncertain. For we know unhappily very
little of the actual Aramaic idiom spoken in our Lord’s
lifetime. The extant Aramaic literature is either too
early, as e. g. the Aramaic sections of Ezra and Daniel, or
too late, as e.g. the Palestinian Aramaic literature of the
post-Christian period or the Meshnic Aramaic, to be any
very precise guide. Wellhausen thinks that the Aramaic
section in Daniel stands nearest to the Aramaic of Christ’s
time. Dalman believes that ‘the Targum of Onquelos
and the Palestinian Talmud and Midrash remain our most
important criteria’. But Wellhausen objects that the Tar-
gums as translations are strongly hebraized, and that the
Palestinian Talmudic Aramaic is too specifically Rabbinic.

Even if the proofs that St. Mark’s Gospel was originally
written in Aramaic were more convincing than they are it
is probable that no competent Aramaic scholar would
venture to retranslate it into the original in view of the
very great ignorance that we are in as to the exact nature
of the idiom and vocabulary of the Aramaic spoken in
Palestine in the first century. The most that can be done
is to point out the probability that the Greek of the Gospel
reflects an Aramaic background and to make tentative
suggestions here and there as to the probable wording of an
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Aramaic phrase or two. See further on this subject, Well-
hausen, Einleitung, pp. 38 ff.

Aramaisms in the Collection of Discourses.

Since this source has to be reconstructed out of St.
Matthew and St. Luke it is not unnatural that critical
writers should differ largely in their attempts to refashion
it. The usual method of doing so is to work upon the
principle that all passages common to Matthew and Luke
and not in Mark may be supposed to have come from the
discourse collection. This principle underlies Harnack’s
reconstruction.! Weiss 2 enlarges his reconstructed collec-
tion of discourses by putting into it sections common to all
three Evangelists, on the principle that Mark had already
borrowed from it, and that sections so borrowed lay before
Matthew and Luke in duplicate, both in the original docu-
ment and in Mark.

I have elsewhere ? tried to show that the First Gospel is
our best authority for the contents of this discourse source,
and that we should probably assign to it most of the
sayings and parables peculiar to this Gospel together with
some of the sayings which are found also in Luke either in
substance or in close verbal agreement, on the ground of
similarity in certain characteristics to the sayings peculiar
to Mark.

But without attempting to settle the exact contents o1
this collection we may ask whether in passages assigned to
it by recent writers there are any traces of an Aramaic
original. The following is a gleaning from some recent
works, with no attempt at completeness, of supposed traces
of such an Aramaic background.

Mt xxiii. 25 éocwbev 8¢ yéuovary.

v Spriiche und Reden Jesn. Leipzig, 1907.

2 Die Quellen der synoptischen Uberligferung. Leipzig, 1908.
3 St Matthew, Intern. Crit. Comm,, pp. xli fl,
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Lk xi. 39 70 8¢ éowlev dpdv yépel

Wellhausen, Einleitung, p. 36, argues that Luke is right
here, and that Matthew’s yéuovow should be in the second
person. The error is due to mistranslation of a participle.

But adrod in Mt xxiii. 26 shows that Matthew interprets
the whole saying as a contrast between the outside of the
vessels and their contents which are impure because the
product of avarice (dpmayfjs kal axpacias). On the other
hand Luke’s vuév is inconsistent with his context. Without
it the contrast is as in Matthew between the contents of the
vessels and their exterior. This is also the meaning of
vV. 40, 41, With dudv the contrast in v. 39 is between the
ceremonial cleanness of the vessels and the moral unclean-
ness of their possessors.

Wellhausen tries to introduce consistency into St. Luke
by transposing écwfer and éfwfev in v. 40, by interpreting
¢ motfjoas in the sense of ‘cleanse’, and by supposing that
86te éxenuoavrny in v. 41 is a mistaken misreading of 31 =
kafdpioov as in Matthew for *a1, which is supposed to mean
‘give alms’,

It must, however, remain doubtful whether the two points
of divergence in which Wellhausen appeals to an Aramaic
original are not rather due to different interpretation of a
saying which lay before the two Kvangelists in slightly
different forms.

Matthew interprets the whole saying with reference to
the Jewish casuistical distinctions between clean and unclean
utensils. Ceremonial cleansing of a vessel could not really
make it clean if it was used to contain that which was pro-
cured by immoral means. If the vessels were used only to
contain things rightly obtained ceremonial cleansing would
be unnecessary. St. Luke, on the other hand, interprets the
whole passage with primary reference not to the Jewish
casuistic rules about vessels, but to the persons of the hearers,
‘They laid great stress on the cleansing of vessels whilst
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their own hearts were evil. The same God who made the
vessel made also their inner being and would require purity
in the one as much as in the other. Let them give alms of
the contents of the vessels and they need not trouble so
much about ceremonial cleansing.’

It is quite possible that Luke had the saying before him
much as it stands in Matthew, and that to widen its atmo-
sphere from a purely Jewish to a more universal one he has
inserted vudv in v. 39, has also perhaps inserted v. 40, and
has paraphrased xafdpigov by 8ée éXenpootvyy in v. 41.

Mt v. 11 elmwow mdy movnpov ka b’ Hudy.

Lk vi. 22 kal ékBdlwow 76 Svopa Sudy ds movnpby.

Wellhausen (ibid.) argues that behind these two sentences
lies an Aramaic phrase which might literally have been
rendered by ékBdAwaiv vuiv Svopua movnpév. But whether
in Aramaic or in Greek this strikes one as being less
probable than either of the two phrases in the Gospels.
Still in view of the remarkable verbal agreement in the
rest of the passage the appeal to an Aramaic original to
explain variations in this sentence is plausible.

Mt v. 12 7ovs mpo vudv = Lk vi. 23 of marépes adrov.
Wellhausen (ibid.) says that these variants go back to dag’
daimaihon and dag’ damaikon. This is plausible.

Mt x. 12 domdoadfe almiv = Lk x. 5 Aéyere® elpivn 76
oike ToUTQ.

Wellhausen (ibid.) urges that the Lucan form is presup-
posed also in the following words in Mt x. 13. He means,
I suppose, that the original Aramaic has been literally given
by Luke, and abbreviated by Matthew into domdoacfe.
This is possible.

Mt xi. 19 €pywr = Lk vii. 35 Tékvor.

Meyer! suggests as originals &Ry, 872y, But 8A72Y
does not immediately suggest rékvoy. Moreover, it is
questionable whether 7éxvwr is not the right reading in

v Jesu Muttersprache, p. 82.
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both Gospels. In Matthew it is read by B#D al S'S%ack
against ¥ B*S%t Codd ap Hier for €pywr, which seems
therefore to have no testimony prior to the fourth century.
If rékvwr is original in Matthew, épywr is due not to an
Aramaic original, but to a Greek copyist who substituted it
as easier than téxvov. ® has it also in Luke.

Mt xxi. 31 mpodyovaw Suas els v Bacikelav Toi Oeod.

Lk vii. 29, 30 é8ikaiwaav . .. iy BovAjv Tob Beob.

Meyer, p. 86, regards these two phrases as parallels,
though they appear in very different contexts. He thinks
that Matthew’s Bagi\elav is a translation of ¥nabm = ‘coun-
sel’, misread as xmadw = ‘kingdom ’; and that mpodyov-
ow and éSikaiwoav are variant translations of par. But
it is doubtful whether this verb could possibly be rendered
by mpodyovaiv.

The above are some of the most striking cases where
variants in passages common to Matthew and Luke have
been traced to a common Aramaic original. I must confess
that they do not seem to me, cither singly or collectively, to
be at all convincing.

Many variants in such passages might, it is true, be
different translations of a Semitic original, e. g. :—

Mt v. 25 vmnpéry = Lk xii. 58 mpdxrop:
v. 26 kodpdvTny xii. 59 Aewrév
V. 39 arpéyrov vi. 29 wdpexe
vi. 28 karaudfere xii. 27 karavojcare
vil. 11 8vres xi. 13 dmdpyovres
vil. 13 miAgs xiii. 24 OVpas
vii. 25 Bpox7 vi. 48 mAquudpas
vii. 27 mrdois vi. 49 giypa
X. 16 wpbéBara x. 3 dpvas
x. 28 Svvduevoy xii. 5 éfovoiav Exovra
xi. 8 ofkots Tév Baciréwr vil. 25 Baciielots
Xi. 17 éxbyracte vii. 32 ékhadoare
xxiv. 43 elacey xii. 39 a@ikev
xxiv. 45 SoDAos xii. 42 olkovépos
XXiV. 45 olkerelas xil. 42 Oepameias

XXiV. 45 Tpodiiy Xii. 42 girouérpiov
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In others it seems rather probable that Luke has sub-
stituted a word exegetical of the variant which Matthew
has, e. g. :—

Mt v. 46 domdanobe = Lk vi. 33 dyafomotijte
v. 48 TéXeto vi. 36 oixTippoves
vi. 12 éPethjpara Xi. 4 dpaprias
vii. 11 ayafd xi. 13 wvebua dyiov
X. 34 pdxaipav xil, 51 Siapeprouby
xxiil. 34 ypapparels xi. 49 dmoaTéAovs

whilst in others there are variations more serious in character,
or omissions or additions on the part of one or other Evan-
gelist, or so striking a variation in meaning, that it is very
difficult to suppose that the two Evangelists could be trans-
lating from the same Aramaic document, or indeed using
a common Greek course, e. g.:—

Mt v. 15. Luke, in viii. 16, adds oxeves, and has kAivys for
uddiov. In xi. 33 he has uddiov, but prefixes els xpdmryv.
Matthew has at the end «kai Adumer wdow rois év oikia.
Luke, iva ol elomopevépevor 16 pos BAémwowy.

Mt vii. 9. Lk xi. 12 adds the clause about the egg.

Mt x. 29 two sparrows; Lk xii. 6 five sparrows.

Mt v. 3-12 = Lk vi. 20-23. Matthew has nine blessings
Luke, four blessings and four woes.

Mt vi. g-13 = Lk x1. 1-4. Matthew is longer.

Mt xxiii. 14 «Aelete v Baoikelav 7oV ovpavav.

{ Lk xi. 52 fipare 7v xAeida Tijs yvdoews.

Mt xxiii. 23 dvnlov kal 6 kipvov.
{ Lk xi. 42 wijyavov kail wdv Adxavoy.
Mt xxiii. 23 7ov éxeov kal v wioTw.

{ Lk xi. 42 v dydmyv 100 Qeob.

Mt xxiii. 25-26 = Lk xi. 39—41. In Matthew the contrast
is between the exterior of the vessels and their contents,
in Luke between the inner immorality of the hearers and
their zeal for ceremonially cleansing the outsides of
vessels.

Mt xxiii. 27 = Lk xi. 41. In Matthew the Pharisees are
compared to whitened tombs, in Luke to unwhitened
tombs.

Mt xxiv. 40 dypd = Lk xvii. 34 «Aivys.

These and similar divergences, combined with the
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frequently quite different situation and context in which
sayings are placed, make it very difficult to believe that
Matthew and Luke are translating from a common Aramaic
document, or indeed using a common source, whether
Aramaic or Greek. It is, of course, quite possible, though
detailed proof can I believe not be given (the argument
must be based on the general Aramaic ring of the sayings),
that the passages common to Matthew and Luke are all
ultimately drawn from an Aramaic collection of sayings.
It is possible that either Matthew or Luke (Matthew more
probably) used this source and translated it. But if so,
in order to account for the variations between the two
Evangelists, other translators must have done the same
work and the sayings thus translated must have passed
through several stages of transmission in Greek, and
probably been diffused into several sources before they
reached the other Evangelist (probably Luke).

To our first question therefore the answer must be that
there is some evidence that the Gospels are based at least
in part on Aramaic sources. So far as Mark goes the
evidence is the Aramaic atmosphere that surrounds the
Greek in which it was written. For Matthew and Luke
the evidence is that on the one hand the sayings common
to them seem to be derived ultimately from a common
source, and on the other that Papias seems to bear witness
to such a source, and says that it was written in Aramaic.
This suggests an answer to the second question. If the
earliest Gospel documents, the Second Gospel, and Matthew’s
collection of discourses, were written in Aramaic, there is
a presumption that that is the language which Christ
habitually used. Is there any other evidence to this effect ?
And upon this point reference is generally made to the
passages in the Gospels which contain Aramaic words or
expressions as uttered by Christ. They are the following : —

(1) Mk v. 41 Takifa kovp (see above, p. 297).
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It is, however, not a little remarkable, on the assumption
that Christ habitually spoke in Aramaic, that this particular
phrase should have been preserved. Its retention would
be explained in a much more obvious and striking way if
Christ habitually spoke Greek and had here departed from
His usual custom to speak to the child in the only language
known to her.

(2) Mk iii. 17 Boavnpyés.

The retention of this name would be equally intelligible
whether Christ spoke usually in Aramaic or in Greek. But
it perhaps lends weight to the theory that He spoke in
Aramaic.

(3) Mk vii. 34 éppabd.

Here as in No. 1 the retention of the Aramaic word is
more easily explained if Aramaic was not the language
ordinarily spoken by Christ, but was employed by Him here
exceptionally. The reason cannot of course be determined,
but possibly the man to whom the words were uttered
understood no other language.

(4) Mk xv. 34 eAwt ehot Aapa caBaxlave (Aapa B D, Aepa
N CL, caBaxfave EF KL, cafakraver 8, {apbave D,
(aBapbaver B). The Greek editor of Mark has slightly
Hebraized the verse in Aaua for Aepa and in ehw: for adai,
but caBaxfav: is wholly Aramaic. A great deal of stress
has been laid on this verse by those who maintain that
Jesus spoke Aramaic only. But as Abbott justly remarks,
‘the argument is deprived of all weight by the fact that
the words are a quotation.’

In view of Mark’s statement that some of those who
stood near could either really misunderstand the cry to be
a call for Elias or distort it into an appeal to Elias by way
of a mocking joke, it is difficult not to believe that Christ
quoted the Psalm in Hebrew, Eli Eli lama azabhtani. In
that case the source of Mark, whether an original Aramaic
Mark or St. Peter speaking in Aramaic, has Aramaized the

S.5.P, X
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words for the benefit of a circle to whom Aramaic would
be familiar rather than Hebrew. If the words were
originally uttered in Hebrew they throw no light upon the
“language usually used by Christ, but only prove that He was
acquainted with the Hebrew Scriptures and could quote
them when He pleased.

(5) Some Aramaic phrases in sayings of Christ which
have been translated into Greek in our Gospels have already
been noticed on pp. 295-7. Note especially here Mk iv. §
and iii. 28. There are also in His sayings several Aramaic
or Hebrew words which have been simply transliterated.
Such are gaxd Mt v. 22, papwvds Mt vi. 24, Lk xvi. g,
aufv, afPd Mk xiv. 36, kopBdv Mk vii. 11, yéevva, Beel-
eBovA Mt x. 25, xii. 27, but these throw little light upon
the question of the language generally spoken by Him
because they are most of them words which might well
have been borrowed by a Greek-speaking Jew from Hebrew
or Aramaic.

The conclusions to be drawn from the facts now stated
seem to be the following :—

(a) There seems to be some evidence that our present
Synoptic Gospels are based at least in part upon Aramaic
originals. If so, it is more ~probable than not that the
earliest Gospel writings were written in Aramaic because
Christ spoke in Aramaic.

(6) The Aramaic words retained in His sayings in a
Greek transliteration are on the whole most easily explained
from the same fact, though one or two of them, e. g. TaXifa
kovu and eppaba, would be more strikingly explained on
the assumption that He spoke Greek.

(c) One or two Aramaic idioms translated into Greek,
e.g. Mk. iii. 8, iv. 28, suggest Aramaic as His habitual
language.

(d) The Cry upon the Cross, Mk xv. 34, points to an
acquaintance by Him with the Hebrew Scriptures,
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NOTE

Some inferences as to the historical charvacter of some
expressions of Christ whick are based wupon examination
of their supposed Aramaic originals.

6 vids Tob avfpdmou.

Some extravagant hypotheses have been based upon the
supposed Aramaic original of this phrase.

It is said with justice that the original would be nex 23,
but it is further said, as e. g. by Wellhausen, that this really
means not ‘the Son of Man’ but ‘der Mensch’ (so de
Lagarde, Lietzmann, Schmidt). For ‘the Son of Man’,
see Dalman, p. 239.

It has been further argued that in the mouth of Christ
‘der Mensch’ was simply an equivalent of the pronoun
of the first person, or that the phrase was not used by
Christ Himself but invented for Him in the Christian
Church.

Wellhausen,! for example, argues as follows:—

(1) ¢ vids oD avlpdmov is a translation of Barnascha.

(2) Barnascha can only mean ‘ der Mensch’.

(3) As attributed to Christ it can only mean the Messiah.
But how can this be?

(4) It was not a standing Messianic title.

(5) It came into use in the Church when the expectation
of His return grew up. He must, they thought, have foretold
this, but they shrank from representing Him as saying in
plain terms, ‘I shall appear as Messiah in glory.’

Consequently they put into His mouth the words, ‘ The
Man of whom Daniel spoke will appear in the clouds of
the heaven.’

This was soon interpreted as equivalent to ‘I will return .
The next stage was to make the Son of Man the subject
in the prophecies of death and resurrection where it be-

! Das Evangelium Marc, pp. 65 fI.
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comes necessarily a designation of Christ Himself. Finally,
the phrase was introduced into non-eschatological sayings,
where it becomes equivalent simply to ‘I°.

Now Wellhausen is a brilliant philologist, but he is
often a very bad interpreter, and his exposition of the
development of this phrase in the Church is contrary to all
the evidence.!

In the first place, so far from there having been a
tendency to introduce the phrase into Christian theology,
there seems to have been a directly contrary tendency to
avoid it. In what other way can we explain its almost
entire absence from the writings of the New Testament
outside the Gospels ?

Secondly, the phrase is used in passages of eschatological
and of non-eschatological import, which so far as any
evidence goes are equally early in respect of attestation;
e. g. if it be said that Mark is the earliest strata of Gospel
tradition the phrase occurs there in x. 45 in a non-eschato-
logical context side by side with its occurrence in eschato-
logical passages. Or if it be said that passages common to
Matthew and Luke are drawn from a source which is as
carly as Mark and of as good authority, there too we find
the phrase in contexts of both characters (sce Harnack,
Spriiche und Reden Fesu, p. 165). In fact there is not a
shred of evidence that the phrase in non-eschatological
passages is later than it is in eschatological contexts.

If we are dealing with the evidence of the New Testament
and not trying to force speculative theories into it, we shall
reconstruct the history of the phrase ‘ Son of Man’ on lines
quite different to Wellhausen’s fantastic edifice.

It may be quite true that ¢ vids 70D dvfpdmov is a
translation of N8 "2

1 It is satistactory to find Harnack {Spriiche, p. 169) cxpressing himself

decisively in favour of the genuineness of the phrase : dass Jesus sie gebrawucht
hat ist sicher.
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It may be true again that N¢MN=93 can only mean ‘the
man’, ‘der Mensch’.

But if so that only proves that Christ when He wished to
say ‘the ¥’& 13 of Daniel’ must have given this allusion
by intonation or emphasis.

Or else He used some other phrase to express His mean-
ing, for it surely cannot be argued that Aramaic is a
language so inadequate that when He wished to convey the
conception ‘ the ¢38 11 of Daniel’ He could not do so.

The evidence of the Gospels, whether of Mark the earliest
of our Gospels, or of the alleged discourse source lying
behind Matthew and Luke, or of the editors of Matthew and
Luke or of St. John, is all in the same direction. Christ
used the phrase of Himself, and probably, though this is a
controversial point, did. so to suggest that in His person
would be fulfilled the prophecy of Daniel, not however
limiting the phrase to sayings where this would be imme-
diately suggested, but employing it in passages of quite
general import. The Christian Church of the New Testa-
ment period seems to have avoided the phrase for reasons
which need not be discussed here. But this reserve is itself
a proof of the antiquity and genuineness of the Gospel
passages in which it occurs,

My Father.

It has been denied that Christ could speak of God as His
Father in any exclusive sense on the ground that in the
Aramaic of His period 828, which means ¢ the Father’, had
become the regular form for ‘my Father .

Dalman?! admits that in all cases where the Gospels have
‘my, your, thy, their Father’ there is no certitude that
Jesus used the appellation of Father without addition. In
Jewish phraseology it would have the addition of ¢ which is
in heaven’. Schmidt? puts the case rather differently :

1 Words, p. 192. ? The Prophet of Nasarcth, p. 154.
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‘ Jesus said neither “my Father” nor “your Father”, but
“the Father who is in heaven .

It has therefore been argued on the ground of language
that Christ could not have used the phrase ‘my Father’ in
any exclusive sense.

But here again the Aramaic scholars seem too much
inclined to underrate the possibilites of the Aramaic
language. It has been shown that in the Aramaic of the
period 8aN was used indiscriminately for ‘the Father’ and
‘my Father’, to the exclusion of 3% ‘my Father’ from
ordinary use. That is to say that in addressing his earthly
father the Jew felt that there was no need to express the
personal pronoun. The personal relation was assumed.
Still less need, perhaps, was there to express the pronoun
in addressing or speaking of God the common Father of all
men,

But what is there here to conflict with the evidence of
the Gospels that Christ spoke of God as ‘my Father’?
Surely the language is not so inadequate to express personal
relations that if He wished to break away from the common
usage and to say ‘ my Father’ instead of ‘ the Father’, He
could not have found words to do so.

It may, perhaps, be argued that there is every probability
that if He had adopted the current form of expression, and
said ‘the Father’, the Gospel writers would have introduced
the ‘my’ when translating into Greek, and that the supposi-
tion that He did use ‘the Father’ is not only in itself
probable, but is confirmed by the occurrence of ¢B8a in
Mk xiv. 36.

Let us grant it. But it still remains true that He thought
and spoke of God as His Father in a unique sense, because
both Mark and the alleged discourse source of Matthew and
Luke, that is to say the two earliest strata of Gospel
writings, preserve words in which He spoke of Himself and
of God as ‘the Son—the Father’.



312 Studies in the Synoptic Problem

In view of modern attempts to represent Mt xi. 25-27 as
a Christian hymn put into the mouth of Christ, it is
refreshing to find Harnack! defending their authenticity.
Indeed, since they occur in Matthew and Luke, they have
exactly as much claim to historicity as any other saying
recorded in common by those writers; and the objections
brought against them are the subjective kind of argument
which when unsupported by any concrete evidence introduces
hopeless chaos into the criticism of the Gospels, and brings
lasting discredit upon it.

The particular expression ‘the Son, the Father’ which
occurs here is further supported by Mk xiii. 32, and is
consequently as strongly supported as any other saying
ascribed to Christ in the Gospels. It implies consciousness
of a unique relationship to God, and that relationship, as the
context suggests, consisted of fullness of revelation.

Now since Christ spoke words like these, what possible
objection can there be to the evidence of the Gospels that
He also used the expression * my Father’ and avoided the
corresponding ‘our Father’? Mtvi. g is of course not a case
in point, as the ‘our Father’ there is put into the mouth of
Christ’s disciples. The linguistic argument breaks down
because the Lord may very well have chosen to avoid the
current use of the ambiguous xax, and to substitute *ax or
NIX with a separate possessive pronoun. And this finds
some support in the fact that in Jewish writings of the
second century we find ‘my Father (*axr) who is in heaven’,
side by side with ¢ thy, his, our, your, their Father who is in
heaven’. See the instances quoted in Dalman, Words,
pp. 186 ff,, and in S? Matthew, Intern, Crit. Comm., p. 44.

L Spriiche und Reden, pp. 189 fi.



X1

THE SOURCES OF ST. LUKE'S GOSPEL

REv. J. VERNON BARTLET, M.A, D.D.
Professor of Church History in DMansfield College, Oxford



SYLLABUS

The current Two-Document theory is open to question. The differences
in the Logian element of Matthew and Luke demand [uller scope for the
Oral factor.

1. Yet Luke used a second written source besides Mark, and our problem
is to define its character.

(i) The test of style points to the Jewish-Christian or Hellenistic nature of
Luke’s special source (S).

(ii) Characteristic ideas confirm this, e.g. the notion of ‘fulfilment’,
Messiah, &c.

Analysis of certain sections in this light :—The Epileptic Boy (ix. 37-43%);
Peter’s Confession; the non-use of Mk vi. 45-viii. 26; the Feeding of the
5,000 (ix. 10°-17) ; and especially the Mission of the Twelve.

Hence the basal Apostolic tradition (Q), implied even by Mark, was used
by Luke in an independent form (QL) already embedded in his ‘ special
source’ (S); while Q itself included the ‘Logia’. This seen in the Great
Sermon, the Message of the Baptist and Jesus' response, and the Parable of
the Sower. 3

The question whether one special source’ will explain all Luke’s non-
Marcan matter, to be answered in the affirmative: e.g. for the Sermon at
Nazareth, the incident at Nain, &c.

These results apply also to the Passion story, on the view that this also
stood in Q as far back as we can trace it: detailed proof. Further, it is there
even clearer than elsewhere that the continuous twofold special material in
Luke (S+ QL), apart {rom Mark, lay before the Evangelist already unified
in an order fixed by the witness of a single authoritative informant,

Traces of independent historical witness peculiar to Luke’s narrative, both
before the Passion (xvili. 15-xxi. 38) and after (ch. xxiv).

Luke’s fGreat Insertion’ (ix. 51-xviii. 14) best explained on the above
theory : The ¢ Peraean’ Ministry; the Mission of the Seventy (special rela-
tion of Luke’s informant to their circle) ; the Lucan Parables, their setting
and special features.

Exact form of Luke’s special source : its probable place of origin among
Palestinian Hellenists ; its Johannine elements; Luke’s editorial handling
of it.

II. Objections mnet.

Professor Stanton’s kindred view.

Merits of the theory. Diagram.



THE SOURCES OF ST. LUKE'S GOSPEL

Tnis essay is of the nature of ‘a minority report’. Its germ
has been present to the writer’s mind for some years, in fact
ever since he reached the conclusion, when working on the
First Gospel for Dr. Hastings’s Dictionary of the Bible,that
the First and Third Evangelists cannot have used the same
document for the non-Marcan element common to them.
This conviction soon coalesced with another, namely, that
Luke largely follows a written source peculiar to himself,
which appears most clearly in what is called his great
interpolation ’ amid the Marcan framework (ix. 51-xviii. 14)
and in his story of the Passion and Resurrection. These
two convictions have gradually shaped themselves into the
theory of Luke’s sources, and incidentally of the whole
Synoptic problem, which it is the aim of this essay to unfold
in some detail.

My main divergence from the theory underlying most ot
the essays in this volume consists in a rejection of the cur-
rent ‘Two-Document hypothesis’. That our Mark was
used in the two other Synoptic Gospels, I firmly believe,
and so far agree with the current documentary hypothesis.
On the other hand, I cannot see that the common use of
a second document, whether by Matthew and Luke alone
or by Mark also, is probable ;: and so far I concur not only
with Archdeacon Allen,! but also with the resistance to the
dominant Documentary theory made by the upholders of
the Oral hypothesis.?  Accordingly, I would offer my

! Mr. Allen argues, indeed, for a writfen ¢ discoursc source’ or Q as used
by our Matthew—an hypothesis which does not seem to me proven: but he
also inclines to the view that ¢St. Luke’s acquaintance with it was only
indirect ', viz. through sources which ‘had already borrowed largely from
the discourse source’ (p. 281).

* Dr, A. Wright, the most vigorous among living English exponents of



316 Studies 1n the Synoptic Problem

own hypothesis—which is primarily a sort of ‘ Two-Docu-
ment ’ theory of Luke’s Gospel alone—to the consideration
of both schools as possibly affording the principles of an
etventcon between them.

I

The first and main point must be to justify the belief that
Luke uses a second written source, alongside and indeed in
preference to Mark, and gradually to define its nature.
The criteria to be used are twofold, those of language and
those of ideas; but the two lines of evidence converge on
the same point, namely, clear trace of Judaeo-Christian
origin as compared with the style and mode of thought of
the Third Evangelist himself. Here, as in all else bearing
on Luke’s sources, the analogy afforded by his other book,
the Acts, must be used as far as may be.

(i) As regards s¢yle, the problem is not nearly so simple
as it might at first seem, judging from the generally pure
Greek of Acts, particularly its second half. For in Luke’s
Gospel other factors than his own free style enter in to a far
greater degree, causing an intimate blending of Semitic and
Greek features. The most authoritative discussion of this
occurs in G. Dalman’s examination ! of the Semitic element
in the Synoptic Gospels, where he distinguishes carefully
between (1) Hebraisms and Aramaisms, (2) original and
secondary Hebraisms. As regards (1) he finds that ‘we
must class as distinct Aramaisms the redundant d¢efs (kara-
Air@r) and 7péaro, as well as the adverb ed00s (mapaypiipa).
The use of elva: with the participle to represent an historic
tense is Aramaic rather than Hebrew. ... The genuine
Hebraisms are the phrases connected with wpéowmov, the
construction év 7@ with the infinitive, the emphasizing of the
verb by its cognate substantive [e.g. émifupla émebiunoa

this theory, seems prepared to belicve that Mark was used by our Matthew
and Luke, though possibly ‘in its oral stage’ (St. Luke's Gospel in Greek,
p. vii). L The Words of Jesus, 1711,
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Lk xxii. 15], and the formulae kai éyévero, éNdAnaer Aéywy,
dmokpifels elmev.” As to the distribution of these, he finds
no special preponderance of Aramaisms in Luke, but only
of Hebraisms. Further, these can nearly all be regarded
as secondary Hebraisms, due to the action of the Septuagint
upon the style of Luke or his Hellenistic sources. This is
particularly the case in the stories connected with the
Nativity in chs. i—ii, which keep very close to Old Testament
models, whether this be due primarily to the source here
followed by Luke or to Luke himself, who has a subtle
instinct for the fitness of things in matter of style. Dalman
sums up on the style of the Synoptists generally, in the
thesis (p. 42): ‘the fewer the Hebraisms, the greater the
originality (of the tradition); the more numerous the
Hebraisms in any passage, the greater the interference of
Hellenistic redactors.” Thus we need not be surprised if
Luke ‘does not shrink from using those Hebraisms which
are most foreign to the feeling of the Greek language’
(p. 38). He consciously writes his Gospel on the lines of the
Greek Bible ; and so far from shunning this feature already
present in his sources, he seems even to adopt favourite
terms and idioms from them or their fountain-head, when he
has occasion to add anything in his own words.

A striking instance is the Old Testament expression, ¢ And
it came to pass . . .,” which occurs in Luke in three forms,
two of them borrowed in all probability from the LXX.
In the full Lucan type of this construction, in all its varieties,
‘It came to pass’ (éyévero) is followed first by a note of
time or occasion and then by a verbal clause. In the two
Hebraistic or LXX species of it, the verb is finite, with or
without kai (or i8o¥) preceding ; in the more Greek or Lucan
variety, since it alone is found in Acts (for v. 7 is a very

! Compare J. H. Moulton, Grammar of New Testamen! Greek, Prolegomena,

pp. 15-17; also H. St. John Thackeray, Grammar of the Old Testament in
Greek, pp. 50-2. '
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doubtful exception), the verb is an infinitive. Taking the
LXX varieties first, we find that (@) the finite verb follows
directly on the qualifying clause denoting the occasion in
some twenty-two cases, eight! of which occur in chs. i-ii;
while (4) kai precedes the verb in some eleven cases
(including xxiv. 15 where the reading is doubtful), but is
absent from chs. i-ii.
In the body of the Gospel the distribution is as follows :—

(e) without kaif, vil. I1; ix. 18,28, 33,37; xi.1,14,27;
xvil. 14 ; xvili. 35; xix. 29; xx. 1; xxiv. 30, 5I.

(8) with kai, v. 1, 12, 17; viil. 1, 22; ix. 51; xiv. I;
xvii, 11; xixX. I5; xxiv. 4, 15 (?).

Here, broadly speaking, there is nothing to suggest
different sources as explaining these two varieties. When,
moreover, we observe that, save in two cases where kaf is
followed by {807, it is always followed by adrés or adroi,
we are led to suspect that xai has a sort of demonstrative
force, analogous in fact to xal idod. That is to say, adrés
(adrof in xiv. 1) is used to define more accurately, or more
emphatically in the case of Jesus Himself (save xix. 15), who
is the subject of the verb following. In this case the xaf
preceding, taken in connexion with ¢ And it came to pass’,
seems to add a certain emphasis? of dignity. It seems,
too, as if the preface * And it came to pass... was secon-
dary,® the original tradition having simply ‘And he’, or
*And, lo’, as the case might be. Thus in ch. v we have

1. 8, 23, 41, 59; ii. 1, 6, 15, 46.

2 Compare vii. 12, { Now as he approached the gate of the city, and lo,
there was borne forth one dead’ (cf. Acts i. 10)}: also ii. 21 #al 1€ ... rai
ixApén, and 271, (next note).

® In ii. 27f. we have «al é&v 79 eloayayelv . . . . kel abrds without éyévero,
cf. 214 and its almost entire absence from the other Synoptics confirms such
a view. Inthe (a) type it occurs in Mk i. 9; iv. 4 (but not in the parallels in
Luke and Matthew); while in Matthew il is found only in his special
formula ‘And it came to pass when Jesus finished . .. he ...’ (vii. 28;
xi. 1; xiil. 53; xix. I; xxvi. 1), traceable to the Evangelist himself (so

Dalman, op. eit., p. 41). Similarly the (b) type is found outside Luke only
in Mt ix. 10, in the form xal i80¥, seemingly suggested by Mark’s xai
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¢ Now it came to pass, whilst the crowd pressed on him . . .
and he was standing by the lake of Gennesaret’ (v. 1);
¢ And it came to pass, whilst he was in one of the cities,
and, lo, a man full of leprosy’ (v. 12); ¢And it came to pass
on one of the days, and he was teaching’ (v. 17). Possibly
here kal éyévero stood in Luke’s source in the first case,
while in the other two he himself added! it (along with
a vague note of time or place),.in order to maintain the
elevated or archaic style. A parallel case to such following
of a lead in his source seems to meet us in the next chapter,
where the third or more Greek type of construction after
éyévero occurs in three  successive sections, the first being
parallel to Mk ii. 23 kai éyévero abrov év tois odfBBaciy
Stamopeveadar. Theseare the only cases of this Greek usage
in Luke’s Gospel (against sixteen in Acts); with the excep-
tion of iii. 21, which is parallel to one of Mark’s two instances
of the (a) type. It looks, then, as if Luke here took the
suggestion as to the use of éyévero from Mark, but in com-
bining his two sources (there are signs of more than Mark
in the Baptism section) changed the construction to his own
natural Greek type in first using éyévero . . ., in the body of
his Gospel, as distinct from chs. i-ii. This makes the
occurrence in the next éyévero passage (v. 1) of the LXX
() type rather less likely to be due to Luke himself.” But,
once started on this LXX style for the Ministry by his
special source, he continues throughout his Gospel with the

ylvera: karaxeiocfa: adrdv {cf. Mt xviii. 13, and Lk xvi. 22). Finally
Mark has, in addition to this imperfect example, the third or properly Greek
type, with the infinitive, in ii. 23 (to be quoted in the text).

1 The parallel to v, 12 in Mt viii. 2 is simply ‘And, lo, a leper . . .’ ;
and & @ Tév fuepav inv. 17 is like the vague & @ 7@v mékeaw in v. 12,
while the paratactic nature of the rest of the verse suggests something like
iv. 14 f. as the original basis: cf. xix. 1f.

? It is worth noting, too, that in all of these, and also in iii. 21, we get 5¢
and not xai, the more Hebraic conjunction, with éyévero.

3 Yet in view of éyévero 8¢, not xal éyévero, it is possible that Luke did add
tyévero (to make a more striking fresh beginning) to «xal & 78 . .. kai adrés
in his source, a sentence exactly analogous to ii. 27: cf. xiv. 1 f.
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two LXX types, save for ch. vi, where Mark diverts him for
a moment, early in his task. Henceforth he adheres to
them, sometimes perhaps adopting ! them from his source,
sometimes adding them to make the opening of sections less
abrupt and the narrative more dignified—especially in the
case of the xal adTés type (e. g. viil. 1). That xai adrés
itself (where at7és does not mean ‘ himself’, but  he’) is not
Luke’s own style, seems to be proved by its absence from
Acts (see Horae Synopticac®, 41 1.).

Whilst, then, in view of Luke’s manifest intention to re-
late the Gospel story in a biblical style kindred to its
contents, and one more or less traditional in connexion with
its transmission, we cannot argue that the occurrence of
éyévero in the constructions examined proves his use in any
given case of a Jewish-Christian source ; still he may well
have received the impulse to use the less purely Greek forms
of the construction under the influence of one or more Jewish-
Christian sources. This applies specially to chs. i~ii, where
one form of this construction alone is found. As for the
body of his Gospel, the use of the other form, with xai adrés
in the apodosis, was at least suggested and facilitated, if not
by actual cases in a source, then by the way in which the
structure of sentences,? especially at the opening of sections,
lent itself to the elevated form of diction introduced by
éyévero. There are other linguistic criteria which point in
the same direction. Thus Dr. J. H. Moulton,® who reduces

1ix, 28, 33, xi. 1 (in 14 all the construction save &yévero occurs also
in Mt ix. g2 =his Q), xvil. 14, xviii. 35, xxiv. 30, 51 (?), may be examples of
this for (@) ; while v. 1, xix. 15 (in a parable, without adrés), xxiv. 4, 15(?),
may be original cases of (4). In cases like xiv. 1, we may suspect that
éyévero, &c., has transformed a more paratactic construction, like ¢ And he
entered ... and they ...’

? e,g. & 7¢ with an infinitive, recalling a similar Hebrew construction
with _2 (perhaps represented also by Matthew’s ére éréreaer £7A.), followed
by xal abrés or xai 15od.

? Op. al., pp. 14 1., cf. p. 226. So, too, Thackeray, op. cit., p. 53, cites the

Hebraic use ‘he added and’ in xix. 11, xx, 11f., with two types of
construction.
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¢ Semitisms’ in Luke to a minimum, still sees in his use
with ‘inordinate frequency ’ of the imperfect of ‘ to be’ with
a participle, in the pleonastic use of ‘began’ (e.g. iii. §,
contrasted with Mt iii. g), and in certain other pleonasms,
evidence of fidelity to Greek sources more Semitic in style
than anything he would of himself have written.

Under this head of Hebraic pleonasms we may reckon
parallelism, a feature which, as going deeper than mere
language, is the less likely to be due to Luke. This cri-
terion serves to indicate the presence alongside Mark of
a second source in certain cases where proof of it on other
grounds is not conclusive. Take for example Lk ix.
43"-45, a passage of central importance as connected with
others both in form and in idea. Here verse 44 opens with
words to which Mark affords no parallel! ‘Do ye set in
your ears these sayings, a phrase Semitic rather than
Greek in its concreteness, and such as would hardly occur
to Luke of his own motion. It has, moreover, a parallel in
the Eschatological Discourse, ‘ Set, then, in your hearts not
to premeditate’ (xxi. 14). Hence, when we find also in
ix. 45 a case of Hebrew parallelism not in Mark, we may
be fairly sure that Luke has here a second source at his
disposal, which may also account for his omission of explicit
reference to Jesus' death (in Mark ix. 31), whereas in the
later passage xviii. 31-34 such a reference occurs. This
passage itself, while parallel to Mk x. 32-34, adds in
ver. 34 a case of triple? parallelism similar in substance to
that just cited, while it also clothes part of the reference to
the Passion in a form differing ® from Mark’s, namely, ‘All

! The emphasis which they add suggests what is borne out by Lk ix. 22,
which is quite parallel to Mk vili. 31 (esp. if dvagrijva: be preferred in Luke,
¢yepOivar being an assimilation to Matthew), viz. that ix. 44f. introduce the
first reference to the Passion in Luke’s second source. That parts of Lk ix.
22-27 were absent from this source, is likely enough from the doublets
found in xvii. 25, 33, xii. 8 1.

? Nolice, too, the xal abrof with which the verse opens.

* So, too, the addition of #al ¥Bpwofncerar, between two kindred words.

5.5.p. Y
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things that are written through the prophets shall be accom-
plished’ (reheabioeTal).

(ii) But in these two passages, the last in particular, we
have already passed to the second class of criteria for
Jewish-Christian sources behind Luke—that of 7deas. IFor
the notion that the disciples’ obtuseness to the forecasts
of the Passion was due in part to Divine action, is an
Hebraic one: witness the explanation of the crowd’s dull-
ness in relation to Christ's parables (Mk iv. 11f and
parallels). This notion, however, occurs also in Lk xxiv.
16, ‘But their cyes were holden, that they should not
recognize him,’ and xxiv. 45, ‘Then opened he their
mind, that they might understand the Scriptures.” Then
again, the reference to the fulfilment of Scripture in Jesus’
career, especially its suffering and death, connects xviii. 33
with several other passages in Luke (e.g. xxiv. 25-27, 44—46),
some of which are sayings of Jesus Himself and indubi-
tably not due to Luke. Specially noteworthy are xii. 50,
I have a baptism to be baptized with, and how am I
straitened until it be accomplished’; xiii. 32, ‘and the
third day I am consummated’ (teAetobpar); and xxii. 37,
‘For I say unto you, that this which is written must be
accomplished in me (del Tehecbivar év éuol), namely, And
he was reckoned with transgressors: for that which con-
cerneth me hath accomplishment’ (réhos). Whether ix. 31,
‘who . .. spake of his decease which he was about to
{ulfil (mAnpodiv) in Jerusalem,’ is also due to a source, may
be held more doubtful, as it is comment, not a saying of
Jesus : but probably it is not Luke’s own (cf. kara 76 dpi-
ogpévoy, xxii. 22). The section on the Transfiguration contains
other traces too of a second source, both in style (e g. the
frequency of év 7@ with infinitive, ix. 29, 33, 34, 36, and «al
avrol introducing a case of identical parallelism, 36) and

scels too oliose to be Luke's own idea; whereas in his second source
it may have stood alonec.
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in substance. Under the latter head come not only 31 f., but
also the idea of “My Chosen’ (6 éxAeheyuévos), as distinct
from ¢ My Beloved ’ in Mark and Matthew, as an cpithet of
Messiah. This Jewish conception meets us again in the
Trial before the Sanhedrin in xxiii. 35, where Luke has
“the Elect one’ (0 ékAexTés), again independently of Mark
and Matthew. All these phenomena suggest the presence
in various parts of Luke of a source parallel with Mark
evern i scctions whick ai first sight appear dependent on
Mark alone : and this result will be found to prove the best
working hypothesis in every part of his Gospel.

Let us take as another instance the section between the
Transfiguration and the warning as to the coming Passion,
that dealing with the Epileptic Boy (lx 37—43“). Its close,
describing ‘the effect upon the spectators, is peculiar to
Luke, and leads on by contrast to the warning words to the
disciples which occupy the next section. Other independent
features are (1) the form of vv, 38 £, * Lo,a man . . . shouted
out (éBénaev) ... I beseech thee to look upon my son (cf.
Mt =xvil. 15, ‘pity my son, whereas Mk ix. 17 has “1
brought my son to thee’), because he is my only child
(novoyeris, as in vii. 12, viii. 42—in a ‘section with like
marks of independence); and, lo, a spirit taketh him and
he suddenly crieth out!...and hardly departeth from
him, contorting (evvrpiBor) him'; (2) ‘ And as he was yet
a coming’ (42%), in contrast to Mark's account, both in
form and idea ; (3) the addition in 42% ‘and restored him
to his father,” With these we might reckon the agreement
with Matthew in v. 47 also, in adding ‘and perverse’, save
that the reading is not quite above suspicion of assimilation.
But in any case the facts are enough to suggest that Luke
used a second source which, like Mark, represented the
form which the common apostolic tradition (Q) assumed in
the memory and teaching of some oral evangelist of the

L This can hardly be based on Mar-k, who relers to the spirit as ‘dumb’,

Y 2
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first generation. Such a special source (S) best explains
both the additions in the passages examined and also the
omission of what comes between them in Mk ix. g-13,
although its matter—especially ¢ And how is it written
of the Son of man, that he should suffer many things and
be set at nought?'—was quite congenial to Luke, as we
have seen already. The same theory seems to hold good
also of the section which precedes! the Transfiguration,
that on Peter’s Confession, which would surely form part of
the common apostolic tradition (Q)). Here the opening
situation diverges from Mark unaccountably, save on our
hypothesis. Note too of dxAot, instead of of dvfpwmor, in
Jesus’ question; mpodiTys Tis TGV dpxaiwy dvésTn, where
Mark has eis r@v mpopnrav ; and 7ov Xpiorov Tob Oeod,?
where Mark has o0 e ¢ Xpiworés. These, and the more
marked divergences in Matthew, all point in the same
direction.

This brings us to one edge of the first of the two chief
breaks in Luke’s parallelism to Mark. Here it helps us to
account for the non-use of Mk vi. 45-viii. 26, if we may
suppose that Luke’s other source had nothing parallel to
this section. Besides, in the I'eeding of the Five Thousand
(ix. 10°~17), the last section before the break, the presence
of a second source can be traced in many deviations from
Mark (partly shared by Matthew), which, though some-
times slight, are hard to account for otherwise (comp. B.
Weiss, Dic Quellen des Lukas, 180 ff.). The like is true of
the vv. 7-10% dealing with Herod's opinion about Jcsus?
and the Return of the Twelve ¢ Apostles’, whose mission
has just been described. Their charge on that occasion

! Perhaps more immediately in S, since much of vv. 22-7 can be ex-
plained from Mark alone : see previous note.

2 In Lk iv. 41 Jesus is described simply as vév Xpo7dv.

3 QOne notes here the same phrase, mpogrjrns 7is @y dpxaiwv dvéory, already
noliced in ix. 18-20; while v. g in its peculiarities connects naturally with
the episode of Herod in the Passion story, especially xxiii. 8 (cf. also
viil. 3.
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calls for careful study, since upon our view of its relation to
that given to the Seventy, a chapter later in Luke, much
depends.

That Luke’s ¢ special source ' contained both of these com-
missions in terms having much in common,! is the hypothesis
which seems best to fit all the facts. Here observe (1) the
‘save only a staff’ by Luke’s
‘neither a staff’, in agreement not only with Matthew
(= his Q) but also ¢ sélentio with Lk xxii. 35, whick refers
back to the mission of the Twelve and also explicitly forbids
the use of sandals (so Matthew here), a point on which
Luke here tacitly deserts Mark (cf. Lk 'x. 4); (2) other
agrecments with Matthew (= Q) rather than Mark, viz.
the oratio recta throughout, and the phrases els Hv dv
(Mark émov dv), 6aor (Matthew &5, Mark &s .
éfepxbpevor . . . Ths mwohews éxelvns (Mark éxmopevépevos

contradiction of Mark’s

. . Témos),

ékeifev), koviopréy (Mark xobr), which is also the form in
X. 11%; (3) certain cases of similar agreement and disagree-
ment in the preface to the Commission itself. We will place
the three accounts side by side : —

Mk vi. 7, 8,

(1) Kai mproxaheira
robs  Bddexa, (2) «at
y sV ,
fpfaro abrovs dmooré\-
Aew 8o Svo, (3) xai
N , ') ,
€tidov abrois éfovaiav
TOV TyevudTeY TOV dxa-
biprav.

(4) Kai wapiyyyehev

y
avTols . . .

Lk ix. 1—3™
Svvkakeoduevos 8¢
rovs Oddeka Edwxey av-

- L4 Y 3
rois Stvauw kai éfov-

;o N
oilav émi wavra Ta Sat-
udma kat véoovs depa-
anéoTeihey
Y

,
wevew, Kai

altods  KypuoTELy
L e
Bao. 7. beot rai iaocba.

VT \ » ’
K@i €LTTEY TTPOS ALTOUS . .

Mt x. 1, gh.-

Kat mpookakeaduevos
—y N
Tovs Bddexa pabyras ad-

- b4 » - 1]

Tob édwxev abrois éfou-
olay wvevpdrey deabdp-

o s o N
Tovr dote éx3dA\lew avTa

, -

kai Geparevew macay vé-
ooy kal Tagav palaxiar,

. . . mapayyeilas alrols
Aéyor,

! Some assimilation of language between them would easily go on in

tradilion.

2 Luke also has dromivdagere (and), as compared with Mark’s ékmivdfare. . |
Tor mowdTw, though he has no bias against Mark’s verb; witness its use
in the same connexion in Acts xiii. 51, xviii. 6. This suggests the same

cource which in Lk x. 71 uses the kindred forin drnopdoosobar.

eis papripov in' abrods (Mark abrois, as Lk v. 14,
seems based on Mk vi. 12 alone; it rather recalls ix. 1% Mt x, 12

Note too
Finally Lk ix. 6 hardly
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Note (1) the agreement against Mark’s order for clause (3),
and the divergence of all three in clause (2)—Matthew
having no trace of it here (only in v. 5), while Luke omits
the detail 850 8o, though he has its equivalent in the send-
ing of the Seventy ; (2) the agreement against Mark in the
reference to ‘ treating disease’, which is enforced again by
Luke’s knpvooew 7. B. 7. 0. kal ldobai; (3) as regards
Luke alone, the presence of Sdvauw before éfovaiav (cf.
iv. 36, v. 17, vi. 18, x. 19, and xxiv. 49, for its presence in
S), émi wdvra T4 Sawubvia instead of Tév mv. 7. dxaldpTwv
(cf. x. 17 and viii. 27, 29f,, 33, 35, 38), and the reference to
¢ preaching the Kingdom of God’ (supported by Mk vi. 12,
Mt ix. 33, x. 7, and Lk x. ¢, 11: see also viii. 1).

These phenomena surely presuppose other forms of the
same basal tradition (Q) which lies behind Mark as in-
fluencing both Luke and Matthew, and are not satisfied by
any theory of mere editorial freedom in dealing with
Mark’s text. And this seems to hold good in almost
every section where Luke runs parallel with Mark, though
space forbids our continuing detailed analysis back through
chaps. iii-viii. In Luke, moreover, the independent traits
have often, as we have seen, affinity with sections peculiar
to that Gospel. Hence the form in which this parallel
tradition lay before our Evangelist secms already incor-
porated in lis ‘ special sonrce’. But, as we have just found
in the case of the Charge to the Twelve, as well as in other
sections where we traced an element common to Matthew
and Luke alone, #iis parallel tradition may itself have
included the original didactic clement which has often been
segregated, more or less sharply, from the narrative element
so predominant in Mark, and styled the Log7a or Collection
of Sayings, To the jastification of this further suggestion
we must now direct our analysis.

This brings us to the Great Sermon and its setting in
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our Gospels. The matter is complicated by the way in
which these vary at this point, Mark making the appoint-
ment of the Twelve the sole event on the Mount, while
Matthew postpones all mention of it to the time of their
actual sending forth (x. 1 ff). It is, however, pretty clear
that Matthew has placed his Sermon at an artificially early
point in his narrative for special reasons connected with the
structure of his Gospel. Hence we cannot safely infer that
his form of Q diverged in this respect from Luke’s narra-
tive, in which the appointment of the Twelve immediately
precedes the Sermon. Nor is there any reason to doubt
that this was the case in Q as known to Mark, for he
passes over also the kindred body of discourse on occasion
of the Baptist’s message to Jesus. In Luke, however, even
when we eliminate—to the easing of the syntax in vi. 13-
1g—all that may fairly be due to Mark, we get a simple
and fitting preface to Luke’s form of the Sermon, with
certain features all its own. In the first place, the order in
which the ministry to the great crowds from a distance is
recorded differs; next, the motive of Jesus ascent of the
Mount, as giving Him privacy at a time of great popularity
(in order to prepare for the grave step of choosing His inner
circle of personal disciples and helpers), is specified in Luke
alone, in terms of much verisimilitude!; then, the slightly
different order and form of the names of those chosen ; then,
the descent to a ‘level place’, where assembled ‘a great
crowd of his disciples’ (note this recognition of the wider
sense of the term), as well as a great multitude of others (as
in Mark): and finally, ¢ And he (xai adrds), lifting up his
eyes on his disciples, began to say . . " This, the imme-
diate prelude to the Sermon, coincides so far with Mtv. 1 f,

1 ¢ He went forth (Mark, ¢ goeth up,” as Luke in ix. 28) to the mountain
to pray, and he was passing the whole night in prayer to God ; and when
it was day . ..” The references in Luke to Jesus as praying were already

in his source, to judge from v. 16, xi. 1 (cf. ix. 18, 28}, and the absesce of
such reference in iv. 42, where Mk i. 35 has it.
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“And . . . his disciples came to him; and opening his
mouth, he began to teach them, saying . ..” So, too, its
epilogue in Lk vii. 1, ‘As soon as he fulfilled all his
words into the cars of the people, he entered into Caper-
naum,’ agrees in substance with the epilogue in Mt vii. 28®,
along with the opening clause of viii. 5. These probably
stood together in Matthew’s Q, but were separated to
admit matter found in Mk i. 22, 40-41! (the cleansing of
the leper, being in Mark, too, the immediate antecedent of
an entrance into Capernaum, ii. 1). Here, then, we seem to
trace a common tradition behind L.uke and Matthew, apart
from Mark. But as in both it leads at once to the inci-
dent of the Centurion’s servant, common in substance but
widely differing in form, we reach two results: (1) the
Logian element was not, as far back as we can trace it,
a mere collection of discourse, but included consecutive
narrative at the heart of which lay some characteristic
saying of Jesus; (2) the forms in which the Q tradition,
embracing this Logian element, was known to Luke and
Matthew were far from the same.

The second of these important conclusions is confirmed by
the next large Logian pieces, the Message of the Baptist and
Jesus’ reply and comments (Lk vii. 18-35, Mt xi. 2-1g),
and the Parable of the Sower and its interpretation. In
the latter case, indeed, we may add, as a third form of Q,
the type of tradition lying behind Mark:% and the like
threefold form of Q) seems best to explain the relations of
the three Synoptics 3 for the Ministry of Jobn the Baptist,
the Baptism, and the Temptation. As regards the applica-
tion of (1) to the problem of Luke’s sourccs, #2e main

1 Mt viii. 1 seems a mere editorial echo of iv, 23,

2 Probably Lk viii. 16-18, to which there are doublets in the peculiar
parts of Luke {xi. 33, xix. 26, represent Mark as coloured by remembrance
of the language of such doublets. If so, vv. 19-21 may have followed in
Luke’s source on the Parable of the Sower.

3 Mark represents a modified form of Q¥ Luke = Mark + S (including ils
Q), Matthew = Mark + Q.
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question still remaining is whether a ¢ spccial source’ (S),
embodying its own form of ) with other traditions peculiar
to itself, will explain all his non-Marcan material, or
whether, on the other hand, Luke has fitted traditions
collected by himself independently into the framework of
Mark or S, or of both. In this connexion the Sermon at
Nazareth, the raising of the Widow’s Son at Nain, and the
Woman in the Pharisee’s house invite attention.

Luke’s decisive setting aside of Mark’s placing of the visit
to Nazareth, and his use of the sermon there as a sort of
‘frontispiece’ to the story of the Ministry, point strongly
to its having so stood in his other source. This is confirmed
by the very form ¢ Nazara’ (instead of Mark’s ¢ Nazarct’,
i. 9,also in Lk i-ii, Mt ii. 23; in Mt xxi. 17, Acts x. 38
our texts have ‘Nazareth’), which seems the more ver-
nacular form, but occurs elsewhere only at the same point
in Matthew (iv. 13, probably = his QJ). It is not what we
should expect from Luke himself; and the simple style of
the opening, ‘And he came to Nazara’(cf. the similar
elaflbev els Kagapvaovyu in vii. 1, which we have traced to
Q), and indeed of the whole verse where ‘and’ is the only
conjunction and is thrice repeated, suggests a primitive
type of narrative like the Q tradition. Again, the saying
in iv. 24, ¢ Verily I say unto you, No prophet is acceptable in
his native place,” occurs in a form differing from that in
Mark and Matthew in a way characteristic of the Q element
in Luke’s S, viz. the use of dudr, which is alien to Luke’s
style (occurring only here and in xii. 37, xviii. 17, 29, xxi. 32,
xxiil, 43, against 13 times in Mark). Finally, both the
style of iv. 14", 15 kal ¢piun é£fAOev kad’ BAns Tiis mepLy®pov
mepl avTod, kal adTos é8idagkev év Tals cuvaywyais abTdv,
Sofafbpevos dmd wdvrwy (which connects the incident with
Jesus’ return from the Temptation into Galilee), and their
parallels with Matthew (ix. 26 xal é£fjABev 7 piiun aiiry eis
SAny Tiy yiiv ékelvny, iv. 23 kal wepiijyev év 6An 7 Lalekala,
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88dakwy év Tals cuvaywyals adrdy, cf. ix. 35°), confirm the
view that they were the equivalent in S (Q) for the quite
differently worded general statement in Mk i. 14° which
Luke ignores. Such a general preface in S satisfies the
requirements of the reference in the Sermon itself (iv. 23)
to deeds at Capernaum ; while this again prepares for the
examples belonging to that centre of His early ministry
(cf. Mt iv. 13) which follow in Lk iv. 31-44. These pro-
bably formed part of S as well as Mark, for the differences
in form (especially in the true text) cannot all be explained
as editorial changes from Mark. Particularly is this so in
vv. 42—4, where it is ‘the crowds’ themselves that find
Jesus and are answered in words differing a good deal in
form from Mark, and where ¢ Judaea’, in the wide sense,
appears instead of ‘the whole of Galilec’ as the sphere of
His ministry. On this section follows naturally the Calling
of Simon, the name by which Peter regularly appears in
the Q or S element in Luke ; while ‘the Lake’ (of Genne-
saret), the style of the inland Sea of Galilee found also in
viii. 22 f., 33, is a description suggesting a form of tradition
current near the real sea, e. g. at Caesarea (see below).

As regards the two other special incidents, before and
after the Message of John in Lk vii. 18 ff., there is no sign that
they belong to another circle of tradition from that of Luke’s
continuous ‘special source’. The mention of the obscure
city of Nain points to early Palestinian provenance ; and the
closing sentence, ¢ And this account touching him (i.e. ‘A
great Prophet is arisen among us’) went forth in the whole
of judaea and all the region round about,” is all of a piecc
with v. 15, * And the account touching him went abroad yet
more,” and the reference in iv. 44 to Palestine as ‘ Judaea ',
How naturally such a section leads up to the Message from
John, and to the allusion in fesus’ reply to the raising of
the dead as among the signs which should resolve John’s
doubts, is obvious: such a connexion may have arisen in
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tradition quite as easily as in Luke’s own mind. Similarly
with the episode of the woman that was ‘a sinner’, illus-
trating the description of Jesus as ¢ Friend of tax-collectors
and sinners’, which closes the same section (vii. 34)., We
may even add to this natural chain of sequence the short
summary of Jesus’ now more itinerant ministry (viii. 1-3)
which makes special mention of the devoted service of other
grateful women, some of whom are named. For the substance
of this, too, may well have stood in Luke’s special source.

The presumption, then, is that a large part, at any rate,
of S lay before Luke already unified in tradition with his Q
material (QL). Such a presumption is greatly strengthened
by consideration of the much-debated question whether Q
included any part of the Passion narrative. Those who take
the negative side point to the way in which the element
common to Matthew and Luke, apart from Mark, abruptly
disappears or at least dwindles at the point where the public
ministry closes, on the eve of the Last Supper. But grant-
ing that a Q element apart from Mark is no longer so
apparent, this is only what one would expect in any case,
seeing that the didactic element proper, as contrasted with
that inherent in the personal story of Jesus and His com-
panions, necessarily shrinks to slight dimensions at this
point. Accordingly, any tradition going beyond what is
embodied in Mark’s account of the last two days of Jesus’
earthly career would naturally appear only at a few points.

Are there, however, any traces whatever of Q continuing
side by side with Mark in either Matthew or Luke, or in
both together? We will first take the latter form of the
question, as likely to yield the most decisive answer, if the
affirmative be the true one at all. Now the Trial before
the Sanhedrin is a point at which the life of Christ emerges
_on_ée more into publicity; so that the more exoteric Q
tradition might be expected a priori to re-emerge at this
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stage, as continuing that story of the conflict betwcen Jesus
and His chief opponents in which () seems to have aimed at
instructing its hearers. There in the dialogue between the
High-priest and Jesus, which forms the heart of the incident,
not only does Luke show traces of partial independence of
Mark—this in itself might be due to S, ILuke’s special
source—but the same is true of Matthew. Here are the
main peculiarities in Mt xxvi. 63 f.: ‘7 adjure thee by the
Lving God (cf. xvi. 16) that thon tell us if thou art the
Christ, the Son of God’ (Mark has ‘the Blessed'!). Jesus sait/:
(Aéyer, the historic present, which Matthew usually changes
when it occurs in Mark, who here has elmev), T/on sayest it ;
howbeit I say wunto you (whyw Néyw vuw), from henceforth
(Luke dmé 700 vov, cf. xxii. 18) . . . The words in italics
themselves suggest a parallel source influencing Matthew’s use
of Mark ; and this impression grows when we note that wA3v
Aéyo Suiv is a Q) phrase, found also in Mt xi. 22, 24 (where
Lk x. 11, 14 also has wA#v, a particle found only in Sayings
in Luke’s Gospel, while in Acts and Mark it occurs only as
a preposition, save as wAjv 67¢ in Acts xx. 23), xviil. 7 (=
Lk xvii. 1), and xxvi. 39 (= Lk xxii. 42). This last pas-
sage carries back the presumption of the influence of Q to
the scene in Gethsemane likewise, since not only does wAdy
there occur both in Matthew and Luke, but Lk xxii. 39-
52 (including the Arrest) is full of deviations from Mark.
Matthew’s account, too, of the second prayer of Jesus in
Gethsemane (xxvi. 42), its added words to Judas, ‘But
Jesus said to him, Friend, (do) that for which thou art come’
(v. 507), and the account of the cutting-off of the ear of the
High-priest’s servant (vv. 51—4), with its individual sayings—
all point to the influence of a source of knowledge beyond

! A markedly Jewish title which Matthew, who had just used the
Hebraic ‘living God’, would hardly tone down to ‘God’; on the other
hand, ‘ the Son of God’is found also in Lk xxii. 70, as though this were

the common Q wording here. Luke also supports Matthew in what follows
next, having ¢ Ye say that | am’, against Mark's simple ‘T am’,.
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Mark. That this was none other than the Q tradition, in the
form current in Matthew’s circle, is in itself probable, and is
rendered more so by repeated use of the historic present,
the distribution of which in our Gospels is striking! and
probably significant. As a rule Matthew, where parallel to
Mark, changes the latter’s historic presents into past tenses.
Even where he adopts any of them, it is very sparingly,
and these usually words descriptive of conversation (e.g.
viil. 4 ; ix. 6, 9 ; xii. 13 ; xiv. I7; xxii. 20) : nor isit certain in
all of these cases that Matthew is using Mark alone,? since in
xxii. 21 we find two historic presents (‘ They say “ Caesar’s ".
Then saith he to them’) where Mark has aorists. Yet in
the ten verses, Mt xxvi. 36-45, there occur no less than
eight cases, out of a total of twenty-one cases of all kinds in
which Matthew agrees with Mark in using the historic
present. IFFurther, another occurs five verses earlier, in the
prediction of Peter’s denial, and is followed by one peculiar
to Matthew (v. 35, where Mark has éxdAe:). This again
points to Q as influencing Matthew’s narrative, as does also
the fact that it omits a notable feature in Mark, viz. the
prediction that before the cock should crow #wice DPeter
should deny thrice (xiv. go, cf. 72).

But if Q contained any part of the Passion story, it must
have contained it all in outline, seeing that it hangs together.
This is borne out by positive evidence elsewhere. For
Matthew, although he tends to avoid historic presents
where he is not influenced by the Q tradition® has ‘he

1 Sec Horae Synopticae?, 1909, pp. 143-9.

2 The cases of pure narrative are in introductions to sections which may
well have stood in Q, and where, moreover, the parallel with Mark is not
verbal (ix. 14; xv. I; xvil. 1 &is; xxii. 16 ; xxvii, 38} : so that here, too, the
tense may not be due wholly to Mark’s influence. This view finds further
confirmation in the fact that the one passage in Luke in which the historic
present occurs with 7ére (as often in Matthew) is xi. 24-26, the picture of
the Demon cast out and returning, which appears also in Matt. xii. 43-43,
and so probably belongs to Q.

3 Note that in ch. xvil. 2-xxii. 15, while Matthew does not reproducc

one of Mark’s 26 historic presents, he has some 19 cases of “ he saith’, ‘they
say’; independent of Mark, The same independent usage is secn in the
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saith’ also in the course of Peter’s denials (xxvi. 71)—
a section which has special features (‘ Jesus the Galilaean’,
‘the Nazaraean’, ‘thy speech makes thee manifest’, the
omission of ‘a second time’, besides more dubious points);
in the examination before Pilate (xxvii. 13, 22, verses
between which comes a good deal special to Matthew, but
implying at least an oral context similar to that in Mark,
e.g. 19, along with 24); and in the Appearance of the risen
Jesus to the women in xxviii. 10. When we look for
similar traces of the Q type of tradition in Luke, they are
forthcoming. Thus Jesus’ words to the ‘daughters of
Jerusalem’ are quite in its style, including the use of wAdv
(xxiil. 28), and 7ére (v. 30), which also seems characteristic
of QL.! We have already seen: feason to trace QL as
underlying Lk xxii. 35, while wAd4r occurs twice in xxii.
21 f,, in the heart of the Lucan account of the Last Supper,
in which there is throughout much ‘independence of Mark.
Indeed this applies to the whole of ch. xxii, being traceable
in such verses as. 3%, ‘Now Satan entered into Judas’
(cf. 31 1), 4" “and captains’ (cf. 52), 6° * apart from crowd’
(drep, cf. 35), 8-10* ‘ Peter and John’ and matters of form,
14-23 (both in substance and order?); 24-30 (with
parallels® in Mk x. 41-5 = Mt xx. 24-8, cf. Mk iix.
accounts of John and the Baptism of Jesus (iii. 1, 13, 15), the Temptation
(iv. 5 L, 8 bis, 10 f.), the Centurion of Capernaum (viii. 7), the Two
Aspirants (viil. 2o, 22, 26), the Two Blind Men (ix. 28 bis), and other
passages (xiii. 5¢; xiv. 31; xv. 12, 33 {. ; xvi. 15)—most, if notall, of which
probably belonged to Q. The historic present also occurs some 17 times
in Matthaean parables, xii. 44 f. (Lk xi. 24-6); xiii. 28 [, 44 fer; xviii. 32;
XX. 6-8 quater; xxii, 8, 12; XXV, 11, 19 bis.

! Especially as seen in its occurrences in discourse in Lukc, some 13 out
of a total of 15 cases. Of the other two, xxi, 10, ¢ Then he said to them,’
occurs amid discourse ; and xxiv. 45, ‘ Then opened he their mind to under-
stand the Scriptures,’ is closely related to what looks like Q matter, Note
also in xxiii. 43 dufy, found in Luke only 5 other times (iv. 24; xii. 37;
Xviii, 17, 29; xxi. 32), against 13 in Mark and 30 in Matthew, and so prob-
ably adopted by him only from his special source.

? Luke’s order is psychologically superior, passing only after the Supper
to the topic of betrayal (cf. Jn xiii. 21 ff.). ' )

® That Luke is hcre independent of Mark is proved not only by the
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35, Mt xxiii. 1r; Mt xix. 27f, ie. Q tradition
variously placed); 31—4, ‘Simon, Simon, behold, Satan
asked, &c.’; 35-8, the new need of equipment; and the
sections examined above. The differences extend even
beyond the verses indicated, and are not to be explained as
merely due to Luke's stylistic method. TIFurther, there are
analogous, though far slighter, marks of another narrative
than Mark as known to Matthew, even in the first half of
its corresponding chapter.

All this points to Q as in some form including the Passion
story, so full of sayings bearing on Jesus the Messiah and
His Mission. When, however, we add the striking diversity
of Luke's order both in chapter xxii and in the whole
Passion story, it is most probable that his Q matter had
already taken its place in the contexts in which it actually
occurs in his pages, i.c. without reference to the Marcan
narrative. This seems a more natural solution ‘than that
put forward quite tentatively by Sir J. C. Flawkins at the
end of Essay II in this volume. The one thing which remains
obscure is the relation of Luke’s non-Marcan matter at this
point to what we have called his special source of informa-
tion (S), as distinct from QL. To that source it is usual to
assign most of those episodes which have no parallels in
Mark or Matthew (assumed to contain between them
practically all the common Apostolic tradition, Q), such as
the raising of the Widow’s Son at Nain, the scene in the
house of Simon the Pharisee, and some passages in Luke’s
‘Great Insertion ’ already examined. But it is clear that if
we isolate such S sections, they do not form or even suggest
a continuous whole such as we should expect to find in
a written document or primitive Gospel. Accordingly we

difference of form, but also by his not using Mk x. 45, which speaks of the
Son of Man giving His life ‘a ransom for many’—the verse of all others
which lie might have been thought sure to seize and work in soinewhere.
That he does not do so, should deter us from assuming that Luke anywhere
delaches verses from their context in Mark in an arbitrary fashion.
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seem faced by these alternatives: either (1) Luke was there
using a series of disconnected anecdotes written down in his
notebook from the lips mainly of a single early witness—
for they betray even in Luke’s re-writing of them a Judaeo-
Christian manner not his own, and even the stamp of a
single mind rather than a circle of tradition; or (2) these
ancedotes came to him already associated with the form of
Q tradition which we have called QL, the local type familiar
to the witness from whom he derived also the distinctive
S element. In the former case Luke must himself have
written down in his notebook the QL type of local tradition,
and then woven in the various anecdotes at a later date,
possibly only when writing his Gospel by the aid of Mark.
In the latter, QL and S were already fused together in the
narrative which Luke derived from his special informant
(= S), and which he committed at the time to his note-
book. We have already argued as regards the part of
Luke’s Gospel prior to the Great Insertion, that the latter is
the more probable view. But even if this were otherwise,
it would remain quite possible, and even probable, that the
Passion narrative and its sequel lay before Luke in a form
differing from the foregoing just in this, that all that his
informant (= S) knew touching this, the final stage, had
been given to Luke as an articulated story, wherein the
order was determined by the knowledge of this witness
himself, and so was the real historical order in a sense un-
paralleled in the rest of Luke’s non-Marcan data. The
natural, psychological sequence here visible bears out this
view, and indeed suggests that the author of the S element
is now speaking as an ‘eyewitness’ or as an associate of
such, and so reproduces the local form of the current
Apostolic tradition (QL) in its real historic setting. This
would explain the freedom with which the Marcan narrative
(also embodying a certain amount of Q matter) is ignored
and at times traversed.
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But in fact these phenomena of independent historical
witness underlying the Lucan narrative are not confined to
the Passion. They extend beyond it on both sides, so far
as the history lies in Jerusalem and the immediate vicinity.?
Let us first take what of this precedes the Passion.

From the point at which Luke runs parallel with Mark
after the Great Insertion (xviii. 15; Mk x. 13), his sources
seem to be as follows :—

xviil. 15—14. Children brought to Jesus , . . . Mark, ? S§2
18-30. The Rich Ruler’s question, &c. . . . S*
31-34. Warning as to the Passion. . St
35—43. Blind man at Jericho . . . . S?
xix. 1-r1o. Zacchaeus of Jericho . . . . S¢
11-28, Parable of Moneyasatrust . . . . §
29—36. The Colt procured for Jesus’ entry . Mark (S)7
37—-44. Approach to Jerusalem, &c. .S
45—48. Cleansing of the Temple . . . S8 (Mk)
xx. 1-8. Question as to Jesus’ authority . . . Mark, S

9-19. Parable of the Vine-dressers and the Heir S°?, Mark

! Tt is noteworthy that out of some 20 sections in which Sir J, C. Hawkins
(Horae Synopticae?, pp. 210-11) discerns variations from Mark common to .
Luke and Matthew, such as seem to point to a second common source (of
some kind) fall between Lk xxi. 37 and xxiv. 9. This suggests that the
evidence for the Q tradition behind Mark as influencing these two Gospcls
in some way, is specially manifest for the final Jerusalem days.

? Note #al 7a Bpé¢n, Mark naidia (also used by Luke in Jesus’ rebuke) ; note
also mpooexaréoaro (abra), and dufy, which Luke would probably avoid (in
favour of ¢Apfas, cf. ix. 27, xii. 44, xxi. 3), if using Mark only.

3 Note especially dpxev, & (7ois) olpavois, the order uj porxedons, p)
¢povevays, also dujv (see note 2).

4 The divergent form of 31° ecf. xxii. 37; wkal OBpobhoerar; v. 34,
cf. ix. 4s.

5 The difference of locality, of mpodyovtes in 32, all 43% ; cf, Mt also fer its
Q, e. g. in 8o, and 33 f.

6 The seeming lack of connexion with what follows is probably due to the
reason for the parable given in 11, which may be Luke's own addition.
Originally the connexion of thought was simply the true use of money as
a trust, whereas 11" turns attention to a secondary feature of the parable,
absent from Matthew's version.

? To judge from Matthew's independence here, his Q also had this section.

8 Matthew also deserts Mark’s order here and supports Luke's, owing
to his Q.

9 Here again Matthew's independence, like Luke’s, points to a second

S.5.P. YA
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XX. 20-26. Question as to the Census-money . . S', Mark
2%-38. The Sadducees put a test question . . S, Mark
39. Certain Scribes approve Jesus’ answer . S?
40. Questioners now silent . . . . . Mark
41-44. Jesus puts a queslion as to Messmh . S
45—47. Warning against the Scribes . . . . S3% Mark
xxi. 1-4. The Widow’s Mites. . . . . . Mark, (S)*
5-36. Eschatological Discourse . . . . S°® Mark
347 f. Jesus’ haunts during these days . . . S

As for what follows the Passion, there are traces here
also of a source other than Mark, but embodying much the
same tradition as to both the Burial ¢ (xxiii. 50-6) and the
Resurrection (ch. xxiv). In the latter case we have signs
of independent developments of the fundamental tradition
(Q) in all three Gospels, especially as to the angelic mani-
festation at the tomb. That known to Mark makes the
women see, on entering the rock-tomb, ‘a youth seated on
the right hand, arrayed in a white robe’ (a7oA7); that
followed by Matthew (QM) represents ‘the angel of the

source. In connexion with Luke’s variations in v. 19, where he has Aady,
while Mark has 6xAov, note the reference to ‘ the people’ (Aads) asa prime
factor of the situation in Jerusalem which marks Luke’s account throughout.
From =xviii. 43 onwards Aaés occurs some 15 times in this connexion, but
only once in Mark—in a passage which confirms its historical fitness (xiv, 2=
Mt xxvi. 5; cf. xxvii. 25, 64)—although Mark uses ‘crowd’ in some of the
same passages (xi. 32; xii. 12, 37; xv. 8, 11, 15). In Luke’s narrative
it occurs in cases that cannot be due to himself, and points to a consecutive
second source running through these closing chapters.

1 In xx. 20" the use of ‘righteous’ suggests the same source as is used in
xviii. 9. Matthew also shows signs of Q, including historic presents in
Xxii, 20.

2 Here S's tradition deviated from Mark (cf. x. 25fF.) and led directly to
what we find in Lk xx. 41, ‘And he said to them.' As to 41-44, the
deviations in Matthew also suggest the presence of more than Mark (i. e. Q).

¥ Note ‘to the disciples’, supported by Mt xxiii. 1.

4 Note dvaBAéyas (cf. xvi. 23), rerxpdy, eis Ta Sapa.

5 Luke's eschatological discourse has its own opening and ending, and
much else due to a non-Marcan source.

8 Note Luke’s characterization of Joseph, especially as dixaios, cf. xxiii. 47,
XX. 20 ; xviii. 9; ii. 25;i. 6, 17, and other features not paralleled in Mark,
e. g. as to the Tomb, and in 56%, ‘and they rested on the sabbath according
to the precept.’
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J.ord ' as seatcd on the stone which he had rolled away, his
raiment (évvpa) ‘ white as snow’ and ‘ his countenance as
lightning’; while Luke’s source (S) says ‘two men came upon
them (éméornoar) in dazzling apparel ' (éobfjTi dorpamrodey,
cf. Matthew &s dorpamsq). The setting being thus different
and pointing to second sources as used by both Matthew
and Luke, it is natural to suppose that the difference in
words uttered was also due to these sources. Thus Luke’s
special source already omitted reference to any coming
appearance in Galilee, pointing on the one hand backwards
to the predictions of the Passion and Resurrection (in terms
of ix. 44 ; xviil. 33 : cf. xxiv. 44-6), and on the other hand
leading up, by the report carried to ¢ the eleven and all the
rest ’, to the appearance in Jerusalem which follows in xxiv,
36 ff. This, then, seems to have been the immediate sequel
in the common Jerusalem form of the Apostolic tradition as
known to S; but to judge from the way in which it is linked
on to the close of the episode of the Two Disciples going to
Emmaus (xxiv. 33-5), the latter incident was added to the
common tradition by the author of S himself, out of his
own special knowledge. Yet the language and ideas of the
two sections are perfectly homogeneous alike with each
other and with the references to the fulfilment of prophecy
in Jesus' whole career, which enter again and again into
the substance of the narrative of the Ministry, and this too
in passages belonging clearly to the QL. matter (ix. 371, 44 ;
xil. 50; xviii. 31 ; xxii. 37 cf. xiii. 32}, as well as to that
more peculiar to S (iv. 21). Thus, once again, we have
grounds! for asking whether QL was not already fused
with the special S matter in the document used by Luke.
If we look to certain S sections in the Lucan narrative
prior to Jesus' arrival at Jerusalem, we may hesitate

1 We may add that dusv, which is found in xii. 37; xviii. 17, 29 ; xxi. 32
(i.e. 4 out of the Luke's 6 cases), occursin iv. 24 ; cf. the remaining case,
xxiii. 43.

YA
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between this theory and one which regards I.uke as
having himself fitted such sections, received as detached
episodes, into the fairly consecutive QL tradition, along
with Mark. But in view of the seeming historical unity of
the two elements in the last stage of Jesus’ ministry, which
we have been tracing, it is best to assign their unity
throughout—or at most with rare exceptions—to the mind
from which Luke derived his non-Marcan material as
a whole,

Having now tested Luke’s narrative on both sides of its
central and most distinctive part (ix. 51-xviii. 14), where
we had in Mark one of his sources before us for comparison,
we can the better approach the so-called Great Insertion in
the Marcan type of framework. Will our theory of a single
¢ special source’ in addition to Mark still meet the case?
That the conditions are not the same is evident on the very
face of the narrative. There is a comparative lack of in-
dications of Zistorical sequence and circumstance, as evi-
denced by place-names and definite notes of transition from
stage to stage of a developing ministry—whether as regards
Jesus’ self-manifestation or the attitude of different classes
in Israel to Him and His message. The fact is that the
development of the Galilaean ministry has already passed its
crisis before the point at which the Great Insertion comes
in. In other words, His ministry in the more populous
parts of provincial Israel was: practically over, when Jesus
left Galilee proper and began to journey—still through
Herod's territory, though now East of Jordan-—towards
Jerusalem at a time when the Passover was already approach-
ing. This, at least, is the impression conveyed by the
Synoptic narrative as a whole. But Luke’s Great Insertion
gives us the impression that much more took place at this
juncture than we should gather from Mark, ere His journey
developed into the prophetic Progress with which all ouy
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Gospels picture Jesus as actually approaching David’s
city.

Here two questions need to be kept apart; the correctness
of this impression, and the source to which it is due in
Luke’s Gospel. It is with the latter alone that we are
directly concerned. Yet the two blend intimately at one
point at least, namely the very opening of the Great Inser-
tion, where we read of the mission of the Seventy, a definite
historical event, and one which presupposes a rather
systematic ministry on the line of Jesus’ route itself. This
opening part of the Peraean ministry we shall examine with
some care, before discussing the material in ix. 51-xviii. 14
as a whole, to the very fullness of which—rather than the
nature of the Ministry itself, even including that of the
Seventy—is due our feeling that it should represent the
traditions of a fairly prolonged activity.

The actual point of departure in Luke’s Peracan section
corresponds to Mk x. 1: “And . . . he cometh into the
borders of Judaea and beyond Jordan; and there come
together again multitudes unto him, and as he was wont
he again began to teach them.” This points back by the
repeated use of ‘again’ to the period of retirement with the
inner circle, for the purpose of teaching them apart as to
the issues of His coming visit to Jerusalem. Now, having
finished ‘teaching his disciples’ (ix. 31), He resumes His
usual teaching of the multitudes, as He makes His way
towards Jerusalem on the eastern side of Jordan where
Peraea, a part of Herod Antipas’s tetrarchy of Galilee,
bordered on Judaea proper. The language of Mark itself
suggests a leisurely progress, including something like
a ministry in that region. This is obviously how Luke
understands the matter, referring back to this historical
situation at two points (xiii. 22 ; xvii. 11) in the lengthy
account he believes himself in a position to give of Christ’s
teaching during this period. To judge from independent
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features in Lk ix. 51" 52% he had a second source which
gave what looked like the beginning of this journey, before
Jesus had crossed Jordan, while He was on the borders of
Galilee and Samaria. It told a story occasioned by the send-
ing of messengers ahead, to prepare peoplehitherto unfamiliar
with the prophet of Nazareth for his arrival amongst them ;
and it was the fact that they entered a Samaritan village, in
the region where Galilee and Samaria were in contact, that
led to the incident (ix. 52-6) which caused the sending of
these messengers to be remembered in some line of Christian
tradition, apparently rather a direct? one. It is in logical
continuation of this narrative, that' we get in x. 1 the record
of a more organized sending forth of such forerunners
as have just been spoken of. But wc have no sure means
of judging whether the intervening three examples (two
in Mt viii. 19 ff.) of would-be personal disciples? (ix. 5%7-60)
originally came here in the special source, or werc placed
here by Luke himsclf.

What, then, is the value of Lk x. 1 ?? Does it represent
true tradition, or only a later conception? In its favour is
the temporary nature of the commission as defined in the
verse itself—partly on the lines of ix. 52, which most accept
as historical, and partly on those of the commission to the
Twelve. The contrary impression, viz. that a secondary
permanent apostolate is attributed to the Seventy, is largely
due to the degree to which the charge in x. 2 ff. is a replica
of that to the Twelve, as found in ix. 1-6 (comp. Mk vi. 7-12).
But (1) we need not wonder if there has been some assimila-
tion of traditions in two cases so similar in the main;

1 One lying too before Luke in writing : witness the early order ¢ James
and John’, which was changed in Luke's own day owing to James’s death
and. John's later prominence {cf. Acts i. 13, and the reversal of Mark’s
order in Lk viii. 51 ; ix. 28).

2 The very urgency of Jesus’ demands best suits a late and critical stage
in His ministry.

3 Its present wording probably owes something to Luke, e. g. dvéefer ¢
kvp:os, possibly érépous ; but that is all.
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(2) somecthing of this may be the result of Luke’s own
ordering activity. He may have attached to this sending
out of temporary heralds of Jesus” approach words found in
the charge to the Twelve in his S, which he did not use
(though they influenced his use of Mark) in the former con-
nexion, owing to Mark being there available. This would
accord with the allusion to the Twelve, in terms of what we
find in x. 4, which occurs in xxii. 35, ‘ When I sent you
forth without purse (BaAXdvriov, cf. xii. 33) and wallet and
shoes, lacked ye anything?’ It is just possible that this
form of commission was addressed both to the Twelve and
the Seventy, as reported in S. But it cannot there have
been addressed to the Seventy only, as in Luke. Hence
the QL type of cross-reference in xxii. 35 cannot have been
inserted by Luke, but was already part of S—a result
which makes QL in ix, 1 ff. or x. 1 ff, or in both, also
part of S.

As to the exact contents of the Charge in x. 2-16, which
perhaps already formed a unit in QL (or S), vv. 13-15 have
been artificially attracted by affinity between v. 14and v. 12 ;
and as in Matthew also (xi. 20-7) what we find in vv. 13-
15 immediately preceded what follows in vv. 21 ff.—linked,
too, by the same formula ‘in that hour’ (season)—it is
natural to conclude that it was so also in QL. Whence,
then, came vv. 17-20, which record the return of the
Seventy and make this ‘the hour’ when vv. 21f. (or even
2I-4, as in Luke) were spoken? Surely they must have
been introduced by the mind which brought vv. 13-15 into
connexion with x. 2-12, since without them the connexion
of what we have shown to be their sequel in Q (as proved
by Mt xi. 20-7)}—especially in the Lucan form, ‘In that
hour he exulted .. . and said,’—is far less natural than with
them. The whole combination probably took place in the
mind of the author of S rather than in Luke’s, even though
it be incorrect, in so far as vv. 13-15, 21-2 (24) historically
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referred to the Galilaean ministry ! and the Twelve (as Mt
xi, 207 suggests). Indeed it looks as if Lk x. 21-2 (24)
originally belonged to the conversation between Jesus and
the Twelve on their return, as referred to in Mk vi. 30
= Lk ix. 10. As to vv. 17—20 themselves, the disciples’
crowning joy in their power over demons follows well on
v. 9, where power over sickness alone had been mentioned
in their Charge, and corresponds to what we read of in
Mk vi. 7; Lk ix. 1, as a notable feature in the charge
to the Twelve.

If we have been right in judging as historical the mission
of the Seventy heralds ol Jesus’ coming, on His journey
towards Jerusalem, it will have an important bearing on the
origin of certain parts of Luke’s ‘special source’. For this
cpisode was no part of the common A postolic tradition (Q).
Nay, more, since it records actual words spoken by Jesus
touching the success of their mission—words to which there
is no extant parallel in the story of the Twelve—we are
warranted in supposing that the tradition came through
some one in specially close touch with the second circle of
Jesus’ personal followers, ‘the rest’ spoken of in Lk xxiv. g,
cf. 33, to whom reference is made in Acts i. 21 in con-
nexion with the filling of the gap in the inner circle of the
Twelve., Such a man would meet in early Jerusalem days
some who had served among the Seventy, and so hear and
preserve their special traditions. But the limitations of
traditions so obtained are as obvious as their value. They
would lack much that belonged to the official tradition of
Jesus’ ministry, particularly the carly stereotyping of its
order by constant use, and in connexion with this the
preservation of certain details of place and time not really
cssential to the spiritual value of each incident. On the

1 This is probably true also of a good deal of what follows in the Great
Insertion, which contains (especially after ch. x) what S had collected
without being able to assign it a definite place in the familiar framework of
Apostolic tradition (Q).
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other hand fresh types of spiritual receptivity would be
represented by certain of the wider circle of witnesses, some
of whom may, for instance, have been more cultivated
in mind and more liberal in sympathies, especially towards
a class like the Samaritans, than the framers of the official
tradition. Through some such witnesses, say those with
whom a Hellenist member of the Jerusalem Church would
find most in common, distinctive traditions such as mark
Luke’s ‘Great Insertion’ would be most likely to survive
and take on a special shape. Finally, one or more of such
members of the original ¢ Seventy ’ may well have been
disciples won early in this Journey, men like those whose
call is recorded in Lk ix. 57-62.

One who moved in such circles, and was also in personal
contact with the Twelve themselves,—e. g. Peter and James
and John, perhaps the last in particular (cf. the intimate
story of Martha and Mary, x. 38 fl.)—would gradually gather
much the sort of traditions, morc or less grouped accord-
ing to affinities of idea, that we find in Lk ix. 51—xviii. 14.
It looks, too, as if the historical order were best preserved at
its beginning, but soon fades away, to be followed by
a series of sections more or less loosely linked together
in groups, the links between the several groups being
specially loose, where they exist at all. That these links
belonged for the most part to the * special source’, prior to
its incorporation into what aimed definitely at being a con-
nected narrative like Luke’s Gospel, is rendered most
probable by a comparison with Luke's method when dealing
with Mark,! which lies before us much as he used it. TFor
there ‘our third Evangelist is careful not to create con-
nexions in time which he did not find in his source’, although
he may add explanatory touches in the introductory matter,
derived from what follows, to make the situation clearer

1 This is so well argued by Professor Stanton in The Gospels as Historical
Documents, Part 11, pp. 228 {., that it is needless here to labour the point.
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to his readers. So, too, in the use of his special source
between ix. jr-xviii. 14 he may at times go beyond it
in specifying thosc addressed (e g. in xii. 1, 22; xvi. I;
xvii. 1); and he certainly scems once ! at least to enhance
the quasi-historic setting of this whole section, by inserting
a reminder that Jesus is to be thought of as still on His way
up to Jerusalem. ‘And iZ came to pass, when on the way
to Ferusalem, that he (xai avrds) was passing between
Samaria and Galilee’ (xvii. 11). Yet even here he is only
following a hint of his source in ix. 51,2 if not again in
xiv. 25 (ovvemopebovro 8¢ adre dxAot moAhol). On the
whole, then, the position of this Great Teaching Section in
the setting of a prolonged journey, resting on a basis of fact
preserved in ix. 51-x. 42 in particular, was a form of narra-
tion due to S itself.

But what of the Parables so distinctive of this section?
Were they already part of S as they now stand in Luke, or
did he fit them in to their present setting from elsewhere?
The section, x. 25-37, is crucial for the relation of these
Parables to the QL element in S. In the first place there
is good reason, derived partly from Luke’s own differences
from Mark (xii. 28~34) and partly from thc divergences in
Matthew (in some cases agrecing with Luke’s), to believe
that the Scribe’s question as to the Great Commandment
stood in Q) as well as in Mark. In the second place, it is
in Luke united closely with the parable of the Good Samari-
tan, peculiar to this Gospel. It is often assumed, indeed,
that this conjunction is due to Luke himself; but this is
rather a violent theory, in view of the natural way in which

1 Probably again in xiii. 22, xix. 28, in both of which Westcott and Hort
read ‘lepogdAvua, the more Greek forin found in Luke’s Gospel only here and
in ii. 22; xxill. 7 (a parenthetic note by Luke writing as Greek to Greeks).

% kail abros 70 mplowmoy ¢orfipite Tob mopevesbar eis ‘Tepovoargu, Note that
mopeveafar seems a favourite word of Luke’s S, e. g. 521, 57, in the same
context. It is probable, then, that both ix. 57 and x. 38 & 78 mop. adrots,
without éyévero) are also due to S.
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the question as to one’s neighbour arises out of the maxim of
Jesus inv. 28, i.c. ‘ Love thy neighbour as thyself, and thou
shalt live’. The words of transition, moreover, ‘ But he,
wishing to justify himself . . . have a parallel in words of
Jesus (xvi. 15) presumably belonging to Luke’s Q elcment,
*Ye are they who justify themselves before men.’ Further,
the dialogue in which the moral of the parable is applied at
the close, presupposes just such a situation as is described in
the foregoing encounter with the Lawyer. Accordingly the
whole section, Lk x. 25-37, may have stood as a unit! in a
single source here drawn on. This would also explain why
Luke places vv. 25-8 far out of its context in Mark, a trans-
position which would not otherwise readily occur to him,
and which he would hardly venture on without objective
warrant (comp. xi. 14 ff. in the face of its parallel in Mk iii.
20-30) ; for there is nothing in what precedes or follows to
suggest placing vv. 25-8 alone here. But if these verses
formed a unit with the parable of the Good Samaritan in
his source, therc is some fitness in this unit standing (as
it may have stood already in S) near to words in which
Jesus shows His attitude to Samaritans (ix. 52 ff.). Indeed,
this juxtaposition may even be true to facts.

Be this as it may, we must go behind Luke to his source
for Lk x. 25-37; and this has important consequences. It
means that a parable, regarded as among the most distinctive
of Luke's Gospel, and so as belonging to his ‘ special source’
—if one source contained the bulk of such peculiar matter—

! 1t has also internal verisimilitude, since it was more like Christ's method
to give His questioner positive instruction in the larger spirit of the precept of
Love to one's necighbour, than to send him away merely bafiled in his
attempt to trip up the prophet of Nazareth (implied by Mk xii. 34 and made
explicit in Luke and Matthew). But if so, Luke’s setting is better than
Mark’s, since Jesus would hardly have put the lesson in a form so offensive
to Pharisaic feeling at so critical a moment as His final visit to Jerusalem.
Perhaps Mark’s order was caused by the feeling that xaA@s 8:5¢oxare {xii. 32)
in the scribe’s mouth was connected with the 8:3daxaAe, xaA@s einas, in which
Q (see Lk xx. 39, cf. Mk xii. 28%) described the attitude of his class to
Jesus’ answer to the Sadducees.
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reached Luke already united, in a seemingly original
manner, with a section of his form of Q (QL). That is, QL
was here,too,onewith S, and not distinct from it in tradition.!
But further, seeing that not only in its spirit but also in the
very formula with which it opens, ¢ A certain man’ (dvfpomés
7ts), this parable is closely linked to a series of the most
distinctive Lucan parables (xii. 16 ff. ; xiv. 16 ff.; xv. 11 ff.;
xvi.1 ff., 19 ff.; xix. 12 ff.; cf. xviiil. 2 ff,, 10 ff.), it is natural
to infer that they, too, came to Luke already united with his
QL matter in the special source. Two of them (xiv. 16 ff,
xix. 12 ff.) have substantial parallels, yet with differences
showing distinct lines of tradition, in Mt xxii. 2 ff.; xxv.
14 ff.  But in no case does a non-Lucan parable open with
‘A certain man’ (cf. ¢ A certain judge ’, ¢ Two men’, Lk xviii.
2, 10), although all three Gospels agree in the opening, ¢ A
man planted a vineyard’ (xx. 9). Yet even here it is to be
noted that they do not agree exactly, Luke having dvfpwmos
épurevaey aumehdva, Mark dumeddva dvfpomos épuTevaer,
Matthew dv@pwmos v olkoeambrns oris éiTevoey dume-
Adva. It looks, then, asif the Lucan form of opening to so
many parables were a mannerism of the S type of tradition,
whether it was transmitting common Q matter (QL) or parts
of the apostolic tradition peculiar to itself (S proper).
Another case of the blending of these two streams in S,
analogous to that afforded by x. 25-37, may be seen in the
three parables of Lk xv. The first of these, which opens
with  What man of you ? ', has a parallel in Mt xviii. 12-14,
“What think ye? If any man have’ (éav yévnral Twe dv-
Opdme): then the extra element in Q) as known to Luke (QL)
reveals itself in the second parable on similar lines, * Or what
woman’: and finally, the third opens in characteristic S
form, with ¢ A certain man had two sons’. Yet the affinity

1 This runs counter to Professor Stanton’s finding as regards this parable
(op. cit., p. 229), but has analogy in the connexion of xii. 13-15 and 16-21
(where note the Jewish idea in dratroiow),
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of standpoint and feeling between it and the foregoing,
especially in ¢ Rejoice with me, for I have found . . . (the)
lost’ (cf. xv. 23 f., 32)-—in direct antithesis to the attitude of
Jesus’ critics in xv. 2—forbids the idea that the conjunction
of the third or most distinctively S parable was Luke’s own
device.!

As regards the special character of the parables distinctive
of Luke, a word more may be said. Professor Stanton ob-
serves (p. 231) that these ‘contain, strictly speaking, no
reference to the Kingdom of God. ... They teach moral and
spiritual lessons, applicable under all circumstances . . ., and
the main consideration in each case is the practical inference
to be drawn by individuals '—even when the future Kingdom
of God is in question. Again, in form and imagery, ‘they are
concerned with human emotions and motives, inner debat-
ings and actions, which are vividly described ; they are in
fact short tales of human life” They require ‘no separate
interpretation ’, but ‘ bear their moral on the face of them’,
As Professor Stanton further remarks: ‘ Different kinds of
parables spoken by Christ, as well as different parts of His
Teaching more generally, may have had a special interest
and attraction for particular individuals or portions of the
Church, and so may have been separately collected and
preserved.” This fully accords with the suggestions made
above, when speaking of the Seventy. Both the Lucan
parables and his whole teaching asto riches and the breadth
of Christ's Gospel towards sinners, tax-collectors, and
Samaritans, suggest that Luke’s special tradition had
passed through the medium of some Hellenistic circle of
Palestinian Christianity, which has acted by selective
affinity on its contents, and has to some extent influenced its
language and style. If so, it would in both respects, in

The fact that xv. 3 runs ¢ He spoke to them this parable’, rather than
‘ these parables’, will not bear pressing, as though in the source only one
parable followed originally, i. e. xv. 4 ff.
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substance and form, have becn already prepared for easy
assimilation into the work of such an Lvangelist as L.uke:
hence the special difficulty of distinguishing in detail what
may or may not be due to his ‘ special source’ or to his
editorial hand.!

So far we have, for the most part, left over the question as
to the exact form in which S came to Luke. That it lay
before him in a written shape when he compiled his Gospel,
hardly needs arguing further. Still we have to face the objec-
tion that a Gospel-writing of such high authority, to judge
from Luke’s use of it, could hardly fail-—once it passed into
circulation—to leave some trace of itself on tradition or
even on our Matthew, seeing that it would be almost
certainly of Palestinian origin. If, however, it never passed
into circulation, but was known only to Luke, then it must
either have been written by its author for him, in response
to his inquiries, or by Luke himself, virtually from his in-
formant’s lips. For had he not written it down on the spot,
as it were, the Jewish tone and phrasing so noticeable in its
underlying texture would not have been preserved by him,
a Gentile Christian. Thus these two alternatives come to
very much the same thing in the end. The body of
tradition cannot have been reported to Luke by a number
of persons in different circles and at very different dates. It
is all too homogeneous in spirit, form, phraseology, and in
its special interests, shown in the matter most peculiar to it,
e. g. that touching Samaritans (ix. 52 ff. ; x. 33 ff.; xvii. 16;
cf. Acts viii. 1, 5ff.) Its homogeneity is too great to be
the product even of a single circle of tradition. It bears
the impress of a single selective and unifying mind, other
than and prior to that of the Evangelist himself, though one
congenial to his own. In other words, we can best conceive

! This consideration renders of doubtful value much even of Professor
Stanton’s careful linguistic analysis in Pp- 291-312,
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S as the tradition collected tn a single Fudaco-Christian
mind, embodying the common apostolic tradition (Q)along
with other elements peculiar to its own personal information,
and as probably written down by Luke himself more or less
in the language!® of this ‘ minister of the word’, as he re-
sponded to Luke’s special inquiries (Lk i. 2f). Thus S
was a peculiar form of written memoirs 2 elicited by our
Third Evangelist ad Zoc, not immediately for the literary
purpose to which he finally put it, but rather asa permanent
record of the most authentic tradition to which it had
been his lot to obtain access, for use in his own work as an
evangelist or catechist of the oral Gospel. No wonder, then,
if it had large affinity with his own conception of the Gospel,
while it was often clothed in phrases and conceptions which
were more Jewish than those native to his own mind (as
shown by those parts of Acts where he is writing most
freely).

When we have so stated the matter, we are already
hovering on answers to further queries. In view of what we
know of Luke’s history from Acts, we can hardly doubt
that it was while with Paul in Caesarea (the only place in
Palestine where he ever had leisure for such a task), that he
made his careful inquiries and wrote down his ¢ special
source '—possibly, too, any other traditions that he may have
worked up later along with it in his Gospel. Nor need we
doubt as to the witness from whose lips he would by prefer-
ence gather his traditions for committing to writing. It
would be he whom Luke singles out for emphatic notice as
the host of Paul and himself at Caesarea, when on their way
to Jerusalem, and characterizes as ‘ Philip the Evangelist’
(Acts xxi. 8f). With him he would cultivate the closest
relations when a few weeks later he found himself again in

! This would account fully for the blending of non-Lucan and Lucan style.
* Analogous to Luke's own Travel-diary which seems to lie behind parts
of his book of Acts.
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Caesarea, this time to remain there some two years, or a
considerable portion of that period. In every particular
that occurs to one’s mind in thinking of the special matter
in Luke’s Gospel, including the ways in which its Q element
diverges from that preserved in Matthew,! the special
tradition of Philip—associate of apostles and other personal
disciples of Jesus in Jerusalem—as that tradition would shape
itself in his mind and speech in Caesarea, seems to suit the
conditions of the case.? If not himself an eye-witness
of Jesus’ last days in Jerusalem, he would have just the
perspective which the ‘special source’ seems to have had.
For its narrative of the Jerusalem ministry is not only full
and intimate,® but is also markedly consecutive, whereas it
lacks close historical connexion for the matter prior to that
period, even though its pictures are vivid and seem largely
derived from eye-witnesses. Philip would naturally hear
first-hand touching the sending of the Seventy and their
return ; for some of these would be his intimates in the
early yearsat Jerusalem, before the Hellenists were scattered
through Stephen’s liberal interpretation of Messiah’s
message. The Evangelist of Samaria was, too, the most
likely of media for traditions touching Jesus and Samaritans.

As to the earlier Galilaean days, touching which the
‘ special source’ seems to have contained detached but vivid
stories—the Sermon at Nazareth, the call of Simon, the
incident at Nain, the Woman at the Pharisee’s feast—we
may even suggest the apostle through whom Philip was able
to enrich his tradition with matter so congenial to his own
spirit and conception of the Gospel. If John is associated

1 That the Lucan Logia should as a rule be less modified and added to
in substance by the unconscious action of tradition, but on the other hand
should less faithfully preserve the original Semitic form - as many scholars
believe—is just what one would expect of a tradition current in Hellenistic
Caesarea about A. p. 57 or 58,

2 Observe e. g. the confident allusion to Cleopas as one of the two going
to Emmaus.

® e. g. the note as to Jesus’ daily habits in xxi. 37 f.
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with Peter in the early chapters of Acts, which probably em-
body traditions from the same source as the special element
in Luke’s Gospel, that fact may reflect a special interest on
Philip’s part in this apostle, which seems to come out also
in the specification of Peter and John as the two disciples
sent to prepare for the Passover in Lk xxii. §, as well as
later to inspect Philip’s work in Samaria (Acts viii. 14 ff.).
The same result emerges from a consideration of the inti-
mate domestic picture of Martha and Mary, who also enter
largely into the Johannine Gospel, and of the story illus-
trating Jesus’ attitude to Samaritans (ix. 54, cf. the Parable
of the Good Samaritan, and the episode of the Grateful
Samaritan), read in the light of John’s mission to the
Samaritans in Acts viii. 14, 25. Even the special sympathy
with women traceable in several episodes in Luke’s Gospel,
may be correlated with what we read of John in connexion
with the mother of Jesus (Jn xix. 26 f.), although there
was doubtless a selective affinity between such traditions
and Philip, the father of four prophetic daughters, and
indeed Luke himself. Still it need not be assumed that all
the elements of Luke’s special source belong to the same
stratum of Gospel tradition. Some may go back to early
Jerusalem days: others may have reached its narrator only
in Caesarea or its region, and have undergone some changes
in transmission. But none suggest an origin outside Pales-
tine. This is true even of the most special group of all
Luke’s peculiar traditions—and which need not belong to his
“special source ’ at all—those touching the nativity of Jesus
and His Forerunner, including the Genealogy in iii. 23-38.
These too are in any case of Palestinian origin, to judge by
their local colour! and the circle of interests within which

! e.g. the allusive phrase ‘the Hill country ' (% épewq, i. 39; c1. 65) ; the
order in the expression ‘mnight and day’, in ii. 37, contrasted with that
in xviii. 7; the use of ‘ brought him up’ without specifying Jerusalem, if (as

argued above) els 'lepogdAvua be secondary; and also the use of Mapidu
prevailing in chaps. i-ii, in contrast to Mapia, the more Greek form usual

S.S.P, A d
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they move, as well as by their close affinity of language and
idea with other parts of Luke’s special matter, notably in
his last chapter.

Finally as to the degree of editorial adaptation which S
may have undergone in being worked into Luke’s Gospel,
it seems to have been inconsiderable and due mainly to
concern for ordered sequence (kafefs), to which the Evan-
gelist attached such value for his reader. This would
naturally show itself at the opening of sections, and in a
lesser degree at their close. There is, however, no clear
proof that Luke made up even so much setting without
seeming warrant in his sources, one or both. His use of
Mark discountenances any such suggestion.!

IT

To such a theory of the sources of Luke’s Gospel two
initial objections occur readily. In the first place the large
extent of ‘the special source’, far larger than has usually
been supposed by those who assume its existence at all.
But such an objection loses point once it is granted that
Mark, with which our source is on this showing often closely
parallel, was itself based on an apostolic tradition already
stereotyped in its salient features, at any rate as current in
the Jerusalem Church.? It simply becomes a matter of
evidence in detail touching divergence amid agreement
between Mark and Luke, throughout the sections where
they are parallel. The second a prior objection would be,
in the Gospels (Lk x. 38, 42, as an exception, only confirms the point,
on our view of S).

! The scope of this essay does not require examination of such editorial
or literary changes in detail as Luke may have made in S, as he certainly
made them in Mark. His enhancement of the Biblical style of the narrative
by the frequent insertion of ¢ And it came to pass ...’ has been noted : the
only other instance of heightening the dignity of the story which need here
be alluded to, is Luke’s apparent substitution or addition of the title ‘the
Lord’ in solemn contexts,

? The tradition as known to our Matthew might differ a good deal, as
being current later and in quite a different part of Palestine.
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that the theory reduces Luke’s part in his Gospel to a
minimum, viz. the blending of his two authorities, and the
smoothing of the style of the whole into something like
unity, as well as conformity to the literary and other require-
ments of his own circle of readers, This many will feel
contrary to their previous impressions of the purport of
Luke’s own preface. But does that preface really suggest
anything as to Luke’s use of written sources at all? Here
are his words in a form which aims at rather more exacti-
tude than would be in place even in our Revised Version,
‘Forasmuch as many have taken in hand to draw up a
narrative concerning the facts that are matter of full convic-
tion among us Christians (r@dv memrAnpoPopnuévor év Huiv
mpayudrov), according as they were handed down to us by
the original witnesses and servants of the Message (of arn’
apxfis avrémrar kel mnpérar yevéuevor ToU Abéyov); it
seemed good to me also, as having investigated! (rapnrodov-
Onkére, i.e. having by inquiry accompanied in mind) from
an early date all things with accuracy (dvwlev mdaw drpiSds),
to write for you in orderly fashion, most excellent Theophilus,
that thou mightest recognize as touching the doctrines
{Abywr) in which thou wast instructed their secure nature.’
Luke’s object was to confirm trust in the Christian doc-
trines (Adyor) by setting the Christian facts (mpdypuara) of deed
or word in the convincing light of ordered sequence, instead
of more or less haphazard presentation of anecdotes and
sayings. [t was the partial and uncodrdinated character
of the existing narratives accessible to converts or inquirers,
especially in the region where Luke is writing,? that prompted
him to supply one which could appeal to the Greek sense
of rational order and development, as belonging to genuine
1 Dr. G. Milligan tells me that this sense, to ‘ investigate’ a matter, is
supported by the papyri, where it has in one case 7j dAnfeig after it.
2 This may have been the province of Asia (so Harnack for Acts), where

a rank growth of Gospel-narratives may well have arisen of which no
specimens survive.

Aad2
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history. It was just in this respect too that he felt himself to
possess special advantages, in that his efforts to trace the
actual course of things had been conducted under most
favourable conditions. What those conditions were he does
not say: they certainly did not consist in the number of
written sources at his disposal. We should rather gather
that his advantage lay in the direct way in which the original
facts, as handed down by eyewitnesses who afterwards minis-
tered the Message to others, had reached him. This con-
dition would be completely satisfied supposing that, in
addition to Mark's Petrine form of the apostolic tradition
(which may not yet have been current where Luke was
writing), he possessed a series of written memoranda taken
down years before from the lips of one who had been perhaps
in part an eyewitness, but at any rate an early associate
of eyewitnesses. For the special accuracy of such materials
he was able personally to vouch, from what he knew of their
immediate source, as well as from other early witness.
Among his grounds for assurance on this point he may
have included the large support given, as to contents and
order, by so weighty a narrative as the Gospel of Mark, also
written by one he knew well. But the very fact that he
often sets aside Mark’s order for that of his special source,
suggests that his grounds of confidence in this latter on
other and more direct evidence must have been in them-
selves conclusive. In any case there is no reason to include
this source among the ¢ many’ written narratives current in
the region where he was writing, narratives which he hopes
by its help to supersede.

The first draft of this essay was already complete when
Prof. Stanton’s judicial examination of the subject? rendered
a fresh testing of the matter desirable. On the whole his
results do not differ widely from my own. But as his dis-

! The Gospels as Historical Documents, Part 11, pp. 220-322 in particular.
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cussion is the most important that has appeared for a long
time, at least in English, it may be well to place before the
reader his summing up, and then define exactly the seeming
advantages of the theory already outlined. Here is his
theory in his own words (p. 239 f.), the italics being added
to indicate the main points in common.

‘For his account of the Ministry of Jesus our third evangelist
used, besides the original (or approximately the original) Gospel by
Mark, one other principal source, namely, an expanded form of the
original Greek Logian document !, .. With a copy of the latter as
a foundation, a good deal of other matter was embodied, somewhere
tn Palestine, if not in Jerusalem.

“ The additional matfer may have been derived to some extent
from the Aramaic Collection of Logia, which had not been fully
rendered before. But besides this it comprises many parables,
which corresponded (there is no reason to doubt) with Aramaic
originals, but whick had been told orally and in greater or less
degree shaped anew, before they were committed to writing. ~Some
of the few zncidents added may also have been first current as lradi-
tions in the communitly where the document was produced.’

¢ This document has supplied the greater part of the non-Marcan
matter in the Gospel from the beginning of the Synoptic outline
onwards. And it is natural to conjecture that ke peculiarities of
the third Gospel /7 passages which have on the whole close parallels
are in some instances duwe /o 77, e.g. ... a portion of the account
of the Centurion’s servant (Lk vil. 4~6% r1o). DMost of the matter
from it has been given in two sections, Lk vi. 1y7-viii. 3, and

1 I should say ‘tradition’, owing to the wide divergences belween the
Logian element in Luke and Matthew, which seem to preclude a common
document of any kind. But the point is secondary to the general idea of
the single source here defined, an idea common to C. Weizsicker (in his
Untersuchungen iiber die evang. Geschichte, 1864, pp. 203 if.), P. Feine (Eine
vorkanonische Uberliferung des Lukas, 1891), J. Weiss in the eighth edition of
Meyer's Kowmmentar on Luke (1892), and W. Soltau, Unsere Evangelien,
1901, though some of them think that Luke also made use of the same
written Q as Matthew. Feine thought too that Luke used what he calls the
Synoptic basal document’ (Grundschrift), mainly narrative in character,
as distinct from the Logia (Redeguelle) conceived on old-fashioned lines—as
though exclusively didactic in form, whereas B, Weiss and others have made
it probable that the original common apostolic tradition (Q) contained a fair
amount of narrative as setting for striking sayings.
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Lk ix. gr-xviii. 14. But just as some of the earlier sections of the
document khave been iniroduced into the Synoptic oulline! defore the
Jirst of these fwo nseriions, so likewise a_few have been given after
the second of them.

‘The evangelist himself has added a few passages® gathered by
him probably from oral fradifion. In particular the accounts of
incidents in the history of the Passion and Appearance of the Risen
Christ, peculiar to this Gospel, owe (it would seem) their written
form to him. ...

¢ Qur third evangelist had besides a narrative of the Birth and
Infancy of John the Baptist and of Jesus, which was composed in
Palestine, but which was probably a separate writing . . ./

Here the great element common to Prof. Stanton and
myself is the belief that (a) a single document ‘ supplied the
greater part of the non-Marcan matter’ in Luke’s Gospel for
the whole Ministry ; (8) this embodied a form of Q differing
considerably from that known to Matthew, and even to
Mark ; (¢) the matter additional to the original form of Q
which this enlarged document contained, represented tradi-
tions current ‘somewhere in Palestine’, and in southern
Palestine. Our differences turn on (a) the stage at which
the various forms of Q passed into written form; (8) the
‘few passages’ added by the evangelist himself from oral
tradition, including some in the history of the Passion and
Resurrection. As to the Nativity narratives in chaps. i-ii
(and the connected Genealogy), neither of us sees clear
evidence for including it in Luke's ‘ special source’, though
it too was composed in Palestine,

Thus the one difference in principle between my theory and
that of other upholders of Luke’s ‘special source’ as an ex-
panded form of Q, lies in the point at which the original apos-

! This bears also on certain striking divergences of Luke from Mark in
narratives where they are parallel, as though Luke had a second form of the
original apostolic tradition here before him.

% e. g. the episode of Zacchaeus (cf. op. cit,,"p. 238), and within the two

¢ Insertions® vii. 36-50; viii. 1-3; X. 29-37 ; and possibly xvii. 11-19 /p. 229).
Yet see above.



XI. The Sources of St. Luke’s Gospel 359

tolic tradition (Q) is conceived to have passed over intowritten
form. I can see no evidence that Q) was ever written down
before it was so in Luke’s S. That even the first evan-
gelist embodies Q in oral rather than written form seems
the more probable view on internal evidence. Probably his
Q was of a type connected in some way with the Apostle
Matthew, since this is implied alike by the title of our First
Gospel and by the tradition in Papias (though there the
emphasis falls on the language of Matthew’s collection of
Logia rather than on their reduction to writing). But it is
hard to believe that an actual apostolic writing would have
been suffered to perish among Jewish Christians of all types
(even after being used in the composition of later Gospels),
especially in those conservative circles where the Gospel
according to the Hebrews was later the only one in use.
Either, then, this gospel itself embodied the Aramaic work
of Matthew to which the tradition in Papias really refers, or
Matthew never committed his oral teaching to writing. In
neither case is there cogent reason for assuming any document
as entering into the development of our Synoptic Gospels
prior to Mark, on the one hand, and Luke’s special source
on the other. Each of these may well contain in rather
different form the common apostolic tradition, both narra-
tive and didactic, as known to their respective authors.

It remains only to sum up the main merits of the above
special ¢ Two-Document theory’ of Luke’s Gospel.

(@) First and foremost, it is the simplest explanation of
the highly complex phenomena in question, and at the same
time the most adequate. It does away with the need for
finding many and various motives, more or less problematical,
for what are usually assumed to be Luke’s editorial changes,
even in little things, from Mark! or Matthew’s Q. As

! These would often be quite unconscious, since Luke’s memory would
be filled with the wording of Q as embodied in S, through constant use of it
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regards Mark, such deviations at once cease to be difficulties,
since those which are not purely stylistic in nature, whether
conscious or involuntary, nor even cases of a change of
order tending to greater clearness of narration,! may have
existed originally in a document composed without any
reference to Mark. As to the Q) element in Matthew, our
theory gives adequate flexibility for the widest deviation,
by leaving more to the unconscious factor operative in
different local traditions® prior to incorporation in our
Gospels. Thus the Q) element in Luke came to him already
in its present setting, in his primary source, to whose author
it was known in an oral form differing as much from the
form found in Matthew as does that in Luke’s own work.
That the author of Matthew knew Q in written rather than
oral form, as even Mr. Allen maintains, I am as little con-
cerned on my theory of Luke to deny, as he is to assert
that Q was known to Luke? (or his special source) in the
same or indeed in any written form. Nevertheless I am not
convinced that there ever was a written ‘book of discourses’
that has perished. Analogy is against the idea that an
Apostle himself committed to writing, at so early a date as
is requisite, a record of his oral teaching. Nor do I think
that Luke would have written as he does in his preface, had
there been a work by one of the Twelve already in wide
and honoured circulation : he would have felt the need of

in teaching. Our theory also explains most naturally the deviations from
Mark commion to Luke and Matthew, as due to their use of Q, though not in
identical forms (hence their agreements are not more numerous).

7 These are of course hard to distinguish from cases due to another order in
the sccond source, where its presence may otherwise be suspected.

> Thus the affinity between poverty and ¢faith’, and the duty of using
one’s goods entirely as in trust for those in need—so much more marked in
Luke than in Matthew—seem characteristic of the Judaean Church as
reflected in Gal. ii, 10, the Epistle of James, and the early chapters of Acts
(ef. x. 2). This points to the home of S, and turns our mind once more to
the Hellenistic circle of Philip at Caesarea.

% See p. 281. ‘It is hardly likely that he was acquainted with it’, i. e. the
‘book of discourses’ used by our Matthew.
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defining his attitude to it, so as not to seem to cast any
reflection upon it too. This leads naturally to a second merit
in our theory.

(4) It involves what seems also the simplest and most
adequate account of the whole Q) element in the Synoptic
problem, including the phenomena of Mark. Analogy again,
particularly that of the earliest forms of the Franciscan
tradition, does not favour the view that the original cycle of
apostolic tradition (Q) took the form of a mere summary
of Jesus” Sayings, with a bare minimum of historical setting.
It consisted rather of Memorabilia of His life and ministry,
as of the Prophet of the Kingdom in word and deed,! in
such a way as to convey a real image of His personality, as
it had impressed leading Apostles like Peter and the sons
of Zebedee. As Prof. B. W, Bacon well observes:—

¢ Whaltever of Q has passed into either Matthew or Luke trough
the medium of Mark will fail to appear. And it is precisely the
narrative element or elements . . . which would suffer this fate.
It becomes therefore largely a petitio principir to argue from the
paucity of narrative of Q shus reconstructed (i. e. after the elimination
of the Mark element in Malthew and Luke) that it was not, like our
gospels,® a story of the ¢ sayings and doings ”’, but merely a manual
ol the “teachings” of Jesus’ (dmerican Journal of Theology, xii. 653).

To this I may add, on my theory of Luke’s special source
as largely parallel with Mark where Luke’s own Gospel is
so, that we have here in a slightly different form positive
traces of Q) as used by that source. Further, the form of
the Gospel according to the Hebrews, so far as known to us,
supports the above view of Q.

! B. Weiss approaches this conception of Q as furnishing a series ot
typical anecdotes, each with one striking saying at least at its centre,
comtnon to all our three Gospels.

3 Admitting that Q began with narrative—the work of the Forerunner,
the Baptism, and Temptation —and included stories such as the Healing of
the Centurion’s servant, it is hard to see why it should not haveincluded the
Passion and Resurrection. ¢ The writer (or teacher) who begins his work
as a story, and ends it as a homily, . . . is a curiosity ’ (Bacon, Lc.),
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The opposite impression as to the nature of Q, even in its
oral stage, rests on little save a dubious reading of Papias’s
reference to ‘the Lggia' compiled by Matthew, and the
form in which the teaching of Jesus appears in our First
Gospel. But this is probably a secondary and ‘rabbinizing’
form '—to use a convenient phrase—i. e. a product of the
practice of Christian instruction and apologetic in certain
Palestinian circles. Thus Q as known to the author of our
Matthew (QM), whether oral or written, was very different
in form from Q as known—orally, as it seems—to Mark
(QMk), or again to the author of Luke’s special source
(QL).2

(¢} The theory of Luke's ‘special source’, as sketched
above, is also on the lines most applicable to his sources in
Acts. It correlates itself, moreover, with the Hellenistic
side of the Judaean Church, just as Matthew’s Q) seems
connected with the Hebraic.

(d) Finally, our theory can claim partial support from
some of the other essays in this volume. For certain of
their observations point, on the one hand, away from a
written source common to Matthew and Luke, and on the
other hand towards a special source for Luke in which much
of the Q element stood already incorporated.

! Jesus’ teaching was set forth as a New Law (Thora). Compare the
spirit of the so-called Teaching of the Apostles, ch. viii, as to Fasting and
Prayer.

? These are practically distinguished even by Prof. Stanton, e. g. pp. 370f.;
cf, 26, note 6. The parable of the Sower affords a good case in point.
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The following diagram may help to put the gist of this
essay clearly before the reader’s mind.

LUKE'> SPECIALSOURCE.

e
OUR LUKE

Here oo represents a special line of the oral apostolic tradition (Q).
represents the ‘ author’ of a written Gospel (embodying
other elements than his special form of Q).
—!—|]—l—|]— represents a written Gospel as source of a later one.
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SYLLABUS

THre principles of criticism whether applied to the Old or New
Testament are identical.

But the subject-matter in each case is very different.

The date of Moses most uncertain, but he must have lived at
least several centuries before any record of his life, which has
reached us, came into being. Contrast with this the proximity of
St. Mark’s Gospel and of Q to the events which they attest.

The present position of crilicism of the Hexateuch. The un-
critical conservatism of Méller and Orr.  New views on the early
date of Monolatry, Eerdmans' rejection of critical principles
accepted ever since Astruc published his book on the composition
of Genesis in 1751.

Sir W. M. Ramsay’s protest against the claim of Hexateuch
critics to determine in the minutest details the extent of the several
documents. The misleading nature of the parallel which he draws.
The minute severance of documents in the Hexateuch justified by
an examination of the story of the Flood as given in Genesis.

General sketch of the documents in the Hexateuch and their
characterislics.

Both Hexateuch and Gospels of composite origin.  Similar
composite origin can be proved in case of Chronicles, 1 Esdras,
and may be illustrated from the Saxon Chronicle,

Doublets the best clue to diversity of documents, Doublets in
Synoptic Gospels, Psalms, and Proverbs.

The compiler of the Hexateuch had no documents near to the
time of Moses, and he makes his latest document the framework in
which he sets and to which he adapts all his earlier material. The
Synoptic Evangelists, on the contrary, base their narratives on Mark,
their earliest document for the life of Christ. Matthew and Luke
also build on Q, which may belong to the Apostolic age. But
a peculiar difficulty arises in the Gospels from the fact that there
must have been an Aramaic background.



THE CRITICISM OF THE HEXATEUCH
COMPARED WITH THAT OF THE
SYNOPTIC GOSPELS

VAGUE ideas on the relations between Old and New
Testament Criticism have prevailed in the popular mind.
Hence misunderstandings have arisen, apt to create a
prejudice against historical inquiry on the one hand and
historical Christianity on the other. Thus Biblical scholars,
especially those of the English type, have been accused of
timidity and inconsequence. They are willing enough, so
their adversaries allege, to apply historical method in all its
vigour and rigour to the examination of the Old Testament,
but they stop short of a sudden, and shrink from subjecting
the Gospel records to the same inexorable tests. There
has been, and still perhaps is, an uneasy feeling abroad that
criticism has reduced the traditional accounts of early Israel
to the legendary level, and that a like fate must in the end
overtake the presentation of our Lord’s life and teaching as
it lies before us in the Gospels. Nor is this view wholly
confined to those who have but vague impressions on the
trend of Biblical criticism. No candid person will deny
that Dr. Orr has a detailed acquaintance with the literature
of the subject; yet he warns us (Problemn of the Old Testa-
ment, p. 477) that we cannot reasonably abandon the Biblical
tradition on Abraham and Moses, unless we are also pre-
pared to part with Christ and the Gospels. ‘The fact is
becoming apparent,’ he says, ¢ even to the dullest, which has
long been evident to unbiased observers, that much of the
radical criticism of the Old Testament proceeded on prin-
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ciples and was conducted on methods which had only to
be applied with like thoroughness to the New Testament
to work like havoc.” This argument, familiar enough forty
or fifty years ago in the days of ¢ Essays and Reviews’ and
Bishop Colenso’s work on the ¢ Pentateuch ’, is now seldom
heard from scholars. Still it is heard, as the words quoted
from Dr. Orr suffice to prove.

Now it is certain that the principles of criticism are
always and everywhere the same. Either these principles
are unsound and should therefore be entirely dismissed, or
they are valid and must be applied without fear or favour.
No document can claim exemption from critical sifting;
the reverence of ages, the intrinsic beauty of the narrative,
the depth and sublimity of the lessons it enforces, can of
themselves make no difference here; the results of critical
inquiry once established by proof, must needs be accepted,
even if they seem to endanger the very basis of religion and
morality. It is indeed scarcely necessary to say that
religion and morality rest on foundations which never can
be shaken, and that the discovery of new truths may
strengthen but cannot by any possibility undermine the
structure, That, however, is not the point which con-
cerns us here. Rather we would urge the fact that the
uneasiness to which reference has been made arises from
a confusion between critical method and the subject-matter
with which the critic has to deal. No doubt the method
of inquiry must always conform to the same essential rules.
If, however, the matter subjected to criticism be different,
the result will be different also, just as the same acid pro-
duces different effects when applied to different colours.
Taking then the earliest portions of the Hexateuch and the
Gospels we naturally begin by asking what extent of time
separates them from the alleged facts. As regards the
Hexateuch, we at once come face to face with the difficulty
that the date at which Moses is said to have lived and
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worked is unknown even approximately. For long the
popular theory has been that Ramses II (circ. 1340-1273)
was the Pharaoh of the oppression. The supposition was
plausible. We read in Ex i. 11 that the Hebrews were
employed as serfs in building Pithom and Raamses, and
there is evidence that those cities (Pitum and Ramses) were
built under Ramses II. Moreover, his long reign of sixty
years and more is well suited to the events as given in Exodus.
The Exodus was placed under his successor Merenptah.
But in 1896 Flinders Petrie discovered a pillar erected by
Merenptah in his fifth year, which makes the favourite
theory untenable, at least without serious modification.
The most important words stand thus on the inscribed
slate: ‘Libya has been wasted : the land of the Hittites
is quieted. . . . Ascalon is led away: Gezer is taken:
Jenucam is annihilated. Israelis wasted : it is left without
fruit of the field” So far then from crossing the Red Sea
and becoming wanderers in the wilderness under Merenptah
we find the Israelites in his reign already settled in Canaan
and leading an agricultural life. No wonder that scholars
since Petrie’s discovery have been driven in diverse directions.
Miketta (Pharaok des Auszugs, 1903) and Lieblein (Soc.
Bibl. Avchaeol. xx) carry the Exodus back to Amen-
hotep II or II1, about the middle of the fifteenth century B.C.
If the Habiri mentioned in the Tel-el-Amarna tablets dating
from circ. 1400 B.C. are Hebrews, this theory would find
some confirmation, but any such identification is extremely
precarious. Meyer (Die Israeliten, p. 224 f.) supposes that
the Hebrews were the Bedouins on whom Seti I made war,
and places the Hebrew invasion of Palestine under the
immediate predecessors of this same Seti I (circ. 1350 B. C.),
when Egypt was in confusion and distress. So far the dates
given are early. Flinders Petrie, however (A7s¢., vol. iii),
and Spiegelberg! (Aufenthalt Isvaels in Aegypten) place
! Known to me only through Eerdmans.

S50 B b
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the Exodus in Merenptah’s reign, and understand by the
Israel of the inscription tribes akin to the Hebrews, which
last never were in Egypt at all. This last supposition is
held in a more distinct form by Marquart (Chronol. Unter-
suclungen). He believes that the tribe of Joseph alone, and
not the Leah tribes, were settled for a time in Egypt or on
its north-eastern borders and quitted them in the epoch
of disturbance which intervened between Seti II and
Ramses III. No one can be certain as yet that he has
found a way out of this perplexing labyrinth. Let us
for the moment put the date of Moses as far down as we
can, say about 1250, or even with Eerdmans (Vorgesch.
Israels, p. 74) about 1150 B.C. Even then the oldest docu-
ment of the Hexateuch, that of the Jahvist, is separated by
several centuries from the Mosaic age. Possibly even six
centuries may havc intervened between Moses and the
earliest record of his life accessible to us. Contrast this
with the Gospels as related to our Lord’s life. Nobody
doubts the date at which all the records place our Lord’s
death. It is at least an uncontroverted fact that He is said
to have suffered under Pontius Pilate in the reign of
Tiberius. Moreover, we have a narrative of our Lord’s life,
substantially identical with our Second Gospel, and com-
mitted to writing within a generation after Christ’s death.
It is not the work of an cyewitness, but there is no reason
to doubt and strong reason to accept the early tradition
(Papias apud Euseb. A. E. iii. 39) that Mark was the com-
panion and ‘interpreter’ of St. Peter, and derived from him
his knowledge of Christ’s words and deeds. The historical
character of Mark’s narrative is attested partly by the fact
that it was written when some of those who had been
«ministers and eyewitnesses of the word’ still survived,
partly by the naturalness of the picture which it presents
and the absolute impossibility that any maua, even if he had
the genius of Shakespeare, could have produced such a life
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or even the main features of such a life out of his own
imagination. Besides St. Mark we have a collection of the
Lord’s Sayings freely used in our First and Third Gospels.
This collection, generally known as Q, can hardly have been
compiled after the destruction of Jerusalem, and Prof. K.
Lake, in a recent number of the Expositor, has given strong
reasons for putting it a decade or even two decades earlier.
We may hold with a fair degree of confidence that it belongs
to the Apostolic and not, like our Second Gospel, to the
sub-Apostolic age. Of course, even a contemporary docu-
ment may be wilfully mendacious or hopelessly inaccurate
and fanciful. But no competent judge will relegate the
Synoptic Gospels to such a class. Consequently there is
no reason to apprehend that any candid examination of the
Gospels will in the end prove destructive, even in that
modified sense of the term according to which the criticism
of the Hexateuch may be described as to a certain extent
destructive. This will become clearer when we examine
the points of union and of contrast between the criticism
of the Hexateuch and that of the Synoptics. But before
entering on this, the central part of the matter, it will be
well to answer, so far as we can, two preliminary questions:
first, how far are we justified in taking for granted that the
theory of Wellhausen, Kuenen, and their school on the
composition of the Hexateuch is still generally accepted ?
And next, supposing that this theory of the documents is
right in the main, is it possible to separate the original
documents and so recover them in their pristine form ?
Undoubtedly changes have occurred which affect the
criticism of the Hexateuch. It would be strange indeed if
all subsequent investigation had simply acquiesced in the
results attained by Wellhausen and his school and composed
itself comfortably to sleep. We may, I think, dismiss the
extreme conservatism of Moller (Are the Critics vight?
Engl. Transl., 1903) in Germany and Dr. Orr in Scotland
Bba
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(Problesm of the O. T., 1906), for though it has found
enthusiastic welcome in certain circles, it has made no
way, so far as we are aware, among Hebrew scholars, It
does not even represent a serious reaction. It is far other-
wise with the change of view which has taken place on the
subject-matter of the Hexateuch. Gunkel in his brilliant
commentary on Genesis (1go1) has made a most reasonable
and fertile distinction between the age of the documents and
that of the various myths, legends, and fragments of history,
written or unwritten, which these documents embody.
A somewhat similar line of inquiry, with special reference
to the connexion between Hebrew and Babylonian religion
and ethics, has been pursued by a number of scholars,
Prominent among them are Frederic Delitzsch, whose
lectures on Babel und Bibel were delivered in 1902 and
published in an English version by Mr. Johns of Cambridge
in 1903. More valuable and cautious are the investigations
of A. Jeremias (Das alte Testament im Lickhte des alten
Orients, 19o5), Bantsch (Hebraischer Monotheismus), and
Dr. Burney in the Fowurnal of Theological Studies for April,
19o8. If these eminent scholars are right—the present
writer ventures to express his own conviction that they
have failed to prove their case—the belief in the gradual
evolution of Hebrew religion would have to be abandoned.
Monotheism, or at least Monolatry (i.e. the worship and
public recognition of one, only God), would take its place
at the beginning of Hebrew religion (i.e. in the time
of Abraham), and we should have no further reason for
refusing to accept the Decalogue as the work of Moses.
Obviously, the questions at issue here are of the very
highest importance. They do not, however, affect the point
which concerns us at present, viz. the severance of the
documents. On the contrary Bantsch is himself a distin-
guished scholar of the Wellhausen school, while Dr. Burney
in the essay to which we have already referred affirms that
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‘the priority of the Prophets to the Levitical law’ (and this
is the hinge on which the documentary question turns)
‘has been proved up to the hilt for any thinking and
unprejudiced man who is capable of examining the character
and value of the cvidence’. One name remains to be men-
tioned, that of Dr. Eerdmans, the pupil and successor
of Kuenen at Leyden. He is by no means a conservative
ot a reactionaty, and stands as far removed from Dr. Orr
as Wellhausen himself. He maintains, however, that the
whole criticism of the Hexateuch (rom its first start in 1753,
when Astruc published his Conjectures sur les Mémoires
originanx dont il parott que Moise s'est servi pour congposer
le livre de la Genése, has been on a wrong track. Astruc
laid the chief stress on the use of the divine names Jehovah
and Elohim, and pointed out that there are two accounts of
Creation, viz. one in Gen i. 1-i. 4% and another in ii, 4"
to the end of chapter iii. Great advance has been made
since then, but no critic has abandoned Astruc’s method.
The document has been found to run through the Penta-
teuch, and Bleek showed in 1822 that the Book of Joshua
is the natural continuation of the history which begins
in Genesis. Ewald and others traced the various docu-
ments through the whole of the Hexateuch, i e. through
the Pentateuch and Joshua, while De Wette in 1805 and
1806 called attention to the peculiar style and character of
Deuteronomy. Hupfeld in 1853 completed the dissection
of the Hexateuch by demonstrating that there are two
writers who use the divine name Elohim and never employ
that of Jehovah before the time of Moses.! We have,
therefore, a writer who gives the account of the Creation in
Gen i-ii. 4% recounts the gradual institution of religious
institutions in Israel, and ends by relating the conquest and
partition of Canaan among the tribes. This document

! The difficulty is increased by the fact that the Elohist uses the word
Elohim even after the revelation of the name Jehovah to Moses.
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used to be called the ¢ Grundschrift’, but is now generally
known as P. It is the framework into which all the other
documents of the Pentateuch have been fitted, and to
which other documents, when need arises, have to give way.
We have it nearly complete, and its limits were fixed
by Noldeke in 1869. We have, therefore, four documents
to deal with, Two of them are occupied with the general
history of the Patriarchs and their descendants. These are
the Jahvist (J) and an Elohist, two authors whose main
interest is in history rather than in legislation (E). Next
we have in Deuteronomy (D) a legislation which stands by
itself. Lastly we have the more elaborate legislation with
narration designed to introduce and explain it (P). For
a century and more D has been relegated to the time
of Josiah or at the earliest of Manasseh. The school
of Wellhausen has accepted on the whole the distinction
between the documents attained by the patient labour
of a long line of scholars. It has, however, transposed the
order of the documents. It places P after Deuteronomy
and after the exile. Till very lately we might have claimed
the practically unanimous consent of scholars to the sum-
mary which has just been given. If, however, Dr. Eerdmans
is right, we must believe that the criticism of the Hexateuch
from its very outset has been following an ignis fatuus.
For the most part it has been labour in vain. Eerdmans
entirely repudiates the view that Genesis is composed of
J, E, and P. Dismissing or almost dismissing literary
criticism, he places first those legends in Genesis which are
frankly and consistently polytheistic, next those which
recognize Jehovah as one among many gods, and last
of all legends which have been monotheistic from the
beginning. This is quite different from the use of the divine
names made by Astruc and his successors. Those who
accept this view will object 2z limine to any comparison we
can make between the documents of the Synoptics and the
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Hexateuch. The present writer believes that Dr. Eerdman’s
exegesis is often fanciful and misleading., Who for example
can believe that when Amos (iv. 11) writes ‘I have over-
turned [some] among you as when Elohim overthrew
Sodom and Gomorrha’, he means that Jehovah had
nothing to do with the destruction of these cities, and
intends by Elohim a god or gods distinct from Jehovah
(Alttestamentliche Studien, p. 36)? Few will acquiesce in
his interpretation of Gen xxvii. 28, ¢ The smell of my son
is as a field which Jehovah’ (i. e. the rain-god) ‘has blessed,
and may Elohim’ (i. e. gods of all sorts)  give it of the dew
of heaven.” It has been argued, as we venture to think
rightly, that Gen xxvii is composite, because the blessing
of Jacob by Isaac occurs twice in verses 23 and 27. We
cannot escape from this difficulty by translating the same
Hebrew word ‘welcomed’ in v. 23 and ‘blessed’ in v. 27.
It is unreasonable to infer from Gen xxviii. 20, 21 that
Jacob, on condition of receiving protection on his way from
the gods in general, vows to choose Jehovah as his own
special God. An examination of the new theory would
take a great deal of space, nor is this a fitting occasion
to deal with it in detail. Scholars have not had time
as yet to give an opinion upon it. Dr. Eerdmans has not
extended his analysis beyond Genesis, and the learned
author himself does not seem to expect any great success
for the present.

But if we are able to distinguish the documents enume-
rated above and to ascertain their general characteristics, are
we also able to carry out the process thoroughly and assign
each verse or half-verse to its proper source? Sir William M.
Ramsay (Luke the Physician, &c., pp. 74 ff.) has recently
expressed his belief that critics have been over-confident
in their attempts to assign each verse or half-verse to this
or that source, and he appeals to private conversations
with Dr. Robertson Smith, who, as Sir William M. Ramsay
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understood him, thought that the severance of docu-
ments could not be carried out in detail. Sir William M.
Ramsay’s argument is interesting for our present purpose,
because he connects it directly with the documents of the
Synoptic Gospels. Supposing, he says, that St. Mark’s
Gospel as a separate book had perished, we could not have
recovered it from a critical examination of Matthew and
Luke, although we know that all of it except some fifty
verses at most out of 661 verses are to be found there. The
parallel is surely misleading in an extraordinary degree.
The Synoptists wrote within a decade or two of each other;
P is separated from J and E by two or three centuries.
Again, the view which the Synoptists take of our Lord’s
history and teaching is in all essential points the same ;
P differs from his predecessors through and through.
J gives one account of the Creation; P another and a con-
tradictory one. According to ] and E the Patriarchs
make sacrifice habitually and at various shrines in Canaan ;
according to P they never sacrifice at all, and this for the
very good reason that as yet God had appointed no priests,
set apart no altar, prescribed no ritual. According to J the
distinction between clean and unclean meats is primaeval
and is taken for granted in the story of the Flood ; P makes
it a matter of direct institution. Instances might be multi-
plied indefinitely. Passing to the linguistic differences we
find, as we should expect, that St. Mark has peculiarities
of his own. Sir John Hawkins (Hor. Synopt?, p. 12 f.)
has collected forty-one words or phrases which are either
found in Mark alone, or which occur in Mark oftener than
in Matthew and Luke together. Similarly Dr. Driver (£7-
troduction to O. T, pp. 1231.) has gathered together words
and phrases characteristic of P as compared with those
of the other documents. No one can examine the two
lists without seeing at once that the diversity of style in the
Hexateuch has no real analogy in the Synoptics. This,
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however, is not the chief point. ‘The style of P, says
Dr. Driver, ‘ stands apart not only from that of J, E,and D,
but also from that which prevails in any part of Judges,
Samuel, and Kings, and has substantial resemblances only
with that of Ezekiel No wonder then that it is much
easier to distinguish P than it would have been to recover
Mark, had it disappeared, as a separate book, by an
examination of our First and Third Gospels. Let us
suppose that Mark had been preserved only in Matthew
and Luke, and that these last had been compiled about
350 A.D. in that intensely controversial and theological age
which followed the Nicene Council. Would it have been so
difficult to recover the text of Mark then? Nor do we
think that critics need apologize for assigning one half-
verse to one document and another half-verse to another
document. True, it is sometimes difficult to make an
accurate and complete separation between J and E ; but
if we find a half-verse in the style of J or E followed
by another half which deals with the same subject in the
spirit and style of P, there need be no difficulty in assigning
each half-verse to its proper source. After all, the reader,
if comparatively a stranger to critical analysis, may easily
convince himself that the critical method may, and at least
in some instances does, attain absolute success. Let any one
take Gen vi. 13-viii. 22 and underline vi. 13-22; vii. 6, g, 11,
13-16, except the last clause of 16; 18-21, 24 ; viii. 1-2, ex-
cept the last clause of 2; 3°-5; 13-19. He will find that he
has two narratives before him. They have suffered a little in
the process by which they have been welded together, but
they can be easily distinguished, and on the whole each is
complete and consistent with itself ; each is distinct both in
matter and form from the other. The verses not under-
lined use the name Jehovah ; the verses underlined only
speak of Elohim. The verses underlined, and only they,
reckon by the years of Noah’s life, by months and by days.
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The underlined verses represent the Flood as lasting a full
year; it is not till 150 days have passed, that the waters
begin to decline. According to the verses which are not
underlined, the seven days of preparation are followed
by forty days of rain ; nothing is said about ‘ the fountains
of the great deep’ which were broken up from below.
After threc periods of seven days each the flood abates.
The underlined verses ignore, those not underlined ac-
centuate, the distinction between clean and unclean beasts
and the sacrifice which Noah offers on leaving the ark,
Surely this illustration of critical method is convincing.
Observe that it deals quite successfully with verses which
have to be divided between two distinct and contradictory
sources.

We may now proceed to give a more general view on the
points of contrast between the criticism of the Hexateuch
and of the Synoptics. Clearly in each case we are dealing
with composite documents. The two oldest documents in
the Hexateuch are those of the Jahvist and Elohist. The
former is so called because he uses the name Jehovah from
the beginning. For example, he puts the words ‘I have
gotten a man with the help of Jehovah’ (Gen iv. 1) into
Eve’s mouth.! The Elohist on the contrary implies (Ex
iii. 13 f.) that this name was first revealed to Moses shortly
before his return from Midian to Egypt. There are other
differences between the two writers. The Elohist is less
anthropomorphic and generally substitutes revelation by
dreams or angels for the immediate apparition of Jehovah.
The Jahvist shows a special interest in the Kingdom of
Judah, to which he in all probability belonged. Thus he
dwells on Abraham’s stay at Hebron, and in the story of
Joseph he assigns the first place among the Patriarchs to
Judah. Still the two writers are closely allied in spirit.

! The meaning, however, of the words translated ¢with the help of’ is very
doubtful. Perhaps we should read with Onkelos ¢ from Jehovah’.
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Each is a narrator and not a lawgiver, though each incor-
porates a brief code (the Elohist in Ex xx. 22-xxiii, the
Jahvist in portions of Ex xxxiv, perhaps 2, 3, 14, 17, 19%
21-3, 25-7). Each wrote long after the tribes had been
knit together in national life and after the division of the
Southern from the Northern Kingdom, yet before even the
Northern Kingdom had reached the brink of ruin. We
cannot fix precisely the dates of publication. It may, how-
ever, be considered certain that the Jahvist wrote between
goo and 700 B.C., and it is generally admitted that the
Elohist wrote somewhat later than the Jahvist. He belonged
to the Northern Kingdom, and there are plausible reasons in
support of the conjecture that he flourished in the long and
prosperous reign of Jeroboam II, i. e. circ. 782 to 743 B.c.
It can be shown that J and E were united by an editorial
hand into a single history. In this process each source
lost something, for though Oriental writers were tolerant of
doublets, even they must set limits to the repetition of the
same story with minor discrepancies. It is quite possible
that the Elohist began with an account of Creation, and that
this part of his work was displaced by the corresponding
section of the Jahvist.

In 622 B.C. a momentous change occurred in the religious
history of Israel. The legislative portion of the Book of
Deuteronomy discovered in that year and accepted as a
canonical book, in reality as the first canonical book, limited
sacrifice to the one central shrine at Jerusalem. In 444
or thereabouts a further and no less momentous change
occurred. In that year Ezra proclaimed the law which
he had brought with him from the land of exile. This
‘Priestly’ document, known to modern scholars as P, pro-
fesses to give the history of Israel from the Creation to the
conquest. In reality its compiler is occupied throughout with
the history of sacred institutions, with the abstinence from
blood and with circumcision, above all with the minutiae
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of Mosaic legislation. He insists, e. g., on the strict limita-
tion of the priesthood to those Levites and to those only
who could claim descent from Aaron. Here he directly
contradicts Deuteronomy. Moreover, it is demonstrable
that the most striking points in his legislation were unknown
till the time of Ezekiel, who, in 571, sketched a plan of
ritual reform. In fact, Ezekiel is the father of the sacer-
dotal law. His proposed code is one in spirit, though it
differs in detail from that which occupies most of the
middle books in the Pentateuch. Only Ezekiel promul-
gates as new, rules which the Priestly Code puts back to
the time of Moses at the very birth of the Hebrew nation.
Probably Ezra who, as has been said, promulgated, also
compiled it. Finally the various documents J, E,D, P, were
united into one book, which is known to us as the Penta-
teuch.! When was this final step taken? Not later than
330 B.c, for then at all events, if not a century before, the
Samaritans received the Pentateuch in Hebrew and sub-
stantially in its present form.

Both the Hexateuch and Gospels, then, are composite in
a high degree. Against J, E, D, P, on the one side, we
have to set the Marcan source, the non-Marcan source Q,
and other special documents and traditions used by
Matthew and Luke. Some have felt a difficulty in sup-
posing that great books arose in this mechanical way and
that one anonymous writer borrowed without acknowledge-
ment from an older writer also anonymous. Whatever we
might have expected a priori, there can be no reasonable
doubt that this has taken place both in the Hexateuch and
the Gospels. Nor is this surprising. Any one can see for
himself that the Chronicler has inserted in his own work,
and that without acknowledgement, whole sections of
historical matter from Genesis, Samuel, and Kings, although

! Not the Hexateuch. P supplies the framework of the first five books, but
not of Joshua—though it is of course partly embodied in Joshua,
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his own views are often in manifest opposition to the
authorities which he follows. Thus in 1 Chron xxi we have
an account of David’s sin in numbering the people. The
first twenty-seven verses are based on 2 Sam xxiv,with
important modifications, the most notable being that the
Chronicler attributes David’s temptation to Satan, whereas
the older and more naive writer referred it to God. Then
in verse 28-xxviii. I we have a characteristic addition by
the hand of the Chronicler himself. In some other places
the older sources are reproduced verbally. So again the
Greek Ezra (1 Esdras in our English Apocrypha) is, with
the exception of iii. 1—v. 3, taken bodily from the canonical
book of Ezra with excerpts from Chronicles and Nehemiah.
Nay, in the historical annals of our own land we have an
example of the way in which a document of the first
importance could be pieced together without the faintest
regard to literary ownership and unity as we now under-
stand them. The Saxon Chronicle relates the history of
Britain from the invasion of Britain by Julius Caesar to
the accession of Henry IT in 1154. ‘It affords, says
Mr. Thorpe, who edited it for the Master of the Rolls’ Series,
‘no information as to its several writers” For the first
500 years it gives information of no independent value drawn
from Latin authors. After that it follows Bede, adding,
however, some original matter. From the birth of Alfred
in 849 to his death it is a document of the first rate, and,
though this does not admit of positive proof, it is quite
likely that this part of the work was written or at least
edited by Alfred himself. But the later part of the history
also has elements of high value. It is, e.g., impossible to
doubt that the vivid picture of William the Conqueror is
from the hand of a contemporary. As a whole the
Chronicle belongs to South England, but the Worcester
MS. contains a long insertion which is undoubtedly derived
from Mercian and Northumbrian sources. The six MSS,
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differ very much, each containing matter peculiar to itself.
Only one MS. contains the story of the Battle of Hastings.
The Chronicler quotes at length several poems without
affording any clue to their origin. The Chronicle then, like
the Hexateuch, is the slow growth of centuries ; it belongs
to more than one kingdom; it contains, though here we
are anticipating a subject to be discussed presently, at
least one notable doublet, for five of the six MSS. place
the murder of Cynewulf under the year 755 and again (this
time rightly) under the year 784. Lastly, the quotation. of
poems has an interesting parallel in similar quotations by
the oldest writers in the Hexateuch. Of these the most
important is the so-called Blessing of Jacob in Gen xlix.
It is very likely that in its original form the poem is
anterior to the rise of the Monarchy under Saul, though it
has suffered serious alteration. Its moral and religious
ideals differ in a striking manner from those of the Prophets.
Benjamin is glorified, though he lives by rapine and
murder ; Jehovah helps Israel in war and blesses it with
fruitfulness, but nothing is said of any moral bond between
the nation and its God. We have similar poetic insertions
in the fragment from the ‘Book of the Wars of Jehovah’
(Num xxi.14,15),in the ‘Song of the Well’ (Num xxi.17,18),
in the quotation from *the poets’ (2wm1 Num xxi. 27-30)
which probably referred originally to the victories of Israel
under Omri over Northern Moab, in the Propheciesof Balaam
(Num xxiii. 24). Less ancient are the ¢ Blessing of Moses’
(Deut xxxiii) and the ‘Song of Moses’ (Deut xxxii).
Further we may compare the fragments of old Jewish-
Christian psalmody which survive in the Gospel according
to St. Luke.

The great argument for the severance of documents
is the occurrence of doublets. Why, for example, does
St. Matthew repeat twice over our Lord’s dicta on the sign of
Jonah (xvi. 4 ; xii. 39), on bearing the cross (xvi. 24 ; X. 38),
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on divorce (xix. ¢9; v. 32)? Why does St. Luke repeat
twice over the saying about the setting of a light upon a
candlestick (viii. 16 ; xi. 33), the maxim, ‘ He who hath, to
him it shall be given’ (viii. 18 ; xix. 26), &c.? The answer
is plain, when we find that the words in question or their
equivalents also occur in St. Mark, so that we are led
naturally to the conclusion that St, Matthew and St. Luke
repeat themselves, because they used or remembered first
one and then another source in which the words were
given. The nearest parallel which the Old Testament
offers to this occurrence of doublets is met with in the
Psalms and in the Book of Proverbs. We may, for
instance, be sure that the second great collection of Psalms,
xlii-lxxxix, in which lxxxiv-Ixxxix form an appendix, was
published independently of the prior collection, viz. iii—xli.
The reason is that Psalm liii is a doublet of Psalm xiv,
Psalm lxx of Psalm xl. 13-17, and Psalm lxxi. 1-3 of
xxxi, 1-3. Similarly it may be proved that the Proverbs
of Solomon x-xxii. 16 formed a collection independent of
Prov xxv-xxix, which are also attributed to Solomon, and
that the Maxims of the Sages (xxii. 17-xxiv. 22) once
formed a booklet of their own apart from the still smaller
collection of such Maxims in xxiv.23-34. The Hexateuch
abounds with doublets, but they are far more numerous
and on a much larger scale than anything to be met with
in the Synoptics. Here it must suffice to mention a few
out of many. We have, as has been said above, two
accounts of the Creation ; two accounts of Hagar’s removal
from Abraham’s house, of the origin of the name Beersheba,
of the revelation of the divine name Jehovah. In the
legislative portions a double and often contradictory treat-
ment of the same subject is still more frequent and striking.
According to Ex xxi. 24 an altar may be erected in
various places, and this permission is followed by the
promise, ‘In all places where I record my name, I will
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come unto thee and bless thee.” The Deuteronomist, on
the contrary, begins his legislation (xii) with the strict and
reiterated injunction that sacrifice must be confined to the
single place ¢ which Jehovah your God shall choose out of all
your tribes’. The passage just quoted from Exodus insists
that the altar, wherever it may be erected, is to be of earth
or else of unhewn stone; the same Book of Exodus, in
xxvii. 1 f., directs that the altar of burnt-offering be built
of shittim wood with a network of brass.

Very noteworthy is the contrast between the way in
which the editors of the Hexateuch use and arrange their
sources. In the Pentateuch? it is the latest and most un-
historical of the documents at his command which the final
editor has chosen to be the framework into which all the
other documents are fitted, It is P which regulates the
chronology. It is a main object of the editor to keep P
intact, How anxious he is to do so may be seen in Gen
xix. 29. We have had the whole story of Lot’s deliverance
from Sodom as told in JE: the catastrophe is over and
the cities are destroyed by fire. Still, after all, the dry
summary of P is appended: ‘It came to pass, when God
destroyed the cities of the plain, that God remembered
Abraham, and sent Lot out of the midst of the overthrow,
when he overthrew the cities in the which Lot dwelt” Here
and there P had to lose something but not much. Now there
is a great deal which we may thankfully learn from P.
It throws a flood of light on the religious views of the
Jewish reformers under Ezra and Nehemiah. It enables
us to understand the way in which the distinction between
priests and Levites, the office and power of the high-priest,
were developed after the exile. More than that, it bears
witness to that sense of sin which had been deepened by
the exile and for which the trespass and sin-offering, first

! Pentateuch, not Hexateuch, for though P is used in Joshua it does not
supply the basis of the book.
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mentioned by Ezekiel and prominent in P, are to some
extent the provision, In this respect a study of the
different strata of P is well worth while: the trespass
offering, originally intended as atonement for unintentional
offences (Lev v. 18), is extended (Lev v. 21 ff) to deliberate
transgression. All this and much else of the same sort is
instructive enough to the student of religious history, nor
should we forget that P preserves some ancient usages.
But P has really nothing to tell us of the central figure in
his work, i.e. of Moses. Nor do we get much nearer to him
by the help of J and E. Just as P throws light on the
changes produced by the exile, so do they on the early
history of the kingdom. Nor can it be alleged with any
show of reason that by the division of the Hexateuch into
its component documents we have gained four witnesses
instead of one. That of course would be a gain if the
documents, in their account of Moses and his work, differing
perhaps on many details, agreed in the main features of the
picture which they draw of the Patriarchs and Moses. At
most this can be said of J and E, and even they are too far
removed from the scenes which they portray to be of much
value as witnesses. Our real knowledge of Hebrew history
begins with the Judges. The existence of Moses and
the mighty work he did in binding them to the worship of
one God, and that a righteous God who had delivered them
from their oppressors, are, as I believe, assured facts. But
that is all or nearly all that we know of him.

Contrast with this the results of criticism as applied to the
Synoptic Gospels. The earliest narrative of our Lord’s life
is our Second Gospel, possibly written after the destruction
of Jerusalem in A, D, 70. That St. Mark wrote after the event
may perhaps be regarded as a legitimate inference from
Mk xiii. 24 (év éxelvais Tais Huépars) compared with
Mt xxiv. 291 (eb0éws 8¢ pera THv ONrwv TOV Huepdy

! See also Mt x. 23.

S.S.P, Cc
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éxelvov). Here St. Matthew seems to be using an archaic
source which did not, however, represent his own view, as
is plain from Mt xxv. 5 (xpovifovros Tob wvugiov) and
xxv. 19 (perd 8¢ mohdv xpérvov). It is, however, admitted
that St. Mark wrote at latest soon after the final victory of
Titus, so that his Gospel belongs, as has been already said,
tothe sub-Apostolic age. Now it is on this oldest narrative
that Matthew and Luke build their own Gospels. Asa rule
they follow the order, and incorporate most of the matter,
of Mark: when they adopt some other order or make
notable omissions we can generally see the motive they
had for their deviation. Add to this that behind our oldest
Gospel lies the collection of the Lord's sayings, which is
used at all events in Matthew and Luke. Further that
Matthew’s, and still more Luke’s, use of the Marcan docu-
ment certainly justifies our confidence that they are honest
and competent in their use of other documents now lost, or
of material drawn from oral tradition. Those, however,
are matters beyond our present scope. We conclude with
the remark that our authorities for our Lord’s life and words
transcend immeasurably our authorities for the life and
work of Moses. In one point only is the advantage the
other way. We have in the Gospels to recognize the
probability of an Aramaic background, so that the words
of the Lord are accessible to us only in a translation. To
this of course the Hexateuch ofters no parallel.
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SYLLABUS

Introductory : the problem stated.

I. Wendling’s ¢ Three-Stratum Hypothesis *—M* the historian
M? the poet, and M?® or ¢ Ev’, the theologian: extent and charac-
teristics of the three strata: M"''s terseness, M*s imaginalive style
and interest in the miraculous, M*s doctrinal ideas—the ¢ Messias-
geheimnistheorie ’, the Atonement, and the Church: M®s re-
dactional methods: two typical instances of their employment
(the Beelzeboul incident and the Withering of the Fig-tree).

II. General doubts regarding the whole theory.

111. Examination of the distinction between M! and M?: Wend-
ling’s arguments inconclusive : examination of the two trial-scenes
(an alleged M!'=DM* doublet): conclusion—Urmarcus at least
(i, e. everything prior to M?%) is a literary unity.

1V. Examination of the dislinction between Urmarcus and M¥s
Redactional Additions: M*s supposed dogmatic interests: Why
should not the concealment of the Messianic mystery have been
a fact? Similar considerations applied to the doctrines of the
Atonement and the Church : the ¢doctrinal ’ argument against the
alleged M?® sections really a pelitio principei.  However, the use of
Q by the author of the Second Gospel seems fairly certain: dis-
cussion of the Beelzeboul incident, the Parables, and the Eschato-
logical Discourse. The ¢great interpolation’ (vi. 45-viii. 26):
the Feedings of the Five Thousand and of the Four Thousand:
they appear to constitute a genuine doublet: Conclusion: Wend-
ling seems to have made out his case with regard to the ‘great
interpolation’,

General conclusion: the Second Gospel seems to have gone
through three recensions (all possibly coming from the same hand),
viz.:—

(a) The earliest—without the ‘great interpolation’ or the
¢ Eschatological Discourse’ (ch. xiii).

(6) The second recension (used by Luke) without the ¢ great
interpolation ” but including ch. xiii.

(¢) The third recension (used by Matthew)= Mark as it
stands.



THE ORIGIN OF ST. MARK

THE inquiry which we propose to pursue in this essay
treats of one aspect of the ultimate problem raised by
the commonly accepted ¢ Two-Document theory’, viz. the
investigation of the ‘sources of sources’. The assumption
that one of the main sources of the present Synoptic
Gospels is to be identified with our St. Mark, or something
very like it, is almost universally accepted, even by those
who do not subscribe to the other part of the theory, which
postulates a written original for the non-Marcan matter
common to Matthew and Luke. It follows that the so-
called ‘Triple Tradition’ has been reduced to a ‘Single
Tradition’, and that many incidents of the Gospel story,
for which it was formerly supposed that we possessed three
independent and converging testimonies, can now be based
only on the authority of St. Mark. Consequently it is of
the highest importance that we should know exactly how
much St. Mark’s authority is worth. Is the Second Gospel,
as we have it, a literary unity, coming almost immediately
from the lips of St. Peter, the spokesman of the Apostolic
band, and consequently possessing first-hand authority in
all its parts? or is it a composite work with a long and
complicated literary history behind it, the product of several
epochs of primitive Church life and thought, containing
a kernel of Petrine tradition, but including layers of legen-
dary embellishment and theological fiction? It is quite
impossible within the limits of a single essay to discuss
adequately the various replies which have been given to
these questions; and it therefore seems best to take one
definite theory of the genesis of St. Mark’s Gospel and
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examine it, in the hope that some positive conclusions
may emerge in the course of the argument. For this
purpose I have selected the ¢ Three-Stratum Hypothesis'
(Dreisclichishypotliese) which was first propounded by
Ii. Wendling in his brochure Urmarcus (Tiibingen, J. C. B.
Mohr, 1903), and has been more recently developed at
length in his larger work Die Entsteung des Marcus-
evangeliums, both because of the extreme interest and
acuteness of the literary analysis by which the theory is
supported, and because of the favour which it seems to
have received from English students of the origins of
St. Mark!!
I

Wendling’s theory may be summarized as follows. Our
present Gospel is composed of three strata or layers, con-
tributed by three different authors, whom he calls M?, M?
and M3, or Ev (= Evangelist). The earliest stratum, the
work of M!, constitutes the kernel of the book, and shows
manifest signs of derivation from a source in close proximity
to the actual facts: the identification of this primitive
source with the Petrine recollections or memoirs is neither
affirmed nor denied. M! is primarily a historian: he has
no doctrinal or other axe to grind, and his style is dis-
tinguished by clearness, simplicity, and pregnant brevity.
To this source are assigned the following sections (printed
at length, in large type, in Wendling’s Urmarcus, pp. 42—
60) :—

Chapter i. 16-38. First appearance in Capernaum.
Call of the two pairs of brothers.
Preaching and casting out of demon in the synagogue.
Healing of Peter’s mother-in-law.
Healing of many sick persons in the evening.
Withdrawal into privacy in the morning,.

! As for instance from Professor Menzies, Review of Theolosy and Philo
sophy, July, 190g.
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i. 39—44. Preacking Tour in Galile.
Healing of leper.
ii. 1-iv. 33 (parts of : see pp. 396, 39%). Sojourn in Capernaum.
Chapter ii, [Preaching in a house; healing of ]Jame man.
with the |Preaching on the shore; call of Levi; ealing
exception{  with publicans and sinners; question of fast-
of a few ] ing; the Sabbath walk through the corn-
words. fields.
iii. 1-5. The healing of withered hand; question of healing on
Sabbath.
iii. 20, 21, 31-5. The mother and brethren.
iv. 1-9, 26-9, 33. Preaching from boat; Parables.
vi. 32-4, viil. 29-3%. Journey to the Norih.
Voyage (to Bethsaida) ; preaching in desert.
Journey to Caesarea Philippi; « Whom say men that I am?’
X. 1—44. Journey to ferusalem.
Discourse during the journey (on the kingdom of God); the
children ; the rich man; the sons of: Zebedee.
xi. 15-xili. 36. Appearance in the Temple.
Cleansing of the Temple—Discourse.
Questions on—
His authority (Parable of Vineyard).
The Tribute.
The doctrine of the Resurrection.
The chief commandment.
Discourse (Is the Messiah David’s Son ?#).
Prophecy of destruction of the Temple.
xiv. 1-xv, 37 (parts of ; see p. 393). Persecution and Death.
Plot of Sanhedrin.
Last meal at Bethany ; anointing.
Treachery of Judas.
The ‘words of remembrance’ (i.e. what was later in-
terpreted as the institution of the Eucharist).
Arrest ; flight of disciples ; mocking.
Trial before Pilate; condemnation; walk to place of
execution.
Crucifixion; derision; death.

These sections, according to Wendling, form a fairly
continuous and intelligible Gospel, which may, indecd, have
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been the carliest record of our Lord’s life to appear in
written form. The ground-plan of the narrative is simple:
the incidents group themselves under three heads, viz. :

1. Capernaum,.

2. Journeys (to Caesarea Philippi and Jerusalem).

3. Jerusalem.

The theatre of the action is thus comparatively restricted:
the two fixed points round which the drama plays are
Capernaum and Jerusalem. We may note that the only
miracles which it contains are works of healing.

This primitive Mark-Gospel, with its naive historical
interest and its complete lack of doctrinal tendency or
literary craftsmanship, not many years after its first appear-
ance, was worked over by a later writer, M2 who made
it the basis of his own narrative. The sections which
Wendling assigns to M2 are as follows (printed at length
in small type in Wendling’s Urmarcus, pp. 42—-6¢) :—

i. 4—14. Preparalions for the Appearance of Jesus.
John the Baptist and his prophecy of the Messiah.
The Baplism.
The Temptation in the Wilderness ; John delivered up.
iv. 35-vi. 44. Wonderful Works.
Control of the powers of Nature,
Hosts of evil spirits vanquished.
Healing of an incurable disease (the woman with an issue of
blood).
Raising of a dead child (Jairus’s daughter).
Digression ;-—The impression produced on Herod : narra-
tion of the end of John the Baptist.
Miraculous feeding of the Five Thousand.
ix. 2-8. Zhe Transfiguration.
ix. 14~x. 52. Other Wonderful Works.
Healing of an epileptic boy.
Healing of a blind man at Jericho.
xi, 1-10. Zriumphal entry into ferusalem.
Marvellous discovery of the colt.
Popular homage to the son of David.
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xiv. 12—xv. 38 (parts of : for sections in these chapters belonging
to M! see p. 391). Z%e Last Day of Jesus' Life.

Marvellous discovery of the upper room furnished.

Prophecy of betrayal, desertion, denial.

Victory over the fear of death, in Gethsemane.

Futile attempt at assistance, then—the Lord completely for-
saken,

Condemnation by the chiefs of the hierarchy.

Peter’s denial.

Mocking by Roman soldiers.

Additional sufferings in the hour of death :—the spiced drink,
the parlition of the garments, mocking repetition of the
prophecy of the destruction of the Temple, the death-
agony, the last insult (the drink of sour wine).

Accompanying natural portents.

XV. 40-xvi. 8. Witnesses for the Death, Burial, and Resurrection,

This second writer, M?, is characterized by Wendling as
the ‘ poet’, in contrast with MY, the ¢ historian’. Like his
predecessor, he is interested only in the work of narration ;
he has no dogma or theory to defend. But he differs
widely from M! in respect of style and method. The
primitive Gospel which lay before him was terse and
unadorned to the point of dryness ; but the additions and
interpolations with which he has embellished the original
narrative are instinct with freshness, originality, life, and
colour. He has the true poetic faculty of visualizing a scene,
making it live before him in imagination, and then pouring
it out on paper in vivid hues and lightning strokes of the
brush. His pictures are no vague impressionistic blurs, but
careful studies characterized by an almost photographic
distinctness and a wealth of clear-cut individual detail. To
him, in fact, and to him alone, is due that peculiar quality
of freshness and objectivity which distinguishes the Second
Gospel from the other two. He has a marked sympathy
with nature; he alone mentions colours—green vi. 39,
white ix. 3, xvi. 5, red xv. 1%, and, without consciously
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seeking for artistic effect, he delights to sketch in a
few vivid strokes the changing landscape which forms
the background of his drama (e.g. iv. 35 ff., the storm-
lashed waters of the lake; v. 1 ff., the precipitous coast of
Gerasa, the tombs on the hill-side, and the city in the
distance ; ix. 2, the mount of Transfiguration with the clouds
sailing past its summit). Most of his incidents take place in
the open air. He frequently mentions plants and animals
(i. 6, 10, 13; v. 11 ff.; vi. 38 ff.; xi. 2 ff.; xiv. 12 ff,
30, 72, animals; vi. 39; xi. 8; xv. 17, 19, 36, plants),
and betrays a special interest in costume (e.g. John’s
garment of camel’s-hair, the glistening robes of the trans-
figured Lord, the owddév of the young man in Gethsemane,
&c.). And he is fond of heightening the vividuess of his
pictures by the use of adjectives and adverbs, e.g. iv. 37
péyas (Aaihayr, Afos, &c.) and xiv. 35 pikpdy (mpoaeAfdv).

Together with this naive delight in the sights and sounds
of the natural world he has a keen appreciation of dramatic
effect. He knows how to awaken the expectancy and
excitement of his readers by dropping some casual hint, or
narrating some secondary scene, which brings the crux of
the situation into clearer relief; for instance, the actual
raising of Jairus’s daughter is deferred, and the interest and
suspense of the reader correspondingly heightened, by the
insertion of subordinate incidents—the healing of the issue
of blood, the arrival of the messengers with the news of the
death, the expulsion of the professional mourners. Often
this same feeling of suspense and curiosity is produced by
the insertion of a short historical excursus explaining the
situation, into the midst of the incident which he has begun
to narrate ; cf. the account of the Herodias intrigue, which
for a short time ‘holds up’ the development of the final
tragedy of John the Baptist's life. And in general his
choice of incidents is inspired by a love of the sublime and
miraculous, in contrast to the more homely and, so to speak,
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prosaic events narrated by M!; he is the first to give us
prodigies and nature-miracles, and a narrative of the
Resurrection.

The manner in which he handles the primitive Mark-
Gospel or ‘ Urmarcus’ deserves special note. The main
additions which he makes to the body of the worlk are three
in number, viz. the Prelude or Preparation for the Appear-
-ance of the Messiah prefixed to the beginning, the account
of the Passion and Resurrection dovetailed into the end of
the primitive Gospel, and the large section iv. 35-vi. 44
inserted into the body of the work, and containing a collec-
tion of prodigies or ¢ wonderful works’. But the fundamental
ground-plan of the old book, M!, has not been altered,
though its historical and geographical horizon has been
materially widened. And his method of redaction is cha-
racterized in a high degree by the same sense of dramatic
propriety and historical realism which we have noted above.
He is no mechanical interpolator of disconnected and mean-
ingless fragments ; all the connexions of his plotare organic,
each situation leading naturally on to the next (cf. the struc-
ture of the Prelude :— John the Baptist preaches on the banks
of the Jordan; Jesus arrives, is baptized, receives the illapse
of the Spirit, is ¢ driven’ into the wilderness, and soon. His
faculty of creative imitation is shown in the account of the
process in the Sanhedrin (xiv. 53, 55-64), which is a literary
construction based upon a frec treatment of the trial beforc
Pilate, which he found in MY In composing his narrative
of the stilling of the storm (iv. 35 ff.) his innate sense
of dramatic effect has led him to take over the stern
command ¢uuddnre from M! (i. 25, where it is addressed
to the evil spirit), and to transfer its application to the
winds and waves. This process of free creative imitation
is seen very clearly in the Passion-narrative as given by
M?, which is very largely built up of doublets of incidents
and smotifs already existing in M!. Tor instance, the Last
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Supper at Jerusalem (xiv. 17—21) is a doublet, consciously
constructed, of M¥s Last Supper, which takes place at
Bethany (xiv. 3-9). In the same way M? has doubled
the Trial of Jesus, the Mocking, the drink given at the
Crucifixion, the derision of the passers-by, and the death-
cry. But in all his borrowing and doubling of older
sections and sentences, the freshness and force of the
original is carefully preserved; the picture never becomes
vague, undecided, or generalized—a strong contrast, as we
shall see, to the procedure of M2 or * Ev’, the final redactor.

In general, the impression which one gains from Wend-
ling’s account of M? is one of a writer of great literary and
dramatic power, who was interested more in pictorial and
dramatic effect than in strict objective truth ; who aimed,
in fact, at composing an historical romance, comparable to
Philostratus’ life of Apollonius of Tyana, rather than a
scientific biography.

We now have a continuous narrative, M! + M?, consisting
of the ¢ Urmarcus’ or primitive Mark (M!) as worked over
and interpolated by M% In this form the Marcan source
was known to and used by St. Luke. DBut after the appear-
ance of St. Luke’s Gospel, and before the publication of
Matthew, the document fell into the hands of a third writer
denoted by the symbols of M? and ‘ Ev’, under whose
hands it assumed its present form. The sections assigned
by Wendling to the final redactor are as follows (printed at
length in Urmarcus, pp. 60-71, ‘ Zusiitze des Evangelisten.’
It will be observed that they constitute between a third and
a half of the Gospel) :—

1. 1-ii. 20. Swmall and mamly unimportant additions.

Foreword; contents of the preaching of Jesus; driving out of
Demons; He becomes well known against His will; the
Pharisees ; presages of death.

iiil. 6-19. The Crowds of Hearers and the Chosen Few.

Flight from the crowds— in vain.
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Promiscuous healings and exorcisms.
Call of the Twelve.
ili. 23-iv. 34. Opponents and Disciples.

Self-defence against ‘ Beelzeboul’ accusations.

Initiation of the Twelve into the mystery of the parabolic form
of teaching.

Vi, 1-13. Failure at Nazareth and success in distan! regions.
vi. 45-viii. 26. The ‘ Great Interpolation’. Journeys, Miracles, and
Controversies.
Dominating moizfs :
(a) The Mystery of the Bread and the disciples’ want of
understanding.
(b) The relations of Jesus with Jews and Genliles.
Events:—
1. Walking on the lake.
. Promiscuous healing (Gennesareth).
. Discourses about clean and unclean,
. Exorcism of Syrophoenician woman’s daughter.
. Healing of a dumb man (Decapolis).
. Feeding of the Four Thousand.
. Pharisees demand a sign (Dalmanutha).
Remarks on the miracle of the bread (on the voyage).
. Healing of blind man (Bethsaida).
viil. 31-x. 45. The Journey to Death al Jerusalem and the Destiny
of the Son of Man.

1. Sufferings, Death, Resurrection.

2. Hints for the life of the Church.

3. Second coming and future reign.

Xi. 11-44. Three visils to the Temple, [‘Ev’ introduces division
of Temple-scenes into three days.]

First look round.

The barren fig-tree.

Small interpolations (The stone which the builders rejected ;
“Thou lookest not on the countenance of man’; Love
better than burnt-offering).

Warning against scribes : the widow’s mite.

xili, 4—37. Prophecy about the last Things.
xiv. 8-xvi. 4. Small and unimportant Interpolations.

e.g. the prophecies ; the false witnesses ; the Roman centurion
at the Cross.

© PN STl W N
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The final redactor to whom, according to Wendling, we
owe these sections, is a theologian, in sharp contrast to M?!
the historian and M2 the poet. Practically all his additions
have been made in the interests of a theory. The main
doctrinal ideas underlying this redactional matter are three
in number :—

(1) The doctrine of the ¢ Messianic mystery .
(2) The doctrine of the Atonement.
(3) The Pauline doctrine of the Church.

The first of these doctrines, according to our author (who
is in this matter implicitly following Wrede, Das Messias-
geheimnis in den Evangelien), arose from the necessity felt
by early Christian apologists for explaining the apparent
failure of our Lord’s mission to the Jews, the chosen people.
It taught, briefly, that the Jews had rejected His claims to
Messiahship partly owing to a ¢ judicial blindness’ (compare
St. Paul’s argument in Rom xi. 25, 26), and partly owing to
the (alleged) fact that Jesus had followed the deliberate
policy of concealing from them His true Messianic nature,
which He revealed only to the inner circle of His disciples.
Hence it was that He adopted the parabolic form of teaching,
in order that ‘seeing they might see and not perceive, hearing
they might hear and not understand, lest they should be
converted and be forgiven’ (iv. 12). Only to the faithful
few is it given to know the mystery of the kingdom of God
(¢b7d.). Hence also come the severe, almost fierce com-
mands to the demons and the recipients of healing not ‘to
make him known’. But the ¢ Evangelist’ cannot deny
himself the pleasure of depicting his divine hero as sur-
rounded by throngs of listeners seeking for instruction, or
sick demanding cure; and so he is obliged to make the
recipients of miraculous healing disobey the injunction to
silence, and spread the fame of the Messiah far and wide.

In accordance with this theory all *Ev’s’ incidents show
a tendency to end up with an esoteric discourse addressed



X111 The Origin of St. Mark 399

to the disciples, explaining to them the inner meaning of
the enigmatic teaching just given to the multitude; and
he seems to feel the necessity of placing the scene of this
esoteric teaching indoors.

In the second place the ‘Evangelist’ in common with
St. Paul and the Pauline school generally felt himself
obliged to offer some explanation of our Lord’s death upon
the Cross. In the eyes of a first-century Jew the shameful
death of Jesus was a direct contradiction of His claims to
Messiahship ; the Cross was ‘to the Jews a stumbling-block,
and to the Gentiles foolishness . Hence arose the doctrine
of the Atonement, which surmounted the difficulty by
representing the Death of Christ as an expiatory sacrifice
or ransom for humanity. This theory, which owed its
origin mainly to St. Paul, was used by the Evangelist as
a basis for the construction of incidents and scenes. In
order to illustrate it he turns the last journey up to Jerusa-
lem into a deliberate and conscious journey to death, No
less than three definite predictions of His own death are
attributed to the Messiah, and in x. 45 the fully developed
Pauline doctrine of the dmoAdrpwsis (Rom iii. 23ff) is
crystallized into an aphorism and put into the mouth of
Jesus; ¢ The Son of Man came not to be ministered unto,
but to minister, and fo give his life a ransom for many.

Lastly, the final redactor was in close sympathy with
the Pauline doctrine of the complete equality of Jew and
Gentile, circumcised and uncircumcised, within the pale of
the Christian Church. Accordingly, with the view of
gaining support for this tendency, he makes the Messiah
take a long journey outside the borders of the Holy Land,
into the territory of Phoenicia, where one of His most striking
miracles is performed upon a Gentile child. This journey
has the effect of still further widening the geographical
horizon of the Gospel. And the mysterious wonder-worker,
who cast out demons in the name of Jesus but followed not
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the Twelve, is really the figure of St. Paul, idealized and
projected backwards into the life of Christ.

The literary methods of ‘Ev’ are in striking contrast
with the dramatic art of his predecessor, M2 He is a dog-
matic theologian of a ‘high and dry’ type; consequently
all his additions are mechanical insertions, displaying no
organic connexion with their context, and no sense of literary
or dramatic appropriateness. His is a clumsy hand, hacking,
hewing, and mortising indiscriminately. One of his favourite
methods is to take a section of the composite narrative
(M + M?), split it into two halves, and insert a construction
of his own between them, doing his best to smooth over
and obliterate all traces of the sutures; an excellent ex-
ample of this is to be found in ch. iii. 20-35 (the attempt
of His friends to arrest Him as a madman ; the incident
‘How can Satan cast out Satan’; and the visit of His
mother and brethren). In the primitive Mark-Gospel (M?),
which at this point has been left untouched by M2, the
narrative originally ran:—

(v. 21) kal dkovoavres of wap’ abrob é&fAGov kparficar adrdv:
Eheyov yap S ébéory (v. 31) kai &pyovrar 3 wijryp abrod
kal of ddehgol abrov, kth. to the end of v. 35.

This {according to Wendling) forms a simple and natural
incident. His family (of map’ ad7rob) hearing of the crowds
which throng His footsteps come to the conclusion that He is
mad, and, under the leadership of Mary, set off for Caper-
naum with the object of putting Him under restraint.
Arrived before the house in which He is teaching they send
in a message, apparently as a stratagem to lure Him out
into the open air where they can lay hands upon Him.
Jesus sees through the design, is deeply wounded by His
relatives’ misunderstanding, and returns a crushing reply in
which He disowns His family in favour of all who do God’s
will (dmokpileis avTois Néyew 7is éorw 1) pfjTnp pov KTA.).
The Evangelist tears asunder the incident in order to
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insert between vv. 21 and 31 the ‘Beelzeboul’ scene,
which has absolutely no connexion with it, thus giving
us Zwo visits of the relatives instead of one, and de-
stroying the whole point and sting of the reply 7is éoriv
7 uATyp pov katl of déehgof pov ; A second striking instance
of this procedure is found in chapter xi. r5-33, which
may be schematically represented as follows :—

From M}, (r) vv. 15-17. Jesus cleanses the Temple:
where they (Insertion by “Ev’ vv. 18—26—the withered fig-iree]

forma o : i _
COl’lliI;UOLls (z) vv. 27-33. The priests forthwith demand His
narralive. authority for so doing.

Here again the insertion destroys the natural connexion
of (1) and (2), and compels its author to postpone (2) (the
demand for ¢ authority’) to the next day. The interpolator
then attempts to conceal the suture by the feeble and
colourless wotif kal év 1@ iep$ mepuraTobvros avrob [Epxov-
Tat wpds avTov of dpxtepels . . . kTA.], v. 27. Wendling
gives a list of twelve passages, of which the two quoted
above are the most conspicuous instances, where this me-
chanical process of splitting old sections and inserting new
matter has taken place.

Like his immediate predecessor, M? the ‘Evangelist’
has a great fondness for doublets, sometimes reproducing
isolated sentences and ideas, sometimes whole incidents from
the narrative (M' + M?) which lay before him. For instance,
the Feeding of the Four Thousand is an artificial construction,
imitated from the Feeding of the Five Thousand (M?) ; the
strife “ who should be first’ amongst the disciples (ch. ix. 33)
isa generalized doublet of the scene ¢ Grant us to sit the one
on thy right hand, the other on thy left, &c.’ (ch. x. 35, M!),
the picture of the child set in the midst (v. 36) being taken
from the section on the Blessing of the Children (ch. x. 13-16,
M!). The journey to Tyre (ch. vii. 24) is a doublet of that
to Caesarea Philippi (ch. viii. 27). But his doublets are
far less convincing and successful than those of M2 He

S.S.0. Dd
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has none of his predeccessor’s imagination and humour, none
of his faculty for visualizing the incident which he describes
and making it live over again beforc his eyes; hence the
details of his pictures are vague, cloudy, and confused.
When he does attempt to set his imagination to work, he
merely succeeds in being fantastic or grotesque ; for this,
Wendling compares the incident of the walking on the
lake (ch. vi. 47 ff.), a doublet of the stilling of the storm
(ch. iv. 35 ff.), and the healing at a distance (ch. vii. 29 ff.).
Hence he is obliged to rely upon purely external imitation ;
he takes over simply the outward husk, the words and
phrases of his original, often without understanding the inner
meaning (cf. i. 45, iii. 9 ff., vi. 1 ff., 31, viii. 1 ff., and others
quoted by Wendling, Entstehung, p. 236). Occasionally
words used in the original appear in ‘Ev’s’ sections with
quite different meanings (i. 45, vi. 2-5, &c.). In short, his
tendency is to generalize and coarsen the wotifs and inci-
dents taken over, to heighten the miraculous element, to
weaken the fresh natural colours of the original, and to
combine the smaller fragments into conglomerates or pieces
of literary mosaic-work,

Altogether, the work of ‘*Ev’ produces a general im-
pression of uncertainty and vagueness. ‘Man hat an
manchen Stellen das Gefiihl, dass der Ev nicht erzihlt,
sondern konstruiert, His geographical and chronological
notices are hazy and indefinite, being apparently based
upon the schematic introduction of certain stock motifs
(8pos, olkia, wpogkalesdpuevos, kabicas). Two of his inci-
dents, the cursing of the fig-tree and the widow’s mite,
are probably parables which have in course of time crystal-
lized into history. From all these considerations it follows
that the redactor’s additions are of even less historical
value than the M? scctions, being simply fictions designed
to turn the nalve primitive account of the sayings and
doings of Jesus into a dozmatic Christological treatise.
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Such, in outline, is Wendling’s theory, and it cannot be
denied the merit of ingenuity and plausibility. We may
admit at once that it gives a consistent explanation of the
facts; the only question is whether the explanation is the
true one. The phenomena of the Gospel can certainly
be deduced (with a little goodwill) from the ¢ Three-Stratum
Hypothesis’ if we are given liberty to postulate any con-
ceivable combination of the three strata ; but, none the less,
the genetic history of those phenomena may have been
in actual fact completely different. A striking parallel to
all such hypothetical constructions is afforded by the
Ptolemaic system of astronomy. Given the geocentric
hypothesis, and given also liberty to add. epicyle to
epicycle ad infinitum, the most intricate movements of the
heavenly bodies could be ‘explained’ in accordance with
the Ptolemaic presuppositions: but we know now that, in
spite of the ingenuity and coherence of these ‘explanations’,
the geocentric theory was fundamentally untrue. After
reading Wendling’s book, one’s first feeling is, ¢ This theory
may be true; but then so may any other theory.” One’s
next thought is, ¢ After all, does the theory really fit the
facts? or have they to be forced into a Procrustean mould
in order to be explained?’ And a little consideration will
show, I think, that a great deal, if not all, of Wendling’s
elaborate structure will have to be dismantled.

III

It is claimed that the distinction between the redactional
additions of ‘Ev’ and the ¢ Urbericht’ (M! 4+ M?) is that
which leaps most immediately to light on first inspection,
being much more obvious and more tangible than the
distinction between M! and MZ% We shall therefore be
following the line of least resistance if we cxamine the

Dda
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latter distinction first. The general argument for M2 is,
briefly, this: certain sections of the ‘ Urbericht’ are dis-
tinguished by the following characteristics, viz. : —

1. Poetic and dramatic feeling.

2. I'reshness and vividness of narrative colouring.

3. Sympathy with nature.

4. Interest in animals, plants, colours, costumes, &c.

5. Interest in the miraculous, and a tendency to
regard Jesus exclusively as a great Wonder-
worker than as a Prophet.

It follows (Wendling would say) that these brilliant
sections which stand out so sharply from the more sober-
coloured background of the main narrative must be con-
sidered as editorial additions (M?) with which an earlier
and simpler book (M!) has been overlaid. DBut there
seems no obvious reason why we should not explain the
characteristics summarized above as proceeding not from
difference of authors but from difference of subject-
matter, Such incidents as the Baptism, the Trans-
figuration, and the Arrest in Gethsemane (assigned by
Wendling to M2?) obviously lend themselves to pictorial
and dramatic treatment in a way which would not be
possible to the Healing of Peter’s wife’s mother and the
Call of Levi. It seems purely arbitrary to assume that
a single author must write on the same level of poetic
feeling, sprightliness, and humour all the way through ; at
any rate, on such an assumption it would not be difficult to
detect Macaulay! the historian and Macaulay? the poet
behind the famous ¢ History of England’. The contention
that the presence of ‘nature-miracles’ indicates a later
document begs a good many questions with which the
literary critic as such has no concern. Wendling assumes
throughout his work that sections representing our Lord
simply as the human Prophet must necessarily be the
earlier, decanse the more reliable (an inversion of the true
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scientific order) than those depicting Him as the wonder-
working Son of God; and though we do not doubt his
sincerity when he says that for his inquiries ‘ist keine
theologische oder religionsgeschichtliche Richtung irgend-
wie massgebend gewesen’, yet we cannot help feeling
in his work the subconscious influence of a very definite
Christology.

We may point out, moreover, that some of the charac-
teristics noted above do not prove very striking on close
examination. The mention of the swine at Gerasa (v. 11 ff.),
of the paschal lamb (xiv. 12 ff.), of the cock-crow (xiv. 30,
68) which reminded St. Peter of the Lord’s prophecy of his
denial, does not necessarily show a particular interest in
zoology on the part of the author of those sections: it is
difficult indeed to see how he could have avoided mention-
ing them, if he was going to relate the incidents in which
they occur at all. The same considerations apply to ‘ M%s’
alleged interest in plants and in costume. As for his love
of colours and landscape painting, the same characteristics
appear in the sections assigned by Wendling to M!; for
instance, the lake and the fishing boats (i. 16-20, ii. 13, iv. I,
vi. 34), the corn-fields (ii. 23), &ec.

The other arguments adduced by Wendling seem equally
inconclusive. The organic connexions between M! and M?
sections, which he treats as proofs of the exquisite literary
craftsmanship with which M? disguises his sutures, might
just as well be taken to prove that no such cutures exist.
Nor does Wendling’s theory of ‘doublets’ carry much con-
viction with it. It seems to be based on the assumption
that every genuine utterance of Christ and every genuine
incident of His life must necessarily have been unique. If
He is said to have used the same word (the Aramaic
equivalent of wegipwao or ¢piuddnri) to a demoniac and to
the waters of the lake, one saying must be a ‘doublet’ of
the other. Such an assumiption could only be established

~
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if we are prepared to say that the non-miraculous incidents
are eo ipse more primitive than the miraculous, and this
would beg a great number of questions which do not come
either within the sphere of the literary critic in general or
of this Essay in particular. Space forbids usto examine all
the instances which Wendling gives of M' = M? doublets;
but one of the most important may be briefly touched
upon, viz. the Process before the Sanhedrin (ch. xiv. 53 ff.),
which is said to be a doublet of the Trial before Pilate
(ch. xv. 1-5).

The main argument for considering the two Trial-scenes
to constitute a doublet rests upon an alleged parallelism
between them—an identity of ground-plan. This is exhi-
bited by Wendling in the form of a scheme, which I
reproduce :—

Trial before Pilate.
XV, 2 «kai émnpdtnoer abrdy o
IleihdTos

ab €l 6 Baoiheds Tov “lovdalwy ;

Trial before Sanhedrin
Xiv. 61 wdAw 6 dpytepeds émwn-
7 > Y N 14 3 ~
pdTa adTor kai Aéyer avrd
hY s ¢ \ € L3N -~ 3
oV €l 6 XpioTds 6 ulds Tol edho-
ynTol ;
62 6 8¢ 'Incods elmer eyd elp.

6 8¢ dmokpifeis adrd Néyer o

Aéyes.

3 xai xaTnydpour adTol oi dpxte-
pets woNNd.
4 6 8¢ IL

3
avTtoy

malw émnpdoey
odk dmokpiry oddév;
i8¢ méoa oou katnyopoiawy.
5 6 8¢ 'Incods obkéri odBeév dme-
kpifn

dore Oavpdlew Tov II.

56 mohhot yip éfevdopapripouy
kat adTob
60 kal ...6 dpxtepevs . . . émn-
2 by 2 -~ /
pdoer 1o "Ingoiv Aéywy
olk &wokpivy oidéy ;
i obTol gov KaTapapTupoloLy ;
,
61 6 8¢ éowma kai olk GTekpi-
I\
vaTo older . . .

63 6 8¢ dpxiepevs Siappibas

These two sections, in spite of this striking parallelism,

differ nevertheless in respect of style and narrative method.
The Pilate-section is dry,terse and business-like in its method

of stating the facts.

The author describes the shouts of the
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fanatical populace in the unemotional phrase wepigods
éxpatav, and the word ¢payeXddaas is almost shocking in
its apparent want of pathos or sympathy. On the other
hand, the Sanhedrin-scction depicts the tragedy with
high poetic fecling. Every detail is sketched with loving
care, the whole scene with its lights and shadows forming
a Rembrandt-like picture: ¢ Wie sorgfiltig ist die Ver-
leugnung des Petrus vorbereitet, und mit welcher Liebe ist
die Szene der Verleugnung selbst ausgemalt! Nur die
Hand eines dichterisch nachempfindenden Schriftstellers
konnte den tragischen Gehalt dieses Vorgangs so erschiit-
ternd zum Ausdruck bringen.” The conclusion is that the
Pilate-section comes from M1, and that the Sanhedrin-section
is a frce creative imitation, composed on the basis of the
older narrative by M2
In this argument, again, we seem to detect Wendling’s
characteristic assumption of the uniqueness of every genuine
incident of our Lord’s life. The parallelism, which looks
at first sight so imposing, is only arrived at by altering the
order of verses in, and omitting all the characteristic matter
of, the second section. If we compare the two scenes as
they stand all that can be proved is—
(1) the greater wealth of detail in the Sanhedrin-scene ;
(2) the recurrence of certain mofif~-phrases of the San-
hedrin-section in the Pilate-section.
Assuming then that both were written by the same author,
these phenomena would be amply explained by supposing-—
(1) that the author had fuller information about the
trial before the Sanhedrin than about the Pilate-
scene (this would only be natural if his knowledge
were derived from St. Peter, who, according to the
story, was present in the high-priest’s palace during
the trial, but did not attempt to enter Dilate’s
residence) ;
(2) that the two narratives had subconsciously reacted upon
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one another in the mind of St. Peter or ofthe author
of the Gospel, so that, for instance, he puts the same
phrase ovk dmoxpiwjj ov8év into the mouths both of
the high-priest and of Pilate—with perfect simplicity
and naiveté.
And, although I have not space to examine all the alleged
M! = M? doublets, I think it will be found that they all
rest upon the two assumptions noted before, viz. that only
one of a pair of more or less similar incidents can be
authentic, and that it is impossible for the same author to
be at one time terse and prosaic, at another time poetic
and graceful. Both of these assumptions will, I think, be
admitted to be highly precarious and indeed unnecessary.
And the fact that the characteristically Marcan words and
phrases collected in Horae Synopticae are found to be more
or less equally distributed over the alleged M! and M2 narra-
tives, seems to show that there is no reason for supposing the
primitive ¢ Urbericht’ to come from more than one hand.!

v

We now come to the broad and striking distinction which
Wendling alleges to exist between ¢ Urmarcus’ and the
¢ Redactional Additions’ of Ev or M2 Here again it is
obviously impossible to examine Wendling’s theory in every
detail of its application to the Marcan text, so that (as in
the case of M! and M?) we must content ourselves with the
consideration of the principal canons by which he discerns
the later from the earlier strata, and of one or two typical
instances of their employment. The main characteristics
which, according to him, stamp the M? sections as the pro-
duct of a later age are as follows:—

1. An apologetic purpose, viz. the defence of (a) the

1 For details, see Horae Synopticae, 1910 edition, p. 144 (‘List of 151 His-

toric Presents in Mark’), pp. 12, 13 (* Words and Phrases characteristic of
St. Mark's Gospel?).
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theory of the ‘ Messianic mystery ’: hence the term
“Son of Man’ is peculiar to these sections. (&) The
Pauline doctrines of the Atonement and of the
Church.
2. The use of isolated sections from ‘ Q.
3. Geographical and chronological indefiniteness.
4. Complete lack of humour, dramatic feeling, and poetic
imagination.
5. Mechanical methods of interpolation.
With regard to these points we may offer the following
considerations. It is undoubtedly the fact that the Gospel,
as we possess it, represents the Lord as concealing the
mystery of His Person from the people, and gradually
revealing it to the inner circle of the Twelve. We can
trace a definite advance and evolution of the idea of His
Personality in the minds of the chosen few. All the time
that the Messianic secret was being veiled from the gaze of
the common folk, the disciples were being allowed to seec
more and more of it, until the process of their education
culminates in Peter’s confession at Caesarea Philippi (viii.
29). This event marks the close of the first and the opening
of the second period in the progressive revelation ; ¢ from
that time forth’ the Lord begins to prophesy His future
Passion. Now that the conviction of His Messiahship is
firmly rooted in their minds, He unveils a further aspect of
the ‘ Messiasgeheimnis~ by putting before them the con-
ception of the suffering Son of Man. But towards the
multitude the veil of impenetrable secrecy is still maintained.
The Transfiguration is immediately followed by the stern
command {va pndevi Sinyfoevrar & eldov (ix. g). How-
ever, as the drama advances, the secret gradually leaks out.
The blind manat Jericho hails Jesus as the ¢ Son of David’;
the triumphal entry into Jerusalem implies the popular
ascription to Him and His own acceptance of Messianic
attributes; and finally, in the Sanhedrin, all secrecy is flung
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to the winds with the open confession, ¢ Art thou the Christ,
the Son of the Blessed? I am; and ye shall see, &c.’
We may admit also that the use of the title * Son of Man’
may have been dictated by this policy of ‘reserve’ or
‘economy’: those hearers whose spiritual eyes were open
would doubtless think of the heavenly being depicted in
the Similitudes of Enoch, whilst for the careless and un-
spiritual it would be an insoluble enigma. But the defenders
of the ¢ Messiasgeheimnis’ theory have never given a satis-
factory reply to the question, Why may not all this have
been actually the case ? Why assume it to be the artificial
construction of a later redactor? It will be found, I think,
that the positive arguments for the theory rest upon assump-
tions regarding the intrinsic possibility of such an event as the
Walking on the Sea—assumptions which are not of a purely
literary or critical nature. On the other hand, the supposi-
tion that, in tracing the gradual unveiling of the Messianic
mystery, we are dealing with fact and not with fiction
scems to possess a considerable degree of a priors proba-
bility. It is, I suppose, generally admitted that Jesus
considered Himselfl to be the Messiah, and that His con-
ception of the Messiahship was diametrically opposed to
the prevailing expectation of an earthly kingdom. He
never attempted to be a Theudas or a Barkocheba. Other-
wise the history of the first century A.D. would be unintelli-
gible. This being so, what more likely than that He
should have employed the method of ‘economy ' in unfold-
ing His ideas of His Kingdom and His own Messianic
nature? From this point of view the words of our Lord
(dpiv 76 puaripiov 6édoral Tijs Bacihelas Tov feod ékelvois
8¢ Tois €fw év mapafolals Ta mdvra yiverar iva BAémovtes
Brémwor kal py Bwot kTA., iv. 11ff.) fall naturally into
their place in the scheme of His teaching. His ‘simple
and yet profound teaching left men either better or worse
according as it was apprehended and taken to heart. Ifit
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was not so taken at all, it did leave them worse, and that
in proportion to the opportunities they had of really under-
standing it.’!

If the facts are interpreted in this simple and natural
manner, the whole hypothesis of a deliberate construction
of incidents designed to support a ¢Messiasgeheimnis-
theorie’ and a ‘Verstockungstheorie’ falls to the ground.
Similar considerations apply to the rejection of certain
sections solely or mainly on the ground that they embody
the Pauline doctrines of the Atonement and the Church.
Granted the initial assumption that Jesus could not have
applied the 53rd chapter of Isaiah to Himself or regarded
His coming Death as in some sense a Ransom for humanity,
the hypothesis of a deliberate construction of incidents
designed to support these doctrines certainly holds the
field. Granted the further assumption that He could not
have formed an inner circle of Twelve to be His com-
panions and the instruments for continuing His work after
His departure—granted also that He could not have taken
any interest in the welfare of Gentiles—it is certainly most
natural to suppose that the account of the Call of the
Twelve is a piece of incipient sacerdotal dogma disguised
as history and designed to glorify the origins of the Apo-
stolic College, and that the incidents of the Syrophoenician’s
daughter and the strange wonder-worker who ‘followed not
us’ (= St. Paul?) are fictions composed to justify the
Pauline movement towards a Universal as opposed to a
purely Jewish Christian Church. But here again the grounds
on which these assumptions arc based do not seem to
be purely ‘philological’ in nature? At any rate, when

1 W. Sanday, reviewing Julicher's Die Gleichnisreden Jesu, J.T.S., Jan. 1900.
For a further comment on ch. iv. 11 see below, p. 415.

2 It is of course quite possible that the form: of the saying x. 45 (Ad7pov
dvr} moAA@v) may be coloured by Pauline phraseology: but that is a very
different thing from saying that its cosnfent comes from St. Paul and not from
our Lord.
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abstracted from such hypotheses Wendling’'s argument at
once assumes the form of a vicious circle, which may be
expressed as follows: ¢ These doctrines are of later date,
because the earliest sections of Mark do not contain them:
but these same sections are shown to be the earliest by the
fact that they do not contain these doctrines.’

So far, we have found that the presence or absence of
‘doctrine’ constitutes no sound criterion of the age and
authenticity of the Marcan sections. What judgement are
we to pass upon the other tests employed by our author?
We may say at once that in a general sense the use of Q) by
the author or final redactor of Mark seems to be now well
established (for proofs see Mr. Streeter's Essay, V, p. 165).
When scholars like Loisy, Bousset, B. Weiss, Bacon, and
(since 1907) Harnack agree in maintaining this position, we
may be fairly sure of being on safe ground. The following
passages are declared both by Loisy and Wendling to be
either drawn from or based upon Q) :—

Chapter viii. 12. Why doth this generation seek after a sign?
(= Mt xii. 39, xvi. 4; Lk xi. 29).

viii. 15. The leaven of the Pharisees (= Mt xvi. 6; Lk xii. 1).

viji. 35. He who wishes to save his life shall lose it (= Mt x. 39,
xvi. 25; Lk ix. 24, xvil. 33).

ix. 33—50. Teaching given by our Lord during His last stay at
Capernaum.

x. 11. Divorce (= Mt v, 31; Lk xvi. 18).

xil, 38—40. Denunciation of the Scribes.

This list certainly does not exhaust the number of
instances in which  Mark’ (or the final redactor) appears to
have used Q ; it can only claim to represent cases in which
such use seems fairly clear. And it must be remembered
that we are in no way prejudging the question whether
these Sayings were taken from Q and worked up into the
primitive narrative by ¢ Urmarcus’ or whether they were
added to the ‘ Urbericht * at some later period by a redactor.
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But the admission that in some way and at some time
‘Mark’ used Logia from Q at once raises the question, To
what source are we to assign the following sections—

(@) The Beelzeboul incident (iii. 22-30);

() The Parables (iv. 1-32);

(¢) The Synoptic Apocalypse (xiii)?

(@) The Beelzeboul section, on which Wendling’s
comments have been already given (p. 400), is substantially
the same in all three Gospels. We notice, however, that
Matthew and Luke agree against Mark,

(1) in making the healing of a dumb man the occasion of

the incident ;

(z) in inserting the rectort el éya év B. ékBdAdo 7a Sai-
pbvia, of viol dudv év Tivi ékBdANovow ; el 8¢ év
mvedpart (Lk 8aktide) Oeod éyd éxBdAhe Ta Sai-
pbvia, dpa €épbagev €ép’ vuds 1 BaciNela Tob Oeod
(Mt xii. 27, 28 = Lk xi. 19, 20, verbally identical :
note that Mt does not follow his usual custom of
writing 7 Bag. Tdv odpavav instead of % Bac. 7. Geod);

(3) in inserting the saying 6 u7n dv per’ éuod kar’ éuod
éoTwv, Kal 6 iy cvvdyov per éuob okopmifer (Mt xii.
30 = Lk xi. 23, verbally identical).

Whilst, however, Matthew is roughly in accord with
Mark in placing the scene at Capernaum, just before the
‘ Mother and Brethren’ incident, Luke inserts it in quite
a different connexion, as an event of the journey which
forms the background of the great Lucan interpolation.
From these facts we conclude, not that Matthew and Luke
are copying Mark, but that all three are using a common
source, i.e. Q—Mark probably using an ecarlier, Matthew
and Luke a later and expanded form of the document. It
does not however follow that we can accept Wendling’s
account (given above, p. 400) of the genesis of the passage
Mk iii. 20-35. It is doubtful whether those who are called
in a curiously vague phrase of mwap’ adrob (v. 2I) are to be
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identified with the ‘ Mother and Brethren’ of v. 31: but
whether they are or not, there is no reason for postulating
a later interpolator for vv. 22-30. If we assume that
the two visits (narrated in vv. 21 and 31) are identical,
the Beelzeboul incident becomes a digression, designed to
heighten the reader’s expectancy, in the manner which
Wendling has already noted as characteristic of M2, and
which we may confidently assert to be characteristic of the
original St. Mark, now that the distinction between M! and
M2 has been abolished. If, however, they are not identical,
Wendling’s argument at once falls to the ground. In either
case, the use of Q in this passage is to be attributed not to
a later redactor, but to the original editor of the Petrine
memoirs himself.

It is perhaps not out of place to observe here that similar
considerations apply to another alleged instance of M¥s
mechanical method of interpolation, xi. 15-33 (the wither-
ing of the Fig-tree), which has been already considered
above (p. 401). It may be conceded at once that the
insertion of the Fig-tree incident dislocates the natural
sequence of events, which should run—

vv. 15-17. Jesus cleanses the Temple;

vv. 27-33. The priests demand His authority for so doing :
but there is no reason why we should attribute this disloca-
tion to a later redactor rather than to the original Mark,
especially when we remember that according to Papias
(ap. Euseb. H. E. iii. 39) St. Mark wrote ofirws . . . o
dmepvnubvevae and depifds . . . ov pévror tdfer. This
conclusion remains unaffected even if we concede further
that the Fig-tree incident is a parable from Q which has
bcen mistaken for history.

(6) The parables contained in the fourth chapter of
St. Mark’s Gospel are four in number, namely :(—

1. The Sower.
2. The Lamp and the Measure.
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3. The Seed growing in Secret.
4. The Mustard Seed.

The sources of this group are indicated by Wendling as
follows :—

M!. The Parable of the Sower.
The Seed growing in secret.

M? or «Ev’. The explanation of the * Sower ' parable (vv. 10~z0).
The Lamp and the Measure.
The Mustard Seed.

Now the assignment of vv. 10-20 to the latest stratum
is based mainly upon the supposition of a ¢ Messiasgeheimnis-
theorie’ in the mind of a later redactor. We have seen
however (p. 410) that there is every reason to suppose the
‘ Messianic mystery’ to be an objective fact rather than
a dogmatic theory ; and if this be so, these verses must be
assigned to the primitive narrative or ‘ Urmarcus’. The
contradiction which has been alleged to exist between
vv. 11, 12

éxelvois 8¢ Tois €fw év mapafBolals To wdvra yiverar, va BAémovres
BAémwar kal py Swae kTA.

and v. 33

rowavtars wapaSBolals moAlats éldAer alrols 7oy Adyov, kabis
Aivavro dkovew (M),

which are said to assign different and contradictory reasons
for the parabolic form of teaching, will disappear, The
second passage states the reason for parables, viz. a desire
to adapt the teaching to the receptivity of the hearers: the
first states the effect which as a matter of fact was produced
upon them, and this cffect, by a characteristic flash of
brilliant paradox, is spoken of as the aim and object of
the teaching. However, Wendling scems to me to have
succeeded in showing that the simile of the Lamp and the
Modius, with the chain of sayings which is attached to it
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(vv. 21-5), and the Parable of the Mustard Seed (vv. 30-2)
are drawn from Q. The identity of the content of these
passages with that of the corresponding sections in Mt and
Lk compels us to assume a common source for them, whilst
the divergence in expression forbids us to suppose that the
other two Evangelists were simply copying Mark.

The above seem to be some of the most certain instances
of the use of Q by ‘ Mark’. A much longer and fuller list
will be found in Mr. B. H. Streeter’s Essay (‘St. Mark’s
Knowledge and Use of Q)’), based upon proofs more minute
and exhaustive than can be given here. I cannot feel, how-
ever, that the theory which sees in Mk xiii a Jewish or
Jewish Christian Apocalypse pseudonymously attributed
to our Lord rests upon any sure foundations. This hypo-
thesis, commonly associated with the names of Colani and
Weiffenbach, seems open to the same objections which we
brought against Wendling’s supposition of a ‘Messiasge-
heimnistheorie’. It certainly provides an explanation of
the facts: but is there any proof that this explanation is
the true one? May not the ‘ Little Apocalypse’ theory be
merely another case of Ptolemaic astronomy? It cannot
of course be denied that Mark xiii is thoroughly Apocalyptic
in tone and colour, reproducing the conventional signs of
the end which were commonplaces of the current eschato-
logical literature. Nor can it be denied that this chapter,
consisting as it does of a long connected discourse, in sharp
contrast to the terse and pithy aphorisms strung together
in chapter iv, seems to stand out by itself as a distinct and
separate whole. But all that these facts warrant us in con-
cluding is that in Mark xiii we have to deal with an * Apoca-
lyptic Source’. There is no proof, so far as I know, that
Mark xiii ever existed as a separate document, and to suppose
that our Lord ¢ could’ not have used the language attributed
to Him here is surely to beg the question. If we leave out
of sight for a moment @ priori considerations of this nature,
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and are willing to admit that sources are not to be multi-
plied praeter necessitatem, there seems no reason why we
should not suppose that the Apocalyptic passage is drawn
from one of the (probably) numerous forms of Q current in
the first century. It scems probable that Q began as
a series of Logia loosely strung together, in course of time
attracting to itself other floating material, and gradually
becoming systematized and hardened into discourses, until
we meet it in the period of Gospel-formation (A.D. 70-100)
as a ‘Halbevangelium’ (Jillicher) containing not merely
discourse matter but also a certain amount of narrative
setting. In that case the Q) sayings already enumerated
would come from an earlier, the Apocalyptic passage from
a later form of Q). It would follow from this that the
Q sayings were worked into the original narrative by
St. Mark, the first editor of the Petrine recollections, and
that the 13th chapter was added some years later, possibly
by St. Mark himself—for we must always remember the
possibility that ¢ Urmarcus’ and our present Gospel may
be simply shorter and longer recensions of the same work
by the same author.

We have now to consider the passage vi. 45-viii. 26,

which Wendling calls the ‘ great interpolation’ of M3, com-
prising the following sections :—
The Walking on the Lake.
Return to Gennesaret—healings.
. Question of hand-washing.

. * Corban/’

That which defileth a man.

The Syrophoenician woman.

. Healing of deaf and dumb man.
8. Feeding of the Four Thousand.
9. Demand for a sign.

10. ‘ The leaven of the Pharisees.’

11. The blind man at Bethsaida.

S s.pP. L e

S
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It is a remarkable fact that all these sections, except
No. 11! are reproduced by Matthew, and that all without
exception are omitted by Luke.?2 The latter has followed
Mark more or less faithfully up to the Feeding of the Five
Thousand (Mk vi. 35-44 = Lk ix. 12-17). He then leaves
out these eleven sections and goes straight on with the
Messianic confession of St. Peter (Mk viii. 27-33 = Lk ix.
18-22). This is the more surprising as these sections in-
clude the story of the Syrophoenician woman’s daughter,
which St. Luke, the disciple of St. Paul, would naturally
have welcomed as illustrating his master’s favourite thesis
‘to the Jew first, and then to the Greek’. The simplest
explanation appears to be that St. Luke omitted them
because they were not in his copy of St. Mark.

We have also to observe that these sections contain what
appears to be a genuine doublet, viz. the account of the
Feeding of the Four Thousand (viii. 1—g). This seems to
be an independent version of the events narrated in vi
35-44 (the Feeding of the Five Thousand), which has
however been worked over by an editor and assimilated in
language and schematic arrangement to the first account.
There can be no doubt, however, that the editor regarded
the two accounts as two separate incidents, for he carefully
distinguishes them in the words attributed to our Lord,
ch. viii. 19, 20,  When I broke the five loaves amongst the
5,000, how many baskets full took ye up? and when
the seven loaves amongst the 4,000, how many hampers
full .. .?" and this would suggest that the interpolation
of these sections took place (late in the history of the
Gospel) at a time when the living memory of eyewitnesses
had almost died out and been replaced by dependence

! And possibly No. 7; see Sir John Hawkins’s Essay, ¢ St. Luke's Use of
St. Mark’s Gospel,’ p. 68, note 4.

? This is the more striking when we remember that ¢ Matthew has a much

stronger tendency than Luke to shorten narratives and in this respect to
depart from the model of Mark’ (Horae Synopticae, 1910 edition, p. 129).
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upon written records. The reason for supposing the - Four
Thousand’ scene to be a doublet of the *Five Thousand’
is, not the assumption that such an event could only have
occurred once, but the extreme difficulty of supposing
that the memory of the first miracle could have been
erased from the minds of the disciples so soon after its
occurrence as to leave them in the state of perplexity
depicted in ch. viii. 4. There we are told that the Lord
called His disciples and said (vv. 2, 3), ‘I have compassion
on the multitude, because they have been with me now for
three days, &c.’; to which the disciples return the helpless
answer (v. 4), ‘Whence can one satisfy these men with
bread here in the wilderness?’ Now if the miracle of the
Five Thousand had previously occurred, surely the obvious
reply would have been ‘Work a miracle, as thou didst
when thou feddest the Five Thousand’. To suppose that
they had forgotten the first incident seems to postulate an
almost incredible dullness on the part of the disciples. The
considerations just adduced are equally cogent, whatever
view be taken of the objective truth of the narratives.
Again, the practical identity of content taken together with
the diversity of detail seems to show that we have here
two streams of tradition flowing ultimately from the same
objective fact (whatever that may have been). And though
we agree with Wendling in considering the later scene to be
a doublet of the first, we cannot follow him in supposing that
the ¢ Four Thousand’ incident was deliberately concocted
by the redactor on the basis of the ¢ Five Thousand’ scene,
Such a procedure seems entircly motiveless now that we
have eliminated the supposition of doctrinal interests on the
part of the redactor. The more probable conclusion is that
the first account comes from the Petrine tradition and
the second from some other source, possibly Q (= the
Matthaean tradition?).

This doublet and the emergence of the ‘Apocalyptic

Ec2
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Source’ in Mark xiii secm to offer two obvious crevices
into which the scalpel of literary criticism may find an
entrance. The conclusion suggested is that a redactor
(possibly Mark himself, as we saw above) coming into
possession, we know not how, of a number of incidents
more or less loosely connected by the ¢ Bread-mwotif’, in-
serted them into the proto-Mark at a point which seemed
appropriate, namely after the Feeding of the Five Thousand.
This is confirmed by the fact that these sections certainly
do seem to be characterized by that geographical and
chronological indefiniteness which Wendling notes as a
feature of the ¢Evangelist’s’ work. It is extraordinarily
difficult to construct a consistent scheme out of the geo-
graphical notices given: if one tries to work them out, the
impression produced is that of an apparently motiveless
ferrying backwards and forwards over the lake (ein seltsames
Hin- und hergondeln, Wendling). Here again the author
seems to be reproducing not the living tradition of eye-
witnesses, but fragments of fixed records, long before
committed to writing, in which the geographical notices
have remained as it were fossilized.

The results of our inquiry may be briefly summarized as
follows :—

1. The distinction drawn by Wendling between M! and
M2, the earlier and the later constituents of the proto-Mark,
seems to have disappeared. Though ingenious, it appears
unnecessary, and accordingly, by the law of parsimony,
probably baseless.

2. The attribution of dogmatic intcrests to M?® seems
equally groundless. Consequently a great portion of the
material condemned by Wendling as ‘ redactional additions’
on the ground of its alleged doctrinal tendency will have
to be re-transferred to the original narrative.

3. The original compiler of the Petrine memoirs (= John
Mark ?) drew upon Q in one of its primitive forms as a
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string of disconnected sayings, probably in order to illustrate
his central conception of Jesus as the Son of God, but
without any idea of writing an exhaustive biography and
without feeling himself obliged to reproduce all the material
with which he was acquainted.

4. Some time later the original Gospel was enlarged by
the addition of ch. vi. 45-viii. 26, and of ch. xiii (the
Apocalyptic passage). For these sections the editor may
have used a later form of Q, which by this time had
hardened into a collection of discourses, not improbably
including a good deal of narrative setting. Thus in the
last thirty years of the first century A.D. the Gospel was
current in at least three recensions, viz. :—

(a) Our present Gospel without either the great interpola-

tion or ch, xiii (the original form).

(6) Our present Gospel without the great interpolation

(the form used by Luke).
(¢) Our present Gospel as it stands (the form used by
Matthew).

It is possible that (4) and (¢) may be second and third
editions of the Gospel published in his later years by
St. Mark himself ; and there is some linguistic and stylistic
evidence for this view, which does not, however, amount to
proof.! We do not wish to exclude the possibility of the
presence of other and more minute redactional additions,
but on the whole, and with the exception of the two im-
portant sections mentioned above, we find ourselves able at
the close of the inquiry to join in the aspiration reguiescat
Urmarcus.

! The evidence with regard to the great interpolation’is summarized by
Sir John Hawkins in his Essay ‘St. Luke’s Use of St. Mark's Gospel ',

pp- 63-5.
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SYLLABUS

Three clearly marked stages in the development of the Eschato-
logical Teaching ascribed to our Lord are found respectively in Q,
Mark, and Matthew.

In Q the emphasis is rather on the conception of the Kingdom,
as already present and to be extended by a process of gradual
growth. Sayings implying that its appearance is future and cata-
strophic also occur, but they are not elaborated into any detail.

In Mark— especially in ch, xiii—the emphasis is on the fulure
catastrophic conception, which is worked out with much detail of
the conventional Apocalyptic type.

In Matthew the detail is still further elaborated, and both by
what he adds and what he omits the catastrophic conception is
enhanced.

The same tendency was no doubt in operation before even Q
was written down, but some residuum of Apocalyptic eschatology in
the authentic teaching of Christ is required to explain the beliefs of
the early Church.

Jewish Apocalyptic was the expression, determined by local and
temporary conditions, of certain of the essential elements of Reli-
gion. Three incidents are quoted to show how our Lord, while
adopting the ideals of Apocalyptic, endorsed with reserve the
details of their contemporary expression.

The tendency in the early Church to conform His teaching
more closely to Apocalyptic standards was arrested by St. Paul and
St. John, who brought back the Church to a position nearer that of
the Master Himself.



APPENDIX

SYNOPTIC CRITICISM AND THE ESCHATO-
LOGICAL PROBLEM

IT would be outside the scope of the present volume to
discuss at Jarge the great problem, forced acutely upon the
attention of scholars by the writings of Johannes Weiss,
Schweitzer, Loisy, and Tyrrell, as to how far the Apoca-
lyptic eschatology of the primitive Church really represented
the mind of Christ. But it will not be inappropriate to
consider briefly what light is thrown on the question by the
critical investigation of the sources of the Gospels.

The gradual evolution of Christian eschatology in the
writings of St. Paul and St. John is a commonplace to all
students of the New Testament. The Christian hope, first
finding its expression in crude Apocalyptic like that of
the Epistles to the Thessalonians, insensibly changes its
emphasis, passes through the mysticism of the Epistles of
the Captivity, and culminates in the Johannine doctrines
of the Spirit and Lternal Life.

The critical recognition of the priority of Q) to Mark and
of Mark to Matthew makes it clear that there was taking
place in other circles of the Church during the same period
an evolution in the contrary direction. The Apocalyptic
element in Mark has a precision and detail not found in Q,
in Matthew is seen a still further development. The eschato-
logical language of the Master becomes more and more
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conformed to the Apocalyptic picture which was cherished
by the early Church.!

It is undeniable that language of a definitely Apocalyptic
type is already present in Q.

“In an hour when ye think not the Son of Man cometh,
Lk xii. 40=Mt xxiv. 44.

¢ As the lightning, when it lighteneth out of the one part
under heaven, shineth unto the other part under heaven, so
shall the Son of Man be in his day,” Lk xvii. 24 = Mt xxiv. 27.

¢ As it came to pass in the days of Noah, even so shall it
be also in the days of the Son of Man,” Lk xvii, 26 =Mt
xxiv. 37.

‘Ye shall sit on thrones judging the twelve tribes of
Israel, Lk xxii. g0 = Mt xix. 28.

It may be argued that these and similar sayings (e.g.
Lk xii. g=Mt x. 33; Lk xiii. 28-29 = Mt viii. 11-12) already
imply all the essential elements of the catastrophic eschato-
logy in Matthew or in the Epistles to the Thessalonians;
and that the clouds of glory, the attendant angels, the
darkened sun and moon, the falling constellations, the
trumpet blast, the throne of judgement, the dating within
the lifetime of the Twelve, given in the later documents, do
no more than fill in the detail of the picture already
implied in Q.

But the notable fact about Q's presentation is precisely
that this filling in of detail still remains to be done. Vague-
ness and reserve are the characteristic notes of the Apoca-
lyptic sayings of Q, a vagueness and reserve in such marked
contrast to the definiteness and elaboration already assumed
by the early Christian theology when St. Paul wrote to the
Thessalonians, and probably long before, that it can hardly
be without significance.

! This does not apply to Luke, in whom a slight, but only very slight,
tendency to tone down eschatological language can be detected, doubt-
less the result of Pauline influence.
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There is a second and equally important point in Q’s
eschatology. Sayings which appear {o imply a catastrophic
coming of the Kingdom are rare in Q. The eschatological
sayings claracteristic of Q) are rather those that imply a
Kingdom which is in some sense already present and which
will increase by a gradual growth.

(a) ‘If I by the finger of God,’ &c., tpa épbacey éd’ Tuas
% Bacthela, Lk xi. 20 = Mt xii. 28.

(8) John’s question ¢ Art thou he that should come?’is
answered by a list of tokens of the actual presence of the
Kingdom, ‘ the blind see,’ &c., Lk vii. 22 = Mt xi. 5.

(c) So the obscure phrase ‘From the days of John’,
Bualerar, whatever its exact meaning, seems to imply a present
kingdom, Lk xvi.16 = Mt xi. 12. Cf. also ‘ He that s least
in the Kingdom of Heaven 7s greater than he,” Lk vii. 28 =
Mt xi. 11.

(d) Again, the Parable of the Mustard Seed (Lk xiii.
18-19 = Mt xiii. 31-2) is meaningless unless it is intended
to expressly enforce the idea of a gradual growth.!

(¢) Still more markedly the Parable of the Leaven (Lk
xiii. 20 = Mt xiii. 33) expounds the Kingdom, at least in
one of its aspects, as an influence slowly pervading society.

(f) Such too is the more natural interpretation of ¢ Strive
to enter in by the strait gate’, Lk xiii. 24 = Mt vii. 13.
Cf. also * Ye have not entered in yourselves, and have pre-
vented those that were entering ’, Lk xi. 52 = Mt xxiii. 13.

Thus in Q, while the catastrophic eschatology is un-
doubtedly present, it is vague and undefined. The eschato-
logy which is really characteristic of Q is of a different kind.

Passing on to Mark we find that in his eschatology, as in
other respects, he belongs to the transitional stage; cf. the
Essay, ‘ The Literary Evolution,’ &c., p. 210, above. The
non-catastrophic view is even reinforced by sayings like the

! This occurred in Q as well as in Mark, cf. p, 172.
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Parable of the Seed growing secretly (if indeed this was not
already in Q, cf. p. 178 fin.), or like the reply to the Scribe,
“Thou art not far from the Kingdom of God,” Mk xii. 34,
and other passages, but the dominant note has changed.

The amount of space given by St. Mark to our Lord’s
teaching is so small as to constitute one of the problems of
Synoptic criticism (cf. p. 219). But explain this how we
may, the length and claborate character of the Apocalypse
of ch. xiii shows the importance assigned to it by the
author—naturally, if the end of the world is coming in a
few months, details on that subject are of surpassing
interest.

Mark xiii dominates the eschatology of the Second
Gospel, and through him that of the two later Gospels,
which so largely depend on Mark, especially that of
Matthew. It is the citadel of the extreme eschatological
school of interpretation. Hence the question how far it
fairly represents the mind of our Lord is crucial. The
question is discussed at length in an earlier essay (cf. pp. 179ff.
above), so that the results there arrived at may be here
assumed, viz. that very little of that discourse can reason-
ably be regarded as authentic teaching of Christ, the rest is
in the ordinary manner of Jewish and Christian Apocalypse.

Inthree passages outside ch. xiii the catastrophic coming of
the Kingdom or of the Son of Man is alluded to with a detail
not found in Q.

(@) Mk viii. 38, a specially interesting case.

A similar saying occurs in Matthew and Luke not only
in the context parallel to Mark, but elsewhere in a slightly
different form, so that it is evident that the saying was in Q as
well asin Mark(cf. p.177), and was doubtless derived by Mark
from Q, but slightly changed in passing through his mind.

We have also Matthew’s further modification of the Mar-
can form, so that the alterations, made almost unconsciously
as they doubtless were, are most significant.
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N.B. Mark adds to Q 8rav éxfy év 7 86€n Tod warpds. Mt

xvi. 27 develops still further, and, omizting the first half of the
saying, ¢ Whoso is ashamed of me,” &c., in which originally
lay its whole point, further elaborates the eschatological
residue, xal tére dmoddoer éxdoTe kA, thus completely
changing the whole character of the saying, dropping its
moral, and making it into a purely Apocalyptic prophecy.

The series Lk xii. 9, Mk viii. 38, Mt xvi. 27 gives in
epitome the eschatological evolution in the Gospels.

(6) Mk ix. 1.

Mark ix
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Note Mark’s phrase éxpv’vlar év duvdper, which seems to
limit the coming to a catastrophic manifestation, and the

date limit.

QO never dates.!

1 It is hazardous, since it is absent from Lk, to refer to Q the saying,
Mt x. 23, ‘ Ye shall not finish the cities of Israel before the Son of Man

come.'

It can hardly, however, belong to the latest development of the

tradition, and was probably found by ¢ Matthew® in the already expanded

version of Q which reached him ;

cf. p. 205.
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N.B. Matthew changes the vague ‘ Kingdom coming ’ to
the more definite ¢Son of Man coming in his Kingdom’.
Luke supports Mark, thus guaranteeing the present text of

Mark as original.

(c) Mk xiv. 62 = Mt xxvi. 64 = Lk xxii. 69. Our Lord’s
reply to High-priest,
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But the disciples were not present at the trial, and must
have been dependent on the version of the trial circulated
by His enemies. And since it was for the ‘blasphemous’
admission that He was the Christ that He was condemned,
we may be pretty sure that the Apocalyptic terms of that
admission at least suffered no toning down.!

In Matthew the tendency to fill in the details of the pic-
ture and emphasize the Apocalyptic side of the eschatology
is still more marked.

Two instances have been already noted : () his modifica-
tion (Mt xvi. 27) of Mk viii. 38; and (4) the similar but
slighter modification (Mt xvi. 28) of Mk ix. 1.

(¢) A more conspicuous example is his further develop-
ment of the Apocalypse of Mk xiii into Mt xxiv and
xxv. Its length and importance is increased by the
addition of the most Apocalyptic sections of Q (Mt xxiv.
26--8, 37-51), which in their new context take on a more
catastrophic shade, and by the three Apocalyptic parables

! Sir J. Hawkins suggests to me that d«’ dpre Mt = éno 1o vov Lk per-
haps points to some such expression having dropped out of the text of Mark.
As both these phrases mean ‘henceforth’ rather than ‘immediately’ it
would seem that even here room is left for a non-catastrophie coming.
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of ch. xxv ending with the dramatlc picture of the Great
Assizel

(@) But Matthew not only adds weight to Mark’s Apoca-
lypse by adding fresh materials so as to more than double
its length ; he also embellishes what he takes over from
Mark with details from the conventional stock of Apoca-

lyptic ideas.
Mark xiii
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N.B. the additions of v. 30a and the asdAmy¢ in 31 (cf.
1 Thess iv. 16, 1 Cor xv. 52).2

(¢) Matthew alone gives, with their interpretation annexed,
the two Parables of the Tares, xiii. 24—30 (explained 36-43),
and of the Drag-net, xiii. 47-8 (explained 49-50). No
explanation (except that of the Sower, which he takes
over from Mark) is given of the other ‘Parables of the
Kingdom’ in this chapter, i.e. of the Mustard Seed and
Leaven, the Hidden Treasure and Pearl of Great Price.
These last four seem, on the face of them, to be incom-
patible with an entirely future and catastrophic conception
of the Kingdom. Hence the highly Apocalyptic and cata-

1 The authenticity of the parable (Mt xxv. 31-46) as a whole seems guaran-
teed by internal considerations, but much of the detail in its Apocalyptic
setting, especially v. 31, is probably a later development. The parables
were especially liable to slight modifications, cf. pp. 197 1.

2 The added ebféws of Mt xxiv. 29a may be a heightening of Apocalyptic

effect, or it may have stood originally in Mark also and have fallen out of
his text.
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strophic interpretation (cf. esp. vv. 41-3) given to the two
parables which are explained acquires an enhanced signi-
ficance as showing the ‘tendency’ of the author or the
tradition behind him.!

(f) Mk x. 15 = Lk xviii. 17 = Mt xviii. 3.

Mark x Lucke xviii Matthew xviii

15 Auny Néyw duiv, bs Y Apgy Néyw Opiv, & % Apiy Néyw duiv, édv
éav pun déénrav iy Bagi- éav un Séfnrar Tiw Bag- pf) orpadrire xal yévnabe
AelavrouOcob os wardior, NelavTod Ocobbsmwadiov, os Ta& mwadla, o uj

o un eloéNly eis adriv. ol pi) eloéNly els adriv. eloéApre els v Baot-
Aelav Tov odpavdv.

The phrase 8éénrar iy Basikefay, in which Luke supports
Mark, implies a present Kingdom. Matthew omits the
whole verse in the context parallel to Mark, and inserts
it xviii. 3, but significantly alters this particular phrase.?

(¢) In Matthew also we find constantly repeated certain
Apocalyptic phrases, e.g. the expression ovvré\ewa Tod aldvos,
used by him five times, not elsewhere in the Gospels, and
once only in the N. T, in Heb. ix. 26 with plural alwrér.
Also the phrase ‘ Weeping and gnashing of teeth’ occurs
six times in Matthew and only once in Luke, and not else-
where in the N. T.

But Matthew not only heightens the Apocalyptic effect
of the materials before him, he also has a tendency to omit
sayings inconsistnt with the view of the Kingdom as entirely
future and catastrophic.

(@) He omits the Parable of the Seed growing secretly
(Mk iv. 26-9), and substitutes for it, in the same context,
the Parable of the Tares® (Mt xiii. 24-30), with its Apoca-

lyptic explanation.

1 It is not certain that these parables werc spoken in at all an eschatological
sense, cf. von Dobschiitz, T/e Eschatology of the Gospels, p. 84, a book which
only reached me after this was printed.

? This instance I owe to Sir J. Hawkins.

3 I owe to Sir John Hawkins the observation that Matthew’s Parable of the
Tares is coloured by reminiscences of the omitted Parable of the Seed growing
secretly. N.B. especially xafevdew, Bragrdy, mgaTov, xépros, giros, kapmds,
feprapds, Some of these could be accounted for [rom similarity of subject-
matter, but hardly so many in so short a space. It cannot, therefore, be said
that the Seed growing secretly was not in the text of Mark used by Matthew.
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(6) Two cases have been noticed in a previous essay
where it would appear that Matthew has omitted sayings
in Q implying a present Kingdom which Luke still pre-
serves, i.e. Lk x. 17—20, ‘I saw Satan fall from Heaven'’
(cf. p. 192, above), and Lk xvii. 201, ¢ The Kingdom of
God cometh not with observation . . . for it is évros ey’
(cf. p. 201).

The above sketch is far from exhaustive, but it suffices
to show clearly that in the series Q), Mark, Matthew, there
is a steady development in the direction of emphasizing,
making more definite, and even creating, sayings of our
Lord of the catastrophic Apocalyptic type, and of thrusting
more and more into the background the sayings of a con-
trary tenor.

But what right have we to assume that the process had
not already begun even before Q crystallized the tradition
into writing. The sayings preserved in Q) were not taken
down at the time by a shorthand writer; they had lived for
many years in the memory of the disciples. The human
memory retains little that it does not transmute, and the
more interesting the thing remembered and the more often
it is repeated to others, the more inevitably does it become
coloured by the idiosyncrasy of the teller. Hence a ten-
dency which continued to modify the record of our Lord’s
sayings even after they had been reduced to writing cannot
but have operated previously when memory was unchecked
by the written document.

The argument, however, must not be pushed to the length
of entirely eliminating the Apocalyptic element from the
authentic teaching of our Lord. The beliefs ot the early
Church may have modified and did modify the records of
His utterances, but it is too great a paradox to maintain
that what was so central in the belief of the primitive Church
was not present, at least in germ, in what the Master
taught. The problem does not admit of any cut and dried

ss.p. Ff
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solution ; it is however clear that the nearer we get to Him
the greater is the emphasis on the present, the gradual, and
the internal aspects of the Kingdom, and the greater the
reserve with which the detail of contemporary Apocalyptic
is endorsed.

Jewish Apocalyptic, albeit bizarre to modern eyes, was
no ignoble thing. The eternal optimism, which is of the
essence of true religion, expresses itself in different forms
in different epochs. To men appalled alike by the cor-
ruption and by the irresistible might of Roman civilization,
and inheriting the previous religious history of Israel and
her prophets, it was an heroic confidence in the Divine
intention to regenerate the world that found its most
natural expression in terms of the Messianic hope apoca-
lyptically conceived.

On the side of this spirit of triumphant and confident
faith our Lord placed Himself definitely and unreservedly.
But many of its material hopes clashed with His sense of
ultimate values, cf. Mk x. 42-5 with Lk xxii. 25-7. Many of
its detailed expectations ran counter to the sense which all
great teachers have of the infinity and inscrutability of the
Divine, and of the futility of making our conceptions the
measure of God's activities, cf. especially Mk xii. 24.

Three incidents in His career markedly illustrate this
general attitude.

In the wilderness there is presented to His mind under
its various forms the contemporary Messianic ideal on its
more political and worldly side. Accepting the Messiah-
ship He yet sees Temptation in some aspects of the ideal.

Near the end the Sadducees (Mk xii. 18-27) try to pose
Him by challenging the Messianic hope on another of its
many sides—the Resurrection. Again He accepts the
ideal, while rejecting the limitations, of contemporary
Apocalyptic. He turns away from the flesh and blood en-
vironment presupposed in His opponents’ objection, and
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rests all on the broad principle that a God to whom
persons are dear is a God whose own nature guarantees to
them eternal life.

A third incident (Mk x. 35-45)—the reply to James
and John, ‘to sit on my right hand and my left is not
mine to give—has been taken by some to imply a tacit
acceptance of the detail of the Messianic picture of the
Kingdom implied in the request. But consider the reply
as a whole, ‘ Ye know not what ye ask. Can ye drink of
the cup that I drink, and be baptized with the baptism
that I am baptized with?’ * We can,” ‘Ye shall drink of
the cup and be baptized with the baptism, but to sit on
my right hand and on my left is not mine to give Is the
element of conscious metaphor and symbol present when
He speaks of the Cup and the Baptism, but absent when
He speaks of His right hand and His left in the Kingdom ?

No passage in the Gospels seems to cast more light than
this on His real attitude to the Apocalyptic Hope. He
does accept the Kingdom and the place for Himself
therein implied by the request, but He does it in the half-
playful spirit of one who speaks to little children about
great things which he feels to be too great for himself, much
more for them, to fully comprehend, and is fain to use the
old simple words whose face meaning he has himself tran-
scended only in the sense that he realizes that all words
are inadequate, and that there are things which the greatest
can see only ‘in a glass darkly’.

Not only in Religion, equally in Philosophy, Literature,
Art, even sometimes in Science, the rule holds good that
the great man is only partially understood by his followers.
Some one-sided aspect of the Master's thought is seized
upon by his admirers, and by a change of emphasis what
was almost an accident in his conception becomes an essen-
tial tenet of his School. What wonder then if the carly dis-
ciples of our Lord, steeped in Jewish Apocalyptic thought,

Ff2
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seized upon and amplified this element in His teaching,
and slowly modified the tradition of His actual language
into accord with their own interpretation? But the process
was not allowed to go on unchecked. Two great religious
geniuses, St. Paul and the author of the Fourth Gospel,
stemmed the tide, and by a counter evolution brought back
the Church to profounder and more spiritual conceptions ;
which, though often expressed in terms of a Hellenized
philosophy foreign to the Master’s own environment, surely
present some aspects of His mind which in the Synoptic
Gospels are almost buried under the picturesque material-
ism of Jewish Eschatology.

It was a profound belief of both these men that the Spirit
of the Master was still with them when they taught and
wrote. Criticism has not proved that they were mistaken.
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