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WHETHER ST. LUKE USED THE GCSPEL OF ST. MARK
IN THE COMPOSITION OF HIS OWN

INTHODUCTICK

The Gospel of Luke begins with these memorcble words:

"Inagsmuch as many already have taken in hand to arrange in due
order once more a narrative concerning the deeds which have been
accoiijlished among usSee.."

The many narratives of which Luke speaks have intrigued
inquisitive minds no end. As a result, they have been the object
of an enormous amount of research. What was the precise nature
0f these writings? Are they extant? Did Luke have them at
his disposal and peruse them? Did he ewmbody them in his Gospel
in any way? Such sre a few of the questions which arise out of
the scanty information furnished by Luke's prefzce,

Ve too have been stimulated by the opening words of the
third Gospel to meke an investigation as to the narratives he
mentions, 2nd to seek an answer, if one is to be found, to the

same questions as sbove., We are psrticularly concerned with



these questions, since some have proposed that liark's Gospel is
at least one answer to them. They say that Luke possessed the
second Gospel and incorporated parts of it, or the whole, into
his own composition. 1In other words, the iliarczn account was
one of Luke's source materials which served as a basis for his
Gosypel.

‘e should like to examine all the evidence concerning this
hypothesis in order to determine whether it is workable or if it
is more than & theory. We shall concentrate our attention on

three chief arecas of testimony, namely, that of history, research,

end internal witness. OQur aspproach to these centers of atten-
tion will be through a study of the personal relutions of lark
and Luke, the testimony of history &s to their Gospels, the
opinions oflscholarship as to whether Luke used lark, the various
argumenté scholars provose in support of the priority of iark,
the internzl evidence produced to show that azllegedly Luke

used liark's Gosyel, énd finally, a study of the preface itself

in Luke's Gospel,



e e
3.

I.

THE PEL.SONAL RELATIONS BETWEEN LUKE AND MARK

/n investigation as to whether or not a certain suthor used
the writings of another zs source materizl would naturally raise
the uestion of personal relztions. By that we mean to ask if
the two Gospel-writers were versonally acquainted? Did Luke
know of liark, or did he actu=ally know Mark? If Luke knew lerk
personally, how well did he know him--zs a passing acquaintance
or perhaps 2s an intimate friend? The answer to these questions
would shed considerable light on the problem before us, becsuse
any writer is more likely to use than fail to use & work with
whose author he is well écquainted. Certainly a writer would
want toe best source material to be had. This is especially
true in the case of Luke,1 since his purpose was to achieve the
greatest esmount of sccuracy possible (Lk. 1:4). If Mark's Gospel
had been writter end Luke knew liark's background, Iuke's zeazal to
"investigate 2ll things from the beginning" would not let him
rest until he had looked into his account.

The earliest biograrhical material about Luke and Mark is
found in the lew Testament. We must go to its pages for any

evidence of a personal relationship between the two Lvangelists.

Antioch

I:u‘usebius2 end J‘erome5 lead us to believe that Iu e was born

1., "...although his claim to have investigated it all carefully
from the beginning, 1:3, shows that he did not proceed without
making careful search for worth-while material.," Goodspeed,
An Introduction to the N. T., pp. 206-207.

20 msebius, H. Ec’ III’ 4'

3. Cf. Jerome's, Preface of Commentary on Maithew.
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end roised in Antioch of Syria.l Although Scripture does not :
definitely attest the witness offthese men, it does indicate ;
Luke's familiarity with Antioch.6 Luke geems to know a number
of people who huziled from, and who had come to, Antioch. His
care to name these people and his description of the evenils which
took place there are indications that Luke lived and worked in
Antioch for some time.
Paul's first contzct with Luke was probably in Antioch at
the time Barnabas brought Paul there from Tarsus (Acts 11:25,
26). 1t seems that Paul remeined in Antioch one year (Acts 11:
£6) before he journeyed to Jerusalem at the bidding of the Church
to bring aid to the needy Christisns. During that year's time
in Antiocn, it seems that Paul converted Luke to the Christian
faith. Luke's conversion may have taken place in 45 A. D.3
IFrom the time of his conversion to the time that Luke joined Paul
at Troes (Acts 16:11), during Paul's second missionary journey,

Luke must have remzined in Antioch doing the work of the Lord.

lleanwhile, we pick up the history of liark in Jerusalem.

1. Plummer, Commentary on Luke (ICC), p. xxi, thinks that they
may have derived their statements from Julius Africanus (Harnack,
Texte und Unters., viii, 4, p. 39) followed by Theophylact,
suthymius Zigabenus and Nicephorus, but "is perhaps only an
inference from the Acts." Busebius' statement need not mean
more than "that Luke had a family connection with Antioch:
but it hardly 'aiounts to an assertion that Luke was not an
Antiochisn.'™

2. Acts 6:5, 11:19-27, 13:1-3, 14: 26-28, 15: 1, 2, 30-40, 18:
22y 123,

3. It would be some time in 45 if we take the year 46 to be the
year in which the famine (Acts 1l: 28) at Jerusalem began,
Volesius (Whiston, The Life and Works of Flavius Josephus,
p. 587, note) says in his comments on pesseges in Husebius,
He B., II, 12 that this famine Cforetold by Agabus happened
in the 5th, 6th and 7th years of Claudius' reign. Claudius
reigned from 41 to 54 A. D.
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According to Acts 12: 12, Peter was freed from prison by the

angel of the Lord. TFrom there he went to the house of Mary,

the mother of John liark. There many were gathered together

for prayer, and it would not be difficult to conceive of her

son as being auong them. Barnabas and Paul came'to Jerusalean

on their mercy mission in 46, =nd contacted Mark. It was probably
in the esrly pert of 47 when they returned to Antioch. And when
they returned to Antioch, they took John kark with them (Acts

12: 25),

30 Luke and liark must have become acquainted first in Antioch.
Paul and Barnabas were their mutusl friends. It was not until
about six months later that Mark left in the summer, szy, of
47 with Peul and Barnabas on their first missionmary journey,

Theee six months constitute the first period of acquaintance-
stip between the two Gospel-writers.

There was & second period of contact in Antioch. Iliark left
the two missionaries zt Perga in Pemphilia to return to Jerusalem,
liost likely he returned to hnis home and mother. It was late in 48
“hen Faul and Barnsbas returned to Antioch from their journey.
They =zpent close to = year and a helf on this journey, and it must
have been a year or less before they began their second tour.1
During this interim, Paul and Barnabas went to Jerusalem to attend
th? Apostolic Council. There they met lerk again, and most likely
he trevelled back to Antioch with t‘he!n.2 All of them may have
arrived in Antioch early in 49, ILuke was still in Antioch at that

time. So from early 49 to the early summer of 49, when Mark

1., Acts 14: 28 and 15: 35 would seem to indicate that length of

time,
2. According to Acts 15: 38, Mark was in Antioch at the time Paul

and Barnabas begen their second journey. Thus we conclude
that Merk went back with them from Jerusalem,
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agaln departed from Antioch with Barnabas, Merk could have had
contact with Luke. This second period mey have been only for the
short time of four months. However, had Luke been among "the
certain other of them" (Acts 15: 2) who attended the Apostolic
Coﬁncil with Paul and Barnabas, he and Mark could have been to-
gether a while in Jeruszlem and together om the way back to Antioph;
With this additional time, the contact between ITuke and Merk would
have widened to spproximately seven or eight months.

l Ephesus

The next location where lMark and Luke must have had a good
chance to spend guite some time together was in Ephesus. This
was during the third missionary journey of Paul,

After Paul had spent a year and a half in the city of Corinth
(Acts 18: 11) and some time in travelling end visiting at the
conclusion of his second journey, he arrived in Antioch of Syria
late in the fall of 51. He remained there during the winter
wonths, and began his third missionary journey in the spring of :
52, After he had visited a number of the churches in Asia iiinor,
travelling on foot, he came to Ephesus in the fall of 52. There
he labored among the Ephesians for three yeara-1

Now the 19th chapter of the Acts is Luke's report of what
happened to Paul during those three years in Ephesus. It is a
very meagser description for three years of the type of work
Paul did. We are certain that Luke omitted some very nigniﬁ-
cant events w’hicﬁ took place during that time. For imstance,

l. ILuke (Acts 20: 31) reports Paul =8 mentioning this to the
Ephesian elders whenm Paul made a quick stop-over visit near
Ephesus on his way to Jerusalem.



7.

the fect that Paul supported himself while im Ephesus (Acts 203
34), @nd that he had been imprisoned there,1 show this %o be
tlie cese, -

The present writer is irn agreement with the nighly probable
hypothesisg thet Paul wrote the so-czlled captivity letters in
Ephesus. Those letters would include Fhilemon, Colossiang,
Dphesisns and Philippians. And in these captivity letters of
Paul we find Luke and lMark mentioned toget‘her.3

The last we heard of Luke in Acts was at Philippi, where

4

it seems that he remained behind while Paul continued kis journey.
Then Luke came to Paul in Ephesus, becsuse, being his intimate
friend and physician, he no doubt would come to minister to him

in his tribulation. However, we think that Luke did not make -

the trip to Erhesus qntil after Paul wrote to the Philippiaua.5
According to Duncan,& Paul wrote to the Philippians during his ;
first imprisonment in Lphesus. This first imprisonment came early
in the three-year stay at Ephesus. Therefore, Luke must have

arrived in Tphesus late in 53. Apparently, Paul left Ephesus

l. 1 Core 15: 32, We hold that some of the other imprisonments
of which Paul speaks (2 Cor. 1ll: 23) tock place in Ephesus
(cfe 2 Core 1: 8-10 and Rome. 163 34 7).

2. Ge. S. Duncan seems to be the foremost advocate of this
hypothesis at present. For a very cogent presentation of
the arguments of the Ephesian origin of these letters, see
his book, St. Faul's Ephesien Ministry.

3. Cf. Col. 43 10 with Col., 4: 14, Philemon 24.

4, Acts 16: 40 seems to indicats thet Paul went on without ILuke.
Also the "we" section ends here.

5. Surely Paul would have included Luke's greetings to the
Philippians had Luke been with him at the time. And if Luke
had been in Philippi, Paul would have sen! him greetings
from Ephesus. '

6. Duncen, Op. Cit., p. 154 ff.

PRITZLAFF MEMORIAL LIBRARY
CONCORDIA SEMINARY
ST. LOUIS, MO.



8.

il
in the spring of 55, @nd Luke either left with Paul or he must
-

hove gone shortly after him, Then it wes probebly close to two
years that Luke spent in Ephesus.,

we know nothing of the trevels of liark from the time he left
Antioch with Barnszbes to the time when we meet him in Zphesus
with Paul (Col. 4:10 #nd Philemon £4). The greetings which Paul
conveys in these letters seem to imply that Mark had been with
Paul some time before he wrote them, liark having become acquainted
with those people and the circumstances which provoked the letters.
/e think that these twg letters were written during a later im-
prisonment in Ep‘hnsus.o S0 lark may have come to Lphesus in the
syring of 54, There he stayed, seemingly, working in and around
sphesus, until he trevelled to Rome.4

Yrom the srring of 54 to the spring of 55 Luke and Mark were
together in iliphesus. This gave them a year to renew their friend-
ship, and come to Imow ezch other thet wmuch better as co-workers
#ith the Lord.

Rome

There c¢re hints in the Scriptures as to the possibility of
Luke @2nd liark meeting one enother in Rome.

.Ve cen re:dily see from the use of the first person plursl

pronoun in the description of Paul's journey to Rome that Luke

1. So zrgues Dr. Arndt (Notes on the New Te:stament, p. 26), since
Paul wented to leave Lphesus aiter Pentecost (1 Cor. 1§:8), mt
was Torced to leave earlier because of the riot of the silver-
smiths., The Artemisia were held in llay. Paul must have left
in April or eczrly in liay. g

o, Acts 20: 6. Here we find Luke joining Paul at Philipri as Paul
returned from Corinth. Luke had gone back to Philippi.

3. Duncan, -O_h Cit., ppo 124-1431

4. Ve know for sure thet Merk was in Rome with Peter when Peter
wrote his first epistle (1 Pet. 5: 13). But we think that Mark
end Peter were together in Rome before thet time, as we shall

show later,




9.

accompenied Paul to Rome., Later, also, Paul specificelly mentions
thet Luke is with him there.l They must have come to Rome in the
spring of 59.U Although it may have been only & few years, Luke i
may have remeined in Rome the rest of his life.

From Rome Paul writes thus to Timothy at Lphesus, "Only Luke
is with me. Tuke lerk, and bring him with thee....” (2 Tim. 43
1lla). Ve see from the contentsa of this second epistle to |
Timothy that Paul was very close to his decth when he wrote it. f

Annd we nold that Paul's death czme in 64 as a result of the per-

secution which srose from Nero's accusing the Christians of burn-
4

ing Rome, Then Mark wes in Ephesus in &4.

Qbviously, llark had left Rome and travelled to Ephesus. Since
his greetings are not included in Peter's second Epistle, which we
think was written shortly after the first, znd the Tirst late in

62, we can guess that liark left Rome sometime in &3, If ilark had

come to Home earlier and wes there at the time Paul &nd Luke caue
5}
in 59, it seems that he snd Luke might have been together from
6

59 to €3, But we learn from Tusebius th=t lfark was in Alexandria

in the eighth year of the reign of Nero, and was succeeded by a

le 2 Tim. 41.11=.

2. Paul's trip to Jeruselem (Acts 20: 1-=21:15), his two years in
prison in Caeserea (Acts 24:27), and his trip to Rome (Acts
27--28:16¢) would sccount for tnis date of arrivel.

3¢ 2 Tim, 2: 11 and 4: 6-9.

4, Tor the arguments which conclude that the date of Faul's death -
was at this time, see Arndt, Op. Cit., p. 46-47, '

5, This we infer from the remarks of tusebius, H. E., II, 24, "When
Yero was in the eighth year of his reign, Annianus succeeded
Yark the Evengelist in the administration of the parish of
Alexendria," snd from those made by Spiphanius, Against Heretics,
line 6, "In Rome St. Peter permitted Mark to write out the
Gospel, and having written it, he was sent by'St. Petexr to the
land of Egypt.", end from Clement of Alexandrisg, who testifies
that liark wrote after Peter preached the Gospel in R?me (Hypo-
typoses VI). Cf. part II of this paper for the original text
of these authors, .

6. Cf. @bove note,. .‘
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certein Annisnus in the administration of the pzrish there. Since
Tero reigned from 54 to 68, it would have been sometime in 62 when
Annisnus succeeded lark. If we take into considerzstion the time
it would teke to resch Alexandria from Rome znd possibly two

vears to found congregations there, it could have been ezarly in

60 thet Mark left Rome. Then he returned to Kome to be with Peter
when he wrote his first Epistle (1 Pet. 5:13), spent = few months
here with him, end deperted for Ephesus, Therefore Luke and Mark
ware probably together in Rome from 5% to 60 and from late in 62
to early 63, which totals a little more than & yezrxr.

It is not impossible that Mark r=ached Rome, coming from
Lprhesus, shortly before Paul's death. There he and Luke would
have been together for snother period of time. But the length
of this later period cennot ve determined, since we know nothing

of the place and time of Luke's and XMark's death.

In conclusion, we see that the friendship between Luke and
llark wos extended over a period of some 17 yeers or more. It
began in Antioch sometime in 47 A. D., @nd continued on through
the times they were together in Rome znd elsewhere before Paul's
desth. Interspersed cmong these 17 years or more were various
times of personal contazci between the two men. All told, they
spent about a ye:r together in Antioch, & year in Iphesus, and
& year or so in Rome. During these three years, they l:bored
together in the Lord's Kingdom, perhaps lived together, and no
doubt had to face meny of the seme herdships. They had meny a
chence to discuss with one enotner the events in the life of

Jesus end His teachings. Together Like and lark must have learned
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and recapitulated the truths of Chrisdanity with Paul and other
Apostles. Together they, too, must have continued in the Apostles!
doctrine end fellowsnip, #nd in the brezking of bread, and in
prayers., So they worked, lived, learned and taught, worshipped,
and lived the Christisn life together. Surely out of 21l this
thiere must have developed a deep end lasting friendship between
the two.

Grented that & deep znd lasting friendship existed between
the two Ivengeliste, we must conclude that such a relation would
have a definite be:ring upon the attitude of each toward the
other's product of the pen. Zach would heve ende:vored to obtain
end investigate what the other had written. They would have trusted
me ez other explicitly. Because of this mutusl trust, the proba-
bility of their using various parts of the other's narrative would
be theat much greater,

Lefore we cen proceed any further, we must endeavor to

establish which of the two Evengelists wrote first.
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II.
T TESTIMONY OF HISTORY AS TO THE GOSPELS
OF LUKE AND MARK

In this section we are interested in the testimony of
history a2z to which of the two Gospel-writers wrote first, and
if the one used the other's Gospel,

The history with which we shall concern ourselves is the
early period of the Christian Churech, from the first to the
fifth centuries, inclusively. It is quite obvious that the evi-
dence from these centuries bears the most weight in consideration
of the problem before us, The period has been extended to the
fifth century so as to include official pronouncements of the
Church =2t large, the various lists of the cenonical books of the
New Testement, and evidence from different varts of the world.

It will be seen very readily that this period of history is
not lacking in discussion of the first of the two (uestions above,
neomely, the sequence of the two Gospels. 3But concerning the
letter, this period of history has nothing to say.

With the absence of any testimony of history at this partic-
ular time whether one of the writers used the Gospel of the
other, we shell direct our attention to their sequenc-. A con-
sideration of the secuence of the Gospels of Luke end Mark finally
arrives at & presentation znd examination of what has been said

about the order of the four Gospels and the time of their com=-

position,
Papias

At present, the very earliest (c. 100 A. D,) informetion we

f18F

s
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have on the Gospels is from Papias. His testimony comes to us
1

in fragmentary form =znd indirectly. Eusebius quotes Pepias as

heving seaid the following about the Gospel of Mark:
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Upon careful exasmination of what Papiaé has to say, he

himself quoting the Presbyter John and adding a short commentary, !
|

we find that he gives no information whztever on the order-of |

the Gospels.

We also find that he gives us no definite informa- |

tion on the time vwhem lerk wrote. However, since Papias is the :

very first one te szy anything closely associated with our prodblem, ;

his testimony is worth memtioning because of his description of

the situation.

1. H. BE., III, 39,




- with Mark,

Le, T ——

Mark, ghom Teter celled his son (1 Pet. 5: 13), beceme the
¢ ’
€CunvesTns  of Peter, He recorded accurately, without error and
without intention to falsify or purposely owit, as much 28 he
remembered. The chief source material for his Gospel, then, was
the oral Gospel &@s he had heerd it from Peter, His writing this
from memory does not exclude sny perusal of Eritten material which
he could have seen or hsd in his possession.g His writing from
memory, however, does indicate that he was not Peter's private
scribve.

7e would like to know if Peter was living at the time when
Merk wrote his Gospel, but Papias gives us no clue. lNark's writing
from memory could be taken to mesn either that he wrote :fter
Peter's devth, or thet Peter was living &t that time but not living
Papias only leaves us in 2 quandary =nd with a strong
desire to search further for the facts,

Irenezeus

Irenaeus (c. 100-150 A. D.), in his work, Contras Haereses,

III, 1, hes this to say =bout the Gospels:

Ite Matthaeus in Hebraeis ipsorum lingua Scripturam
edidit evengelii, cuum Petrus et Paulus Romae
evingelizsrent, et fundarent eeclesiam. TFost vero
horum excessum Marcus, discipulus et interpres Petri,
et ipse, quae & Petro annuntiata erant, per scripta
nobis tradidit. =t Iucas autem, sectator Pauli,
quod ab illo presedicabatur evangelium in libro con-
didit., TPostea et Ioennes discipulus Domini qui et
supra pectus eius recumbebat, et ipse edidit evange-
lium, ZLphesi Asize commorans.

1. This word is not a synonym for “translator." It sii;ly mesns,
"one who explains in words, or one who expounds."

2, There are those who think Hark actually had written mat-rials
bafore him. Moffatt is one: "...Hark's Gospel is rlainly a
composition, not in the sense in which Mt. end Lk. are, but
still in a noticeable degree of its own. It is not en artless
transcript of oral reminiscences. The suthor has had beffre
him verious materisls, not only oral but also written sources,

woich he has occasionally re-arranged." (in Introduction to the
Literature of the N. T., . 226.,) Loisy end Wendland agree

with loffett, Ibid., De 226,
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Irenzeus refers to the four Gospels in the order, Matthew,
Uerk, Luke end John. It is evident from & certain time element
and from the perticle (postea) he uses that he is giving a chron-
ological seéquence., Irenzeus sveaks of the Gospels in other places
in hislwritings, but there he does not give them in chronologiceal
order,

Some have tzken Irenseus to mean thet Mark wrote his Gospel
after the mertyrdom of Petﬁr end Paul, which, according to our
reckoning, would be in 64.~ The term excessﬁs msy méan either
"departure" in a wider and more genersl sense, or it may be used
as "a depsrture from life," in a srecial sense, Those who hold
that llark wrote after the death of Peter and Peul base their con-
clusiong largely upon the special usage of excessus.

Apperently, Irenacus meant "departure from life“3 when he
used the word., Dut to conclude that Mark wrote after the death
of the two Apostles is a misinterpretation of what he said. Ire-

noeus says that "after the death of these men, liark, a disciple

and interpreter of Peter handed down (tradidit) to us in writing

1. Cf. Contra Haereses, III, 9 and III, 11, 7. Here Irenaeus
discusses tne Gospels in the order, liatthew, Luke, lark,John,
but he is trying to emrhasize the two Gospels in which Jesus
apparently took a more affirmative atiitude toward the 0. T.
e order in III, 11, 8, John, Luke, ilatthew, lark, cannot be
taken in & chronologicel sense, because Irenseus here is in-
fluenced entirely by the arrangement of the four living-
ecreatures in Rev. 4: 6-8, as tradition lszbeled them.

2. Dionysius of Corinth says in so many words that Peter and Paul
were martyred at the same time., In his letter to the Romans
end the bishop, Soter, thn in office, he writes: voe Ouols oe Kul

&5 Tiy Texdixv buooe Kilafures eunetvenawy (Feter +Favl) KxTh Tov OTIV HRieoy .

Since Paul, we think, wes martyred in 64, Peter must have died

at thet time,
3. Cf. Zehn, Introduction to the N, T., II, D. 398, for his de-
cided stond thet tuis word must be taken in the sense of death.

Also, Moffatt, Op. Cit., D« 211, and Thiessen, Introduction
to the N. T., D» 141,

T
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those things which were preached by Peter." The verb trado is not
the ssme ©s scribere. Irenaeus does not say that liark "wrote"
after the death of these men, but simply "hended down to us in
writing,."

Viewing the zbove statement of Irenaeus in the light of its
1
context, it seems that Harnzck has understood him correctly when

he said, "Irenaeus simply wished to prove that the teaching of
the four chief Apostles did not perish with their death, but that

it has come down to us in writing." Harnack paraphrases what
2

Irenaecus gaid as followsg

Among the Hebrews, liatthew also published in their
own tongue a written Gospel (besides his oral teach=-
ing), while in Rome Peter and Paul proclazimed (orally,
not in writing) the Gospel, and founded the Church.
Fut (although they died without leaving behind them
a written Gospel, their tesaching has not .perished,
for) after their death Mark also (like liatthew), the
disciple znd interpreter of Peter, handed down to us
in writing the teaching of Peter; and Luke, the
follower of Paul, gathered together in a book the
Gospel preached by the latter apostle. Thereupon
John, the disciple of the Lord, who a&lso lay in His
bosom, he @lso published the Gospel while he was
dwelling at Ephesus.

In all probability, Irenaeus did not set the terminus 2 guo
for the date of lMark's Cospel at the decesse of Peter and Paul.
Muratorian Fragment
The next testimony of history (c. 180-20C A. Ds) is that of
the Muratoriesn Frugment., The first few lines of the Fragment

3
eiiphasize the order of the Gospels:

1. The Date of the Acts znd of the Synoptic Gospels, p. 130,

2. TBTH., pp7_13T:2. This is Harnack's paraphraging, but he gives
credit to Chapman (Journal of Theological Studies, 1905, July,
PP. 563 ff,) a8 the first one to have correctly interpreted
this passage in the light of its context. The underlined
portions were in italics., The parentheses ore also Harnack's,

3, This is the unaltered text found in Westcott, Cenon of the

ie Tey Appendix C.
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«+«osquibus tamen interfuit, et ita posuit. Tertio
suangelii librum secando Lucen....Quarti eusngel=
iorum Iohannes €X decipoliSe...

The text places Luke's Gospel third and John's fourth. Un-
doubtedly, previous mention of the remeining Gospels had been made,

Guibus must have referred to one of the other Zvengelists, but be-
1

cause of the mutilated text we cannot determine which. Vestcott .
believes that "the Tragment comm:ences with the last words of a sen-

tence which evidently referred to the Gospel of St. Mark,"

Clement of Alexandria

¥
=
Lusebius specks of Clement of Alexandria (150-220 A. D.) as
giving the tradition of the earliest presbyt-rs cbout the order
3 ,
of the Cosypels: \ ‘e
e O ’ - meEPC THS T
Auﬂu af év roty wvrocs ¢ k""“"‘, (?'6)“‘” % . S
Tuwv euxfrc-Aw.z Txexoriy rwy Kvéaxbes meeeBoleowr
L}
Z‘&é’ﬁn«_ roroy eXevewy TSy TeOToV, 7?°féff‘¢‘“‘- Tedy
éux{r’c-)zwv TR ﬁ"e-nefxwm T-Z's ﬁv:xhn’u:. J‘ /rxzz
2 ’ k 4 4 . =y
M« erev Z‘Kur«w ETfn Nevae THYV Otkevou(aV  Tov
(,1,‘4,,..“_ o /au,qpf ﬁqpufnrto:. Tov Aof‘i’ Axe  TTVESURT

7Tereow

7-; euufrs)uow efc-c.mrro.:) ""ou; mcporu; rakkou;
ort‘xr lr-texk-e?\ea-xc 7ov /'ﬂtcmw ws &l’ ¥Kl/\au£hrxwz'&
xu ruJ n'o(:(iw&.sw I\'xt AMEAL Vn,«t-l/oy T )téy\’ 5&:/ ZulV

\

KVK PR kL TX enméva *  TonoavTa u/s' 7o

S % = Ly o 2 vrov
CORYYEN Lov | AMETK Voore.  Tols Copfevots XK
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oTtep émvivra Tov NeTeor 7ICoTeevTinuls ~uTe

- / 4
hwdirke wire Trotee ykobxi,

Clement says that the Gospels containing the genealogies

1. Op. Cit., pe 193.
2« Op, Clt., VI, 14.
3., Clement of Alexendria, Hypotyposes, VI.
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were written first, namely, Matthew and Luke, Because Zusebius
quotes Clement as giving the order of the Gospels and the fact
that Clement states that John wrote last, it would seem that he
meant to give ep historical account of the composition of the
writings in chronologicel order. Then on the face of it, Clement
puts liatthew and Luke before the other two.

There remeins, héwever, gomething to be said for a less lit-
eral interpretation of Clement's st:tement. We notle that Zusebius
does not quote Clement directly. Therefore, it is conceivable
that hie reported an isolated statement which Clement, in summary,
mede sbout the two CGospels with the genealogies. Then Clement
interjected & description of the origin of liark's Gospel, end
ended by ssying that John wrote last. The beginning words would
not mean thet lMatthew eand ILuke were in sbsolute first position,
but, relatively speaking, they were the first to be writien with
respect to liark and John, that is, lMatthew was written before
lark end Luke before John.

Clement's report points to certain facts which are connected
with tﬁe date of our second Gospel. Iiark wrote while Peter was

still living, although Peter, evidently, was not living with Mark

2 ’ S —_— - ’ —~
et the time (J'zre-r' ETYVorTx Tov TeTeov TPoTCET Tends muTe KwAvex(

1, Zahn has brought this supposition to our attention. "If,
in congideration of the general currency of the tradition
thzt the order was Matthew, Mark, Luke, John (n. 8), one may
assume that it was known to Clement's teachers end to him-
self, it is noteworthy that their divergent statement is
given without any hint of its opposition to the common view.
It is not impossible, then, that the presbyters simply
mesnt that Letthew was written before lark and Luke before

John," To No Tey I, pPe. 400’ note 9.
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MHTE Warfapxa-lxc , Also, Mark must have written after Peter
had done & considerzble zmount of preasching in Rome, because
Cl-ment speaks of the "meny" who petitioned Mark.
Origen
In the first book of his Commentary on lMatthew, Origen
(c. 185-254 A. D.) records the tradition of his dey concerning

the order of the Gospels as they were written:
Qs ev a«<cadore. wnBov wer. tTevorewv
Luu)’fe)wwv < A ,da’VoL o?r-wu'ﬂ‘nrx' éa—mv Z-V
-r,,, ono ToV od{’xroy éKKAha-t-c Too 95’3‘ o
TeBToy MV /e)f()acrrrm 75 kxTk TEY WOTe
Z"e)\uh’r]';/' Jorrepov e xmw'tvov Z yeoo /}/"’"’TW
/%rﬂvﬁom éJKOG-/uka’z'x <Ors Teis Kmé -4"’&“’"‘""”
TioTelrno  yexumnory £ OCeKKR "‘”fr’r‘y"?"’"
o!éut'd-eav Jé.’ o K& /Vau'lfov ws %rfas "¢ﬂfﬂo'xra
xurw Tocuonrtn' oo Kut Teirov o Kxtx A"“‘"‘”’; 7o
ume {;quV CTR Vo Suevor SOKYYENOY Tors XIS
Tov &Bvidv memotnoTn émi Wire To kntn ‘L webVar,

Apperently, the tradition which Origen recorded hsd become
crystelized at that time, and he could say clearly and unhesitantly
that Matthew wrote first, ilark second, Luke third, and John fourth,

As for the time when the Gospels were composed, Origen, with
reference to Mark, is ambiguous., With regard to Luke's Gospel,
he errs in thinking that Paul referred especially to our third
Gospel in 2 Cor. 8: 18.1

Tusebius

lusebius (260-341 A. D.), the church historisn, adopts the

l. Paul does not refer to any of our four Gospels in this passage,
but he means the Gospel in 2 wider sense as the Glad Tidings
of salvation through Christ.
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same tradition os to the order of the Gospels which was reported

by Origen.
Mer Oxios ,usu Y&e .. .,x-rpwu rAwTTH Yexdu 7xexdovs
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&zn )/Pxﬁw €->a Beiv routa"o/e X«(:y K(TIA‘-S . (T, zl{)
Also, in the 15th chapter of the second book of his Church

History, “usebius follows the tradition which Clement of Alex-
andria end Papias report about the menuner in which the Gospel

of ilark csome to be written.
o~ J / — — L4 -
e (0T00T0 oA E—7f(—>\ U YV Txts Twy KKok TwV
- J Vs < 1
Tov 77&‘?‘69011 /}x Vm./x_q &y oe 6(—(’.4; f{ey)’o;, ws H
= ’ ’
T'f;‘ ptiaZgD",u roo Belov hueod wuntos *1 Wocom oo A &
: \ , ’ =T o ’ \ L
TxenkAnzer. ¥e axvrolus Meekor, o0 To Elxypelios
>y >/
¢5&’F£—z‘m Ko dov Bov oven Jleceov Arn’x(ina—mJ Ss Xy
v A o S - a[ \ A e
KK ik Yex /u: Vo sty ML THs KK oYod
/ /
T ox Vo Beloys worols M Acipoc Ve o fe P\ ok >
! / ’ - -~ 3/ '
Ay TPoTéfas T XVEWar #° /rxréﬂfnhco—ém Tov
7/ 1 ’ £ ’ / =
Vo , K&( TaxetTy KeTcovs )/ﬂ/c-a-@m THS Too
’ Y ¢ J ’ ~
AeYomevor fxzn MMapror eoeyfediov T 28
’ 1 2 ’

/_'rm;:-& /é ro rrpe(/‘/ﬂe:u /xr‘c ToV XLTOFToA
&) ’ 3 — - 7 -
Ko kXU gpa¥os Ko red 700 GVEUMUXTog yfrﬁmf.u

- -
T'M Twy ;cv/pw/ 770 aa,aux kuewd‘xi Te tuv
’ s
Yf,uﬁm/ s:s c—r‘z’eu ft/ TKs eKkAhrcxla, K)Wmﬂ

L C ’ ’
(-V Exrwr Twv Ywortvmwoewy wxex relsceac THV
= Bl -~ ‘ ) e
Io-roPmr a-urezrt,u«('rupe-c o KoTw Kt Zerxmodinns ;m:wr«ro;

ovounte Mumixs,
He says that Clement and Papias are sgreed in their accounts

concerning this matter of lierk's GCospel. Then he adds a few

other points, such &s Uark's Gospel being extant at his time

( 60 7 Boxyyehov feécerni), the strong pleadings ( 7wex xhn'nf“ )

of Peter's hearers for ¥ark to write out Peter's oral Gospel,
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thet the Syirit revealed to Peter what hed been done (w«mo ke Xvyrvros
~ ~ L4
KeTy Tov 7VevuMatos ), snd thot Mark's Gospel was validated
. & - ’ 1 % e 2 =
for use in the churches ( AVPwoxL Te rnv VCxkPuv i evrev v Tays
) 2
ERKAN (s e
Furthermore, the historian has the following to say in
connection with the Lvangelist Mark:
- M! /V, — ] J 1 v 2 Vi
/ourov € XCKoV 7TelTov ?’“0'“’ e s /qn’t/frrau
\ » L7 )
D'z‘c—¢Atx/—(e-Va/) 70 evayrediov o on K ruveypn Yxrto
’ 2 — £ I 7 ’
Kn @0 St ehxAneins Te mearov €m' woridy Ade§xrdveins
and e0s Tnoma Ox, (2T, 7¢)

s ‘/n le ar =

/Neewvoe Ve oy YooV xyovres rus ﬁw‘rae—ms é?b..s T@DTes ,qet"
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Avricrds TAV Aecroveyiar Wiwdéxezxi. (I, zy)

hen we combine these statements with what we already know

ebout liark, it is possible to arrive @t some sort of date for
" s 3 S N ~ - . c/ J‘ A %
the origin of his Gospel. Mark had written ( &' dn A= WV&)@(W“TO)
his Gospel before he wus sent to Egypt. There in Alexandria, we

are told, he was the first to esiablish churches. It is possible

thot he becsme the Tirst bishop of Alexendriz. Later he was

relieved of thie sdministration of the pzrish there by Annisnus in
1

the eighth year of the reign of Nero, i. e., 62 A. D. Since,

&g we have previously pointed out in Part I, it must have tsken
some time to travel from Rome to Alexandris and to estsblish
churches there, liark probably left Rome esrly in €0. Therefore,
because Mark had already written his Gospel znd this was after
he and Peter had been l:sboring in Rome for & few years, Mark

mey have writtem in 58-59.

l. Yero reigned from 54 to 68.
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Cotalogus Claromontanus
An old Latin codex (e. 300 A. D.) from Africs, written in

stichometrical form, catalogues the Gospels in the following

i,
orders:
Luangelia iiii
Hattheum ver. IIDC 2600 lines)
Ioharmes ver. II 2000 lines)
Mearcus Ver. e 18600 lines
Tucam ver. ITECCCC (2900 lines

Cheltenham List
This listing of the New Testament Scripture was discovered
by lomusen in 1885 in a menuscript then at Cheltenham, Znglsnd.

It is believed to represent the North African usage around

36"." Jie Do
suangelia IIIX Mattheum IIDCC
Marcum KEDCC
Iohannem HDCCC
Lucanm IIICCC
Ghpiphanius

Lpiphanius (c. 310-403 A. D.), the bishop of Salamis in

Cyprus, wrote the following about the Gospels in his treatise,
z

L

Against Heretics

Viceld /%_rﬂgia; FPesTOs ostlf,{’erau eu;cﬁ’éA:f e B
ﬁ,yus e erx Tov /%:z-ﬂxww Xno)oo s yevoueves
& Mexos Tw xy;u,‘z;,,u, v ;iumq &7 TedTe T
¢3 c‘UKYfGAuw Do Bl A’m ff-‘s”"s oo & TENNETL
Cme TV KYiev Nerpou &is THY TV Atrdﬂ'ﬂ””/\/‘“ﬁ‘"
like 7 buke wrete an accovnt of isia f‘erpru%/zw: of NMark.

T, 15 fmally | Jokn, when wore thau Fo years old,

lrne ¢

1. Westcott, Canon of the ¥. T., Appendix D.
2 Souter, The Text and Conon of the N. T., (Selected docudents),

Pe 212
3. Cf. Zahn, I. N, T., II, p. 399, note 8,
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According to the account which Upiphanius gives, the
Lvangelists wrote in this order: latthew, lMark, Luke =znd John.

As for suy evidence of the time when they wrote, Zpiphanius
testifies thet lark haed alyvesdy written his Gospel before Peter
sent him to the lznd of ILgypt. This concurs with the tradition
given by Zusebius, and supports sn ezrly date for the writing of
ierk's Gosyel,

Athenasius
Athanasius, in his 39th Festal Letter, lists the four

Gosypels in this orxrder: ? ;
E) A}
EonY1rédix Terowps  furx a7 Bxiov , AR
t L ) '
Mxexov, fata LNovnly , Kxx 7 wkvvny.
men he trecats of the four Gospels in his Synopsis of the

1
floly Scrirtures, he ploces them in the sczme order as shove.

Council of Laodicea

The order of the Cospels adopted by the Council_of

-~
Laodicea around the year 362 A. D. was in this wise:
’ ~ =, \ /
c"fjxr'rehm v', Aerk /%crﬁxmv, Kot T ch"kw,
KK T Aouka?rJ KTk Lewkwav,

Gregory of Nazianzus
Gregory (died c. 390 A. D.), in his work entitled, "On the
Genuine Fooks of Inspired Scripture,® arrznges the four Gospels

n the following order: i
? c e
Y27/ z.é)’(-;” A eV 94;/‘4,4 Yev £ Bexeocs qu,ux—:x
- . AV | TE V L\ odKk«=s A,\’x Tt
A?*ftbu* Mxekos ) T Nen t :

— - ’ = J
Tliere A Zwdyons aieef mércs, 20exvofolrns.
Aurhilochius of Iconium

[

In his “"Lines to Seleucus," Amphilochius (died c. 394 A. D.)

records this order of the four Gospels:

Cf. the 1601 ed. of the Works of Athenasius, trans. by

1. of
Petfus Naunius Alcumarisnus et al., pp. 110-11Q.
2. Westcott, Op. Cit., Appendix D.
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Chrysostom

Chrysostom (347-407 A. D.), in his Synopsis of Holy Seript-

ure, groups the Gospels in the order of John and Natthew, Luke
andé iierk:
z__' J 4 o s / -
fen .8 éuka‘ 7&}(4{ T <. Tq.‘-d"'d"x@p( 5 0/‘,0 oy ‘C'JV
-5t — 4 s \
uOnvww T3 Newrzoo Lwavves kel Mot Bxiov -
2 \ - \ 7’ -
olvo e Lhovnd ku\ Mulewso: Sv 5 wiv oo

T esUaRiR e Srod Tvdov VeYovus wmxbnrai

There is no semblance of chronological sequence whatever

Tfor the Gosrels in Chrysostom's words., It is evident thet in
his arrengement Chrysostom is guided by the division of writers
into two groups for the purpose of distinguishing vetween those
wiio were the disciples of Christ and those who were not.
Chrysostow depsrts from the generesl tradition that Mark
wrote in Iiome, #nd stotes that he wrote in EZgypt.
And liark, too, in Egypt, is said to have done

this self sauwe thing (of putting in writing what
he had spoken) =t the entreaty of the disciples.

1
Becsuse Chrysostom alone differs from the slready well
est:vlished end widespread tradition, his testimony carries
little weight in this connection.
014 Letin Prologues™

The evidence gathered from these Prologues concerning the

l. Chrysostom, Homilies on the Gospel of St. Hatthew, I, Te

<. Zghn, Op. Cit., 11, p. 400, gives the original text.

o —————
. A -
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order of the Gospels is that the Gospels of Matthew and lerk,
written in Judea end in Italy, respectively, were written be-
fore that of Luke. Iuke is said to have writtem his Gospel in

varts of Achaia, testifying that others had been writtem before
his.

Qui cum iam descripta essent evangelia per
latthaeum quidem in Judaes, per liarcum autem
in Itelia, sancto instigente spiritu in Achaise
partibus hoe scripsit evengelium, significans
etism ipse, ante alia esse descripta.

Jerome
Jerome (340-420 A. D.) has this to say in his “"Preface to

the Commentary on Matthew" with regard to the order of the Gos-
pels:

Primus omnium latthaeus est publicanus, cogno-

mento Levi} qui Evangelium in Judaes Hebraeo

sermone edidit, ob eorum vel maxime causam, qui

in Jesum crediderant ex Judaeis, et nequagquam

Legis umbram, succedente Evangelii veritate,

servabant. Secundus liarcus, interpres apostoli

Petri, et Alexandrinae Ecclesise primus epis-

COpUS.... Tertius Lucas medicus, natione Syrus

Antiochensis qui et ipse discipulus apostoli

Pauli, in Achaize Baeotiaeque partibus volumen

condiditese.. Ultimus Joannessse.e.

Jerome accepts the them 0ld tradition that latthew was the
first to write, Mark the second, Luke the third, John the last.
He has nothing to add s to the origin of the Gospels.

His testimony concerning Mark as the first episcopus of the
Church of Alexandria coincides with that of Husebius.
Syriac Canon

This listing of the New Testament canon, first edited by
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Hrs. Lewis (Iondon 1894), dates back close to the year 400
1
A, De It lists the Gospels in this order: '

Gospel of liatthew 2522 lines

Gospel of lMark 1695 lines
Gospel of Luke 3083 lines
Gospel of John 1737 lines

Augustine

o

'+
Augustine (354430 L. D.) is snother to second the tradi-
tion that the Gosrels were written in the order of lfatthew,
Mark, Luke and John.

Isti igitur quatuor Zvangelistae universeo
terrarum orke netissimi, et ob hoc fortasse
quatuor, quoniam quatuor sunt partes orbis
terrze, per cujus universitatexm Christi Ec-
clesiam dilateri, ipso sui numero sacramento
guodsmmodo declararunt, hoc ordine scripsisse
perhibentur. Primum Matthaeus, deinde Harcus,
tertio Iucas, ultimo Joannes.

Rufinus
3

Tufinus (ce. 410 A. D.) in his Cozm. in Symb. Apost. lists

{he Cospels in this order:

Yovi vero quatuor Evangelis, Matthaei, Marci, -
Lucas, et Joannis. ,

List of the Sixty Canoniczl Books

This listing of the canonical books of the Bible contains
4

the four Gospels in the following order:
-, [ 7 4 ’
7}’&(’: Twv f’ Gi BNt ewv Kot ;70—,< Tovrwv EKTos
Ne? Loxyyedov Axcx Mot Exiev

As’ Axcx MeeKov
A5 Kxcx Llooksv

3 9 e /
A ’7' ffx TK L kvvny

1. Souter, Op. Cit., (Selectedzdocﬁments), Pe 226,
. Harmony of the Gospels, I, =

3. Westcott, Op. Cit., Appendix D.

4. Ibid.. Ap‘pendix De
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few Testament lianuscripts
The majority of the Greek mss. which we hzve in our possess-
ion today plzce the Cospel of kork before thst of Luke im their
arrangements. Of the oldest codices, the most important ones
such &8 the Codex Alexasndrinus, Codex Vaticanus, Codex Sinaiticus,
Sinaitie Syriac, and the Peshitto Syriac put the four Gospels in
the order of llatthew, lark, Luke snd John. However, there are
some exceptions a2s in Codex Bezze, anéd =z few of the other mss,
a8 the old Africam Lutin Codeﬁ k, cursives SC and 399, and the
old Latin mss. Vercellensis and Platinus. All these latter mss.
place Luke befo:e lMark. In the Tinal analysis, when the orders
of the mss. are weighed against one another, those which put
lerk before Luke far outweigh the others.
ifter reviewing 2ll the evidence which has been presentad,
we must conclude that history is almost unanimous in its testi-
mony that liark wrote his Gospel before Lukes
Concerning the order, the only evidence with which some
doubt may be conmected is that of Clement of Alexandria. But
here we must sgree with Zahn1 that Clement's unusual order, if
he ie token 1literally, must yield to the more general tradition.
In any case, Clement's isolated statement, which
seems to say that Luke wss writtem before Mark,
mast give way before the tradition which represents
the two Gospels as having been wriitem in the order
Mark-Luke, not only because the wiiness for the
latter view is incomparably sironger but also be-
couse Clement's view might heve been the result of

critical reflection, which is inconceiveble in the
.case of the opposing'traditiou.

As to the time of composition of the Gospels, the testimony

of history places the composition of the Marcan aceount

1. 02. Cit-, 17, p. 396.
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at an early dete. A recapitulation of the various events at

this point will =2id in seeing this. MNerk must have remained

in Ephesus, where he had been with Paul, a year or so after Paul
1eft.1 and then travelled to Rmne.2 He arrived in Rome probably
late in 56 or early in 57. Peter, it seems, came to Rome at

thet time.3 and he and Mark worked there some timej the be- _
lievers, who had heard Tetesr prezch, pleaded with Merk to record
what he had preached. Mark obliged them. He wrote before Peter
sent him to Alexandria., He was succeeded by Annianus at Alexandria

in 62. WYorking bzck from €2, we arrive at 58 or very ezsrly in
69 as the time when, we think, lierk composed his Gospel.

l. Ve recall that Wark came to Ephesus early in 54. No doubt
he worked with Paul until Paul left Ephesus in the spring
of 55. We have no account of ifark le=zving Ephesus at that
time either with Paul or without him, so it may be reason-
able to think that Merk remeined there until he travelled
to Koume, which msy have heen & little more than a year's
time.

2. Cf. Part I under Rome. '
3« Ve thus judge because of the great amount of work which was
done before Paul came to Rome. ILuke speaks of brethren
who came to meet him and Paul at the Forum of Appius and
Three Taverns (Acts 28: 15), and the brethren at Ehegiun

(Acts 28: 13),
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I1X.
THE OPINIONS OF THE SCHOLARS AS TO
WHETHER LUKE USED MARK

It seems that the very decided consensus of the early Church
as to the order of the Gospels went unchallenged to any great
‘extent until the 18th and 19th centuries. Then the scholsrs,
under the influence of rationalism, began to re-study the entire
problem. With the aid of internzal evidence and various inter-
pretations of the early testimonies of the Church, there arose
a hypothesis for every possible permutation of the order of the
synoptic Gospela.1

It is our purpose here to examine these various theories :
in relation to the subjeet which we are discussing. In the first
place, we wish to tabulate their results on the chronolggical
order of the Synoptics. This, éf course, will be very valuable
if the many years of study amd the great talent which have been
expended on the synoptic problem bear out the witness of the
early Church. Secondly, we should like to determine who_ and
how many of the scholars, after a great quantity of careful re-
search, have definitely concluded inm their hypothesis that Luke
used Mark's Gospel a2s one of his sources.

Simplicity was a dominant thought in the preparation of
the tables below, and for lthat reason references to the works
of these men heve been omitted. The titles and othe_r bibliegraph- _
ical materizl may be found qt the rear of this paper, or in leyer's,

1. A great number of these hypotheses deal only with the synop-
tic Gospels, because many of the scholars saw no real connec-

tion between them snd John's Gospel.
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Critical and Txegetical Hendbook to the Gospel of Matthew,

Godet's, A Commentary on the Gospel of St. Luke, =nd B. Weiss',

A Manual Introduction to the New Testament (Vol. II).

The date behind each scholar's name indiceates the spprox-

imate time of the first appearance of his hypothesis.

The multitudinous veriations of the relations of the synop=-

tic Gospels, their original forms, lzter redactions and revisions,

winich hesve been proposed by the scholars, have been hidden some-

what in the effort to classify them into certain genersl patterns.

However, the classifications are not misleading if it is kept ip

mind that, for the most pert, they represent the final revisions

or forms in which the Gospels come to us goday.

l. Scholars who place Mark before Lukg.

*

Indicates those who state definitely that Luke
used the Gospel of Mark as one of his sources,
A definite opinion could not be obtained from
some, either because of the nature of their
hypothesis or becsuse we did not possess their

complete system.

a) Mork, Matthew, Luke.

*Storr (1786)
*Herder (1797)
#Simon (1798)
#Lachmenn (2835)
#*C, H, Weisse (1838)
*Reuss (1842
*Ewald (1850
*Ritchl (1850)
Thiersch (1852)
Tobler (1858)
Plitt (1860)
Wittichen (1862)
Reville (1862)
Tichthal (1863)
Holtzmenn (1863)
Schenkel (1864)
Welgsaacker (1864)

Sevin (1866)
Scholten (1869)
Godet (1871)
Westcott (1881}
*H, A. W. Meyer 3188‘)
*Gdersheim (18386
*Abbott (1888)
*B. Weiss (1889)
*Hawkins (1899)
*Bacon (1902)
*pfleiderer (1903)
*Burton (1904)
#Gould (1905)
*Plummer (1906)
#Allen (1907
*Wontefiore (1909)
*Sanday (1911)



b) Mark,

1.

*Moffatt (1918)
¥A. T. Robertson (1920)
*Jones (1921)

E. Meyer (1921)
*Burkitt (1922)
*Bruce (1925)
*Goodspeed (1926)
*Ropes (1934)

Dibelius (1935)

Luke, Watthew (Greek)

#Wilke (1838)
*B, Beuer {(1841)
*Hitzig (1843)
*Volkmar (1870)
*Lagrange (1910)
*Harnack (1911)
¥Streeter (1930)
*Hunter (1946)

c¢) Matthew, Mark, Iuke

*Grotius (1645)
#*4ill (1707)
#*Bengel (1736)
*Wetstein (1751-2)
#*Townson (1783)
*Seiler (1805)
*Hug (1808)
#*Credner (1836)
Lessing 1838-40;
*Hilgenfeld (1850
Keil (1853)
iberle (1863)

*V. Taylor (1936)
*Redlich (1936)

*J, A. Scott .(1936) .
*Helm and Enslin (1936)
*Torrgy (1936)

#*Loke and Leke (1937)
*Riddle (1939) -
*Linn (1941)

Bisping (18652
*Hengstenberg (1865)
Klostermann (1867)
*Grau (1801)

Schanz (1883)
Holsten (1883)
*Luthardt (1899)
*Ylvisaker §1905)
*Zahn (1909

Farrar 51927
*Lenski (19534

%J. Chapman (1937)
*W. Arndt (present)

d) Priority of liark, in reference to the other two Gospels.

Gratz (1812
Knobel (1831)
Tholuck (1837)
Sommer (1842)
Giessen (1843)
Sepp (1846)
Gueder (13583)
Freitag (1861)
Weiffenbach (1873)
Beyschlag (1881)
Jacobsen (1883)

Xoppe {17823

Feine (1885) ,
Baldensperger (1888)
Bousset (1892)

Peske 51897 :

Wrede (1901)
Schmiedel (1902)

Oskar Holtsmann (1903)
von Soden (1904)

R. H. Lightfoot (1936)
*Cartledge (1938)
Grant (1943)
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Lo

Hatthew
[ } Mark
Luke

Owen (1764)
Griesbach (1789-90)
Hichhorn (1794)
von Amumon (1805)
Saunier (18%5)
Theile (1825)

De Wette (1826)
Fritzsche (1826)
Paulus (1830;
Sieffert (1832)
Strauss (1835)
leudecker {18423
Schwegler (1843

Luke
| S Mark
latthew

Buesching (176¢)
wvanson (1792)
Gfroerer (1831)
Luke
Mark
Loediger (1829)
Schneckenburger (1834)
loack £1876)
Vogel (7)

Priority of Luke

Beza (1605)
Waleh {(1727)
liacknight (1756)

\ } ilatthew

2. Scholars who place Luke before lark.

Schwartz (1884)
Delitzsch (1850)
Kehnis (185C)

C. F. Baur (1851)
Koestlin (1853)
Tngelherdt (1858)
Winer (1858)
Zeller (1865)
Keim (1867)

Bleek (1869)
Kern (1907)
Doelling (?)
Noesgen (%)

Alford (1861)
Gillany (1864)
J. P. Lange (1873)

iatthew, Luke, Nark--independent, but use of a comuon source.

Salmon (1894)
Thiessen (1943)

The results of the sbove tabulation show that very few

scholars, comparatively speaking, disagree with the early

traditional order, Mark-Iuke. Out of the total of 148, 107
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place liaxrk before Luke, and 41 put Luke before Mark. A mere
computation of numbers shows that well over two scholars to
one place Luke's Gospel at a later date than Mark's. But
nunbers ere not the only consideration. The type of scholar
and the kind of work he did must be recognized. If we take
this into cccount, the tebles show an overwhelming powver of
testimony fTor placing Mark first.

As Tor those who say that Iuke used Mark's Gosrel as source
materisl, we see that of the 107 men who put Xark first, 65,
well over half, affirm that he did. Llost of these have been
the more outstanding scholars in the field of New Testament
Introduction. Therefore, we might conclude that researckh in

zeneral favors Luke having used lMark,
o



Iv.
THZ VARIOUS ARGULENTS FOR TH™ PRIORITY OF MARK

As for as we cen determine, arbitrary judgment has not been
present in the investigations of the scholars with regard to
the chronological secuence of the synoptic Gospels. They have

urnished proof for their contentions. Iost of the proof for
their verious hypotheses has centered around the Gospel of lisrk,
They h=ave tried to show from internsl evidence.thax liark wrote
before Luke, as well =s before Matthew (absolute priority of
liark). Therefore, since this is in direct line with our problenm,
we propose to present and examine these srguments for the
priority of ifark to see if they zre tenazble.

B. H. Streeter; has classified the srguments into five
main grouys. Since he has summerized them most clesrly and con-
cisely, we shall reproduce them in his own words. 'We shall begin
each section with his summary, end then elaborate with the
statements of others,

(1) "uatthew reproduces 905 of the subject matter of Miark
in lengusge very largely identical with that of lark; Luke does
the same for rather more than half of Eark."a

These general proportions mey be seen in & table which
Westcott Erints in his Introduction to the Study of the Gospeld

<

(p. 195.) The total contents of the four Gospels is represented

by the number 100.

l. The Four Gospels, p. 151 f.
2. At the end of the chapter in which he discusses the priority

of llark, Streeter gives some rather comyrehensive lists of
pessages in proof of the sbove percentages. Ibid., pp. 195-
198,

3. Originally this t=ble was compiled by the German scholar
Stroud.
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Peculiarities Coincidences
St. li:-i‘.rk e v & e * s v e o 7 e + e & & & e o @ 93
S5t. atthew. . o W e el Al e ® & © &« ® ® e @ 58
St‘ Lllke - . - - ° - L] - .59 L J Ll L 3 L ] - . . . ® 41
(Bte TJOhn) o « o « = o =haO2  E N £

Tor a detailed comrsrison of the contents of the synoptic
Gospels, we must go to Swete. He has divided the Gospels into
swall seclions corresponding more or less to the nature of the
contents, ond has listed these side by side for each of the
three Gospels. ©Spoce will not permit the reproduction of this
velueble table. However, ithese are the conclusions which he
has drawn from it:

It appears from this table that out of 106
gsections of the genuine St. Mark there are

but four (excluding the head-line) which are
wholly cbzent from both St. liatthew and St. Luke;
of the remaining 10%, 93 arelto be found in St.
Hatthew, =znd 81 in St. Luke,

(2) "In eny coverage section, which occurs in the three
Gospels, lhe majority of the actual words used by lark are
reproduced by laettnew =nd ILuke, either slternately or Gtoth to-
gether.”

A very early observation, in this connection,'was mede -

[a]
by C. H. Teisse:
The divergences of wording between the two
other Synoptics is in genersl greater in the
perte where both have drawn on the Logia
document thaen where Mark is their source.
3 5
Swete notes that of the 1270 words which Mark contains

4 .
(vesides 60 proper nsmes), 80 are peculiar to Merk among the

l. ©Swete, The Cospel According to SwetHgrk, DP. 1xvii-lxix. Cf.

Plummer, Commentery on Luke (l. Cs Cs)s Do XIXV. 5
2. In Schweitzer, The Quest of the Historical Jesus, pr. 123-
4, The sbove are Schweltzer's words.
3. QE_-_ Cito’ Pe xlvii.

4. Theyer, A Greek-lnglish Lexicon of the Eew Testement, App., P.
699, gives 102, of which 32 are disputeble. Hawkins, Horae

Synopticae, p. 200, gives 71l.
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Tlew Testement writers, and about 150 sre shired by Matthew and
Luke, =2nd 100 are among the less widely distributed words of

the lew Testament. ‘.'."estcott1 remnarks that the verbal coincidences
"occur most commonly in the recital of the words of our Lord of
of others, and 2re comparatively rare in the simple narrative."
Furthermore, "In the passages common to 211 three Evangelists :
about one-sixth consists of verbal coincidences, and of them one-
fifth occurr in the narrative, and four-fifths in the recitative
parts."”

(3) “The relative order of incidents =nd sectiomns in ilark
is in general supported by hoth Matthew and Luke; where either
of themn deserts liark, the other is usually found supporting him.

"his conjunction snd alternation of Matthew and ILuke in
their sgreement with Mark as regards (a) content, (b) wording,
(¢c) order, is only exvlicable if they are incorporating a source
identicel, or all but identical with lark," |

Here sgain, Swete's fine tabulation reveals that "from the
beginning of the journeyings to Jerusalem to thezﬁesurrection
the order of the sections differs but slightly." He conlinues:

It must be taken as a2 prima facie argument in
favor of St. Mark's order that it is 'confirmed
either by St. Matthew or St. Luke, snd the
sreater part of it by both,' (Woods). loreover,
when one of the other synoptics strikes out a
path peculiar to himself, his order usually

hag less verisimilitude, and_is open on inj
ternal grounds to suspicion.¥

weisae4 produces an ingenious, though rather precarious,

argument in relation to the order of the Synoptics from the

1. Introduction to the Study of the Gos els, pp. 197-199.
2 0Op. Cite., p. 1lxVii-1Ixix.

3¢ Iblddy Pe 1XX 4

4. Schweitzer, Op. Cit., pp. 123-4.
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other sources of the first end third Gospels, which he terms
the "Logia of latthew."

In those sections which the first and third
Gospels have, but lMark has not, the sgreement
- consists in the langusge and incidents, not
in their order. Their coumon source, therelfore,
the "Lozia" of latthew, did not contain any
type of tradition which gave an order of
nerration different from that of Mark.

Tobertson® saya this zgbout the order of the Synoptics
and its bearing on the vpriority of Mark:

& better way still is to study the lists in
Hawkins' Horae Synopticae (2nd ed., 1909) or

in Allen's Commentary on iMatthew (International
Criticzl) or in Swete on liark. Thus one is
bouné to see that the general order of events
is followed ond that the framework of liark

lies 2t the baesis of both liatthew and Luke,

westcott® mentions specifically the outline thet the
Gospel-writers used:

The general plan of the first three Gospels
exhibits a remarkable correspondence. The
history of the Infancy contained in St.
Yatthew and St. Luke finds no parallel in
St. Mark, butl efterwards the main course

of the three narratives is throughout coin-
cident. The preparation for the Ministry,
the mission of John the Baptist, the Baptisn,
the Temptetion, the return to Galilee, the
preaching in Galilee, the journey to Jerusae-
lem, the entrance into Jerusalem and the
preaching there, the Passion, the Resurrec-
tion--such is the common outline which they
all present, and the same relative order of
the subordinate incidents is always preserved
by Ste. Herk and St. Luke, end also by St.
Hatthew with. the exception of some of the
earlier sections.

l. Studies in Mark's Gospel, p. 30.
24 Op. Cits, Pp. 194<5.
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(4) "The primitive charscter of lark is further shown by
(2) the use of vhreses likely to csuse offence, which are omitted
or toned down in the other Gospels, (b} roughness of style and
gramuar, and the preservation of Aramaic words."l

Bwete: roints out the "relative fullness of St. uark's
knovwledge in matters of deteil." One of his exsuples will serve
to illustrete what he mesns, and that is the parsasllel in liark
1:20, llatthew 4:22 and Luke 5: 1ll. From these szme chepters,
Swete adduces evidence to show thet "when St. iiark does not
add to our knowledge, his presentation of a2 fact or saying is
often distincet from thet which it assumes in St. lLiatthew and
ot. ILuke, :nd hes the sppearance of being the original from
which one or both of the other accounts have been derived.“
llowever, os Le continues, Mark "is not on the whole distinguished
by brevity," but is consiantly fuller then the other Gospels,
rertly through hebit, @nd "partly from his way of (1) presentiug.
facts in & vivid snd pictorial foma, and (2) interpreting
character ond conduct.”® Ixeasmples of (1) may be found in the
story of the Gerasene, the Baptist's mertyrdom, the epileptic
boy, the scribe's cuestion, etec., and those of (2) in passages
such as 1k, 1: 41, 3%: &, 5: 36, 6: 20, 10: 21, 15: 15, etc.
Swete also shows that ifark is "concise where the other evangel-
ists are full....Thus, the Sermon on the Xount finds ouly an
occesional echo in the Second Gospel (e. ge«s 43 21, 93 50,
10: 11)3 the long charge to the Twelve (iit. 10) is reduced by

St. Mark to a few verses (6: 8-11); etc."

1. Cf. slso the tebulstions compiled by Allen, QE!!EE%EEI %E
ifatthew (I. C. C.), and Hawkins, Horae Synopticae (1909),
Pp. 114-153,

2. 0Op. Cit., pp. Ixxi-lxxv.
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1
Westcott:

mach contains additions to the common matter
wnich are not distinguisheble externslly from
ne other parts; and the Gospel of St. Mark
wnich conteins the fewest substantial additions
presents the greatest number of fresh detzils in
the account of incidents not peculiar to it.

The Gospel of St. lMark, conspicuous for its
vivid simplicity, seams to be the most direct
representation of the first evangelic tradition,
the comuon foundation on which the others were
reared. In essence, if not in composition, it
is the oldests and the absence of the nistory
of the Infancy brings its contents within the
limits laid dovm by St. Peter for the extent

of the Apostolic testimony.

ledlich subuite three ressons for the revision of Mark's
langusse by the other two: (a) reverential, (b) graumatical
and (c) stylistic.

(5) "The wey in which Mercsn =nd non-Marcen materizl is
distributed in Hetthew and Luke respectively looks as if each

had before him the lsrcen material in 2 single document, and

wes Trced with the problem of combining this with material
from other sources.

" Matthew's solution was to meske liark's story the frame-
work into which non-ilarcsn materisl is fitted, on the principle
of joining liks to like, Luke follows the siupler method of
giving llarcen and non-isrcen material in alternsate blocks;
except in the Passion story, where, from the nature of the case,

some interwesving of sources was inevitable."

Streeter3 el=borates on this final argument, showing how

Matthew, "whenever he finds in = non-Karcen source teaching

1. Op. Cit., p. 200-209. 5
2. The Studént's Introduction to the Synoptic Gospels, Pe. <4.
3. The I'our Gospels, . 1l686.
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which would elaborzte or illustrate a s=zying or incident in

lMark, he inserts that particular piece of non-Marcan matter into
that prrticular context in the Marcen story." Matthew illustraztes
a context of Mark in the saying sbout faith (it. 17: 20) =nd

about the Apostles sitting on twelve thrones (Mt. 19: 28). 1In

Mt. 19: 10=-12, llatthew has added a Tew verses from a non-liarcan

source on divorce to the lfarcan ciscussions. And so this pro-

3 : o Yo ot 1
cedure is multiplied slmoset 2d infinitum.

Streeter calls syecizl attention to this process in the
longer discourses in lMatthew., He states that 211 of these longer
discourses =re

clear coees of "agglomeration," thet is, of the
building up of sayinges originslly dispersed so
as to form great blocks. TFour times, starting
with a short discourse in Mark &s & nucleus,
Matthew expends it by means of non-liarcan add-
itions into & long sermon. Thus the 7 verses
of lerl's sending out of the Twelve (k. 6: 7
ff,) become the 42 verszes of Xt. 10. The three
rarebles of lk. 4--with one omission--are made
he basis of the seven psrable chapter, lt.
13, The 12 verses, lik. 9: 33-37, 42-48, are
elzborated into = discourse of 35 verses in Iit.
18. The "Little Apocalypse® (ik. 13} is expanded,
not only by the addition of 2 number of apoca-
lyptic sayings (aspperently from ), but slso by
having eppended to it three porebles of Judgment,
Mte. 25.

Luke's method is different snd simpler. DBesides a few
vereses in dispute as to whether they are of Marcan origin,
vhich sre scattered throughout his Gospel, Luke alternates
Marcan and non-lfarcan materisl in grest blocks all the way
to the Laat Supper, where there is much closer interweaving

of sources. This is the way Streeter hes presented the blocks:

1. Cf. Allen, Op. Cit., for an extended research on how iatthew
has used the Marcen and non-Marcen meterials.

~e OE. Git. :i:Jp. 166-7. _o

3. Ibide, p. 167. Cf. slso Moffatt, Op. Cit., P. 265-Z75.
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liarcan Materials Non-l{arcen liaterials
ole eineiiel OHEGINCIRY Luke l:1-=4: 30
Luke 4: :51""'6: 19 . . - ° .« & * e
v v e Mellene o ieiEry 63 20~=-8: 3
8: 4""9:50 e e ® ® * e ®© @
. ™ . ™ . . e e Y g: 51"“18 14
1&: 15-43 o v W e wilv e e
e ST s 19: 1-27
19; 8""2:;- 15 - L] . [ ] . ° - L)

1
Professoy Hiddle observes how Matthew and Luke use their

source materials. IHe notices thet Luke incorporates his materials
in block fashion, while llatthew breaks up his materials, "re-
arranging them topically."

5]
~

Streeter concludes hiis presentation of the chief arguments
for the priority of lMark with = rather emphatic note.

The net result of the facts and considerations
briefly summarised under the forgoing five
heads is to set it beyond dispute that llatthew
and Luke made use of a source wnich in content,
in order, =znd in =2ctual wording must have been
practically identical with lark, Can we go a
step farther =nd say simply that their source
wasg llark?

There are others who feel the same way as Streeter, nanmely,
that the priority of Mark has been proven conclusively. ioffatt
says, "the priority of Mark to Matthew and Luke no longer re-
guires to be proved,"3 and with this single statement he pro-
ceeds with his investigation. K. He Lightfoot4 is very con-
fident: “"Nothing, hsppily, has occurred...to upset the great
19th century discovery of the priority of St. Hark's Gospel."
Likewise Caftledge:5 "Our study of the synoptic problem made

1. The Gospels, Their Growth smd Origin, pp. 200-1.

B¢ 0pPs. Citay pan Tt tire i

3o é&_Introauction to the Literature of the New Testament, p. 180.
4. History =nd Interpretation in the Gospels, D. 16. g

5. & Comservative Introduction to the New lestament, p. 84.
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us sure that lMark was the first Gospel written."

However, there have been other great scholasrs who zre not
g0 positive, =nd those who rsject the absolute priority of Mark.
For example, Zehn, with great lezrning, hes defended the
priority of iliatthew.

It is true that =211l the arguuents for the priority of iiark
are the result of a v=st amount of scholarly research. But a
major feiling of =211 this is the entire preoccupation with and
emphesis on internal evidence. Instezd, greater stress should
be placed on the external evidence of history. History triea
to be objective, while =n interpretation of internal evidence
tende to tzke on more of = subjective character.l History
points to the priority of Uatthew (cf. Part II), but many of the
scholars contend for the upriority of Mark (cf. Pert III). This
illustrates the need for spproaching this problem sgain from
the side of historical evidence, as has been done by‘certain
scholers in thse past.z .

The =bove would not carry so much weight if it could be
shown that the internal srguments for the priority of iiark are
not built on the tacit presupposition that Mark is prior to the
other two Gospels, In other words, it camnot be determined
2 priori that Mark is prior to Matthew and Luke, smd then shown

from the menner in which Matthew and Luke used Mark in content,

l. The use of compilations of internal evidence, which is mot -
guided by evidence from the outside, can bte misleading
and cen be made to prove enything. Sir John Hawkins, one
of the grestest statisticians of the synoptic problem,
adnits this denger. (Horze Symopticze, Preface, p.'vi.)

2. J. L. Hug (1765-1846) used the tradition of the ancient
Church zbout the origin of the Gospels &as his starting
voint, and showed that lark possessed and made use of
Matthew, (In Zahn, Op. Cite, II, De 408.)



wording, order, and distribution that iark is prior to them. The
fact that the argumentis for the priority of lMark, especially
regarding liatthew and Merk, are reversable1 brings this argument

in & circle (petitio principii) to light. Thus 211 the arguments

presented by Streeter above sre weakened tremendously, if not
rendered useless to Trove the absolute yriority of Mark,
However, we cannot completely disregard the facts which
the scholors nave uncovered, showing the coincident materiazl,
wording and order in the synoptic Gosrels. All we &re saying
is that when these facts are interpreted in the light of the
external evidence of history, we will have come much closer to
a true explination. Therefore, we are inclined 1o regard the
rese:rch of scholarship =s having failed to prove conclusively
the sbsolute priority of lzrk, but at the same time adding a
degree of certainty to the consensus of early history that lark

wrote before Luke,

l. Zszhn adduces some very strong arguments in favor of the
priority of l=tthew. His crguments are almost point for
point the reverse of those used to prove the priority
of Mark. 0Op, Cit., II, pp. 601-617,
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V.
INTERNAL EVIDENCE TO SHOW THAT LUKE USED MARK

We shall now consicder in detail the srguments set forth by
the scholars from internal evidence by which they prove that
Luke used lark as one of his sources,

i

Perheps & single cuotation from Zahn will be sufficient
to indicate the nature of the problem before us.

In 8ll five series (of pesrsllels between k. end
Ik.), however, lark's order is, without exception
retained throughout. This of itself is sufficient
to render necescary some explanation of the
devendence of one of the Gospels upon the other
.seout if one of these Gospels is derendent

upon the other, lMark must be considered the
earlier of the two.

As we have seen (Port III), not 21l those who advocate the
absolute priority of lizxk hold to the dependence of Luke on
llsxk =28 one of his sources. Those who do hold that Luke used
lMark present their srguments much in the szme form as for the
vriority of Merk. As o matter of fact, all who set out to prove
this from internsl evidence must of necessity, if they wish to
be complete, consider this problem under the same generzl cate-
gories which Streeter uses. These are: (1) content, (=)
wording, (3) order, (4) language and (5) distribution.

(1) As for the argument from the contents, the scholars
very in their results all the way from over a half of lfark to
the entire Gospel, as to the smount reproduced in Luke. Appar-

ently, Streeter, after having thoroughly examined the contents

of both Gcspels, comes to the conclusion that Luke has omitted

l. Introduction to the New Testement, III, P. 103=4. Y
2. The Four Gospels, p. 160. Cf. 2180 pp. 195-198 for Streeter's

array of passages,
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more than 45% of Mark ond uses zbout 350 VEerses. Goodupoedl sets
the proportion at three-fifths of iiark which csn be identified

in Luke. GSwete's 1;&'&.)19:2 shows that out of the total of 106
gections, 81 are found in Luke. So according to him, Luke used
about three-fourths of Mark. Rope93 goes much further: "He
(Luke) wes unquestionably in possession of the Gospel of lark

(28 wes also Matthew), znd hss incorporated nearly the whole of
4
it in his book." TIernhord Weiss has this to say:

Apart from greater snd smeller omissions the
causes of soue of wihich are still guite trans-
parent, the third Gospel has adopted the
entire substance of the second in a still
more complete way than the first; even in the
rare instances where a narrative piece of
Herk is visibly re-placed by the parallel
account of gnother source (as in the scene

in the synagogue at Nazareth or Peter's
dreught of fishes), we always find features
of Wark's representation interwoven (cf.

43 22, 243 53 10 f.): and notwithstanding
the sppzrent freedom by which the history of
the passion is frequently characterized,
liark's narrstive inverisbly shows through.

In our investiga.tion5 we have found that of the 6’?86
verses in lark, Luke parallels 347 of them, which is a little
more than helf of lark.

In 21l the staotistics presented sbove, we must give due
consideration to Streeter'97 werning sgeinst the effort to
determine precisely how much material is common to both Luke

and Hark .

l. An Introduction to the New Testement, p. 205.

2. 7The Gospel According to St. Mark, p. 1xix.

3¢« The Symoptiec Gospels, p. 66.

4. A Hznual Introduction to ths New Testament, II, p. 289

5. Ve have used Fanhling's Harmony of the Gospels, His arrange-
ment is well adepted to tnis kind of study, because he lists
the parallel passaoges in each Gospel after each imcident,

6. Using the A. V. Hawkins, Horese Synopticae, p. 14, has a
totsl of 661 verses in Mk, He bases that on the best texts
and the R. V.

7. OI!. Cit., p. 159.
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First, in his cccount of the Last Supper snd
Pession, Luke appears to be "conflating®--to
use the convenlent techniczl term for the
mixing of two sources--the larcan story with

2 perallel version derived from another source,
and he does this in a way which often makes

it very hard to decide in regard to certain
verses whether Luke's version is a paraphrase
of iierk or is derived from his other source.
Indeed there are only some 24 verses (cf. pe
216 f.) in this part of ILuke's Gospel which can
e identified with practical certainty es de-
rived frou llark, though it would be hazardous
to Limit Iuke's debt to ifark to these 24.
Secondly, there ore =zlso, outside the Passion
story, @ number of czsges where Luke appears
deliberzately to substitute a non-liarcemn for
the Marcsn version of a story or piece of
teaching., Thus the LKejection at Nazareth,

the Call of Peter, the parasble of the lustard
Seed, the Beelzebub Controversy, the Great
Commendment, the Anointing, znd seversl less
important items =re given by Luke in a version
substantielly different from that in Mark,

and alweys, it is iwportant to notice, in con-
text quite other from that in which they appeer .
in iiaxrk.

iny attempt to show how much of the substance of Mark
Luke used brings with it the concomitant sttempt to explain
why he omitted what he did. Verious solutions have been pro-
posed, Streeterl thinks that when Luke omits a section of
Merk end substitutes snother version for it in a different
context, that section did not stend in the copy Luke hed. As
for the "great omission" (Mark 6:45--8:26), he tells us of the
one theory that this section of Mark wes & later insertion, but
he immediately adds two very formidable objection82 which cause
him to seek for another explanation.  He explains this omission

of Luke's by the hypothesis fhat Luke_used_a.mutilated copy of

l. Ibid. pp; 172-179
2. Theaa’objections ave: (a) The style in this section of Herk
is more Marcan than lNark; (b) great difficulty present:
itself when it is noticed that this section was in Her.

when Matthew used ite.

|
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¥Yerk. Of course, s he says, he wants to submit ;his view only

to show that "its zhsence from Luke constitutes gquite insufficient
ground for postulating en Ur-lercus." Ve see, however, that
Streeter puts no stock in his hypothesis, becsuse he thinks that
Iuke regarded his non-llarcan source 28 primery and incorporcted
only what seemed most imrortaﬁt in ifsrk. He zlso contends thet
Luke's omissions zust not be regsrded =s “omissions," but as non-
insertiens, and "the =zbsence of any psrticular pascsge from Luke
creates no presumption that it wes ebsent from the copy of lark
which he used."

Hawkinsl submits two general reasons why he thinks Luke
omitted Mark 6: 45--8: 26. First, 1t wes an accident, an unin-
tentional copying mistske, =nd secondly, Luke purrosely omitted
this section, knowing that he hed other material to incorporeate
and did not went to exceed the traditional length of an anclent
bOOk-k Then he goes into it more thoroughly. He sets out to
print the individusl pess-ges in this omission and put beside
each of them the ressons th he thinks Luke‘omitted them. Ve

i 3
gshall reproduce two samples of the kind of work he did:

Mark 6345-56 1) St. Luke has just before
(The wzlking on the 8: 22-25) described & storm
sea, the disciples® at sea. (2) The incident
lack of discernment, might conceivably be misunder-
and the landing at stood and supposed to involve
Genneszret.) a Docetic view of Our Lord's

Person. (3) St. Luke does
not insist much on the frail-
ties of the Twelve.

1. Oxford Studies, pp. 63-74. In Carpenter, Christienit
According to St. Luke, pp. 131-2.

2. Also Goodspeed, Ops Cit., D. 205 end Ruegg (S E., 1896,

. DPp. 94-101) 2nd Tenday (Qs. S. S.s 25)e ; 1593

3. Oxford Studies, pp. 63-77. 1In Carpenter, Op. Cit., P. o
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Mark 7: 31=37 (1) 7he miracle is described

(The healing of the es having been wrought at

deaf men with an ime the expense of some painful
pediment in his motion on the part of Our
speech ). Lord, =nd possibly (2) the

method euployed a;proximates
too closely, in St. Luke's
opinion, to those in use
among Orientzl professional
healers,’ ,
i3 we see it, the similar subject matter found in Iuke end
lizark is on extremely weask zrgument to prove that the former used
the latter 2s a source, and the reasons given why ILuke omitted
certain portivns of lUerk ore even wesker, The impotence of this
ergumert is brought out by the fact that the coincident material
in both Gospels may be explzined egually as well by their depgnd-
ence, not upon one another, but upon another common srchetype,
1
the oral Gosyel, Therefore, we sre reluctznt to attzch much
weight to the argument from similar content.
(2) 'The next ergument which is brought forth to prove the

use of Mark by Luke is that of verbsl agreement. .

As to the smount of agreement in dietion, Sireeter, seemingly,

L. The foremost advocates‘ of this hypothesis are Westcott, KNorton,

and Salmon. Cf. Vestcott's, Introduction to the Study of the
Gospels, Chsp. 3. YNorton, Lvidences of the Genuineness of
the Gosyels, note D, section 7, s&ys That the solution 1§t
"found oniy in Tsct, that they were all based upon unwritten
narratives, which had, as yet,lost nothing of their original
character; end which, therefore, were the narre.tixes, true
or false, of the first prcechers of the religion." Salmon,
Historical Introduction to the Study of the New Testzment,
P. 140 ff.: Vioes it follow, them, that Mark's was the
earliest Gospel of all, @nd that it was used by the oth::
two Evengeliste? Not necessarilyy and the result ?f _:u .
comparigon ag ‘I have been able to meke is to lead m:h : S0
believe that latt. =nd Iuke did not copy I.{a:_'k. but at -
drew Trom = common source, which, however, 18 rep;:;]efl;xse :
most fully =nd with most verbal exzctness in St. :
version." :

Ze gn-‘-— .(-lt_'_, P 16Ce

T ——

e et e 2,
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with the help of hKushbrooke's Synopticon, to which he refers,
has come to the cornclusion that Luke on sn averasge retains 537
of the actusl words of Ifark. Westcott, although his intention
is not to prove that Luke used llark, submiis verious tebles. end
weys of looking ot the verbwl coincidences in the Gospels. Vhen
Westcott speaks of verbel coincidences, apperently he means that
one ILvengelist has the very ssme words in the seme order =z the
other. ©Such verbal cocincidence is ramarkably low in proportiom
in the Gospels.

The verbal coincidences between the different Gospels,
while in themselves sufficiently remarkable, are

yet consider:bly less than mighf appear Trom the
porular statement of the facts.

In the other Cospels the proportion of verbal coinci-
dences is still less. Those in St. Luke form zbout
one-tenth, =nd in St. Hark about one-sixth of the
whole GoSrelSecese

Thus of the verbal coincidences in St. ¥ark about
four-fifths, of those in St. Luke cbout nineteen-
twentieths, occur in the records of the words of
others....In the passages common to all three
Tvangeliste sbout one-sixth consists of verbal coin-
cidences, =nd of them one-fifth occur in the narra-
tive, snd four-fifths in the recitative parts....
One instence alone of verbal coincidence occurs in
the numerous sections common only to St. Mark and
St. Luke, and in this the coincidences in the
recitative to those in the narrative part sre as
five -to one.

Zahrg4 refers to one instance where Mark and Luke have the
same words in excctly the same order (Mark 1: 4 and Luke 3: 3)s

and remarks thet such similer combinations of words "do not

1. Westcott, Op. Cit., p. 197. 5
2. Ibid., p. 197. T
3. Ibid.’ p. 198.

4. Ops Cit., III, p. 104.

T e — - =
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originate independently of each other.”

If we exzmine the synoptic Cospels from the standpoint of
words peculiazr o liark =znd one or both of the other Symnoptics,
we arrive a2t this proyportion:

dore them = sixth of his entire vocabulary is
found also in liatthew and Luke, or in ome of
them, end nowhere else in the lew Teatament.1

IIa.vvlc.i:z::-s":i hos done some outstanding work in the field of
words end phrases characteristic to the Synoptics. Fe has found
41 such words sncd phresses in lMark, snd "out of the 41 different
worde end rhrases, 16 sre found in the 50 *peculiar' verses,
while 25 of them ars found in Hatthew, 22 in Luke.ees™

So we could continue to guote the resulis of the many diff-
erent studies which heove viewed the similerity of vocabulary
between liark ond Luke from various standpoints. In the finesl

S gs to whether

analyeis, however, these studies prove very little
Luke used Mark, because the srgument from the similarity of wqrds
and phreses is subject to the ssme serious limitetions as that

of similarity of content. It is not an incredible solution to
verbal agreement that certain words snd phrases grew to be stereo-
typed after constemnt usege in Christisn circles. That would =pply .
also to the worde and phrases which are distinctive to the Symoptics
only, because they are itreating the ssme subject in approximately

the seme way,

(3) The next bit of internal evidence which hes been used

l. Hastings, Dictionary of the Bible, l. g cf. Swete, Ope Clbes
Pe 117.

2. Horse Synovticae, (2nd eds 1909}, Pe léde

3. What 1Ittls proof might be in the ar%?mgiim‘p“gﬁt““'
in language is expressed by Hawkins "P""T'—" Theed :
"These are so numercus snd so close, and in many case:a{hg
contain constructions or words which are S0 Very un:: is
even peculiar that the use of written Greek doctg!l;l:' e
prima facie suggested by them. Certainly th;Y Iy foral’
serious difficulties in the way of an exclusive
theory*.*
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to show that Luke used Mark is that their Gospels have very near

the sazme order of eventis.

-

e = 1 > > .
B. Weiss notes this similarity:

Apaxrt from the manifestly intentional precedence
given to the synagogue sceue at Nazereth, which
has led to the transpogition of the disciples'
calling @and the borrowing of both parts from
another source (ef. 2lso the transposition of
the plece 8: 19 ff., which is equzlly self-ex-
planatory, and is likewise given in aoccordance
with another source), the Lvangelist follows
llark's secquence still more exclusively than is
done by the first Gospel, foreign to his literary
mzaney as is its grouping, which for the most
vart is broken up by the fresh material he adds
to it, =nd is moreover evidently no longer
recognized Ly him as suche

In the five main sections of parallels between lark and Luk_ev
which Zza.hng has pointed out, he has found that, without exception,
Tark'!s order is retained throughout. S‘i‘.ree'l‘.e:r:5 admits that though
Luke omits far more of Mark then does lMatthew, he "hardly ever
departs from l7exk's order, end only im trifling ways.". B:obert.son‘
observes that "ILuke follows llark's general order of events, es-
recially in the first part of the Gospels" Goodspeed5 reuarkss:
"But every section of lfark that Luke has tsken over except two
stands in. exaetly the Marcan order; that is, wherever Mark is
used, the sequence of gections is just what it was in Mark." &

more general similarity of sequence has been noted by the Harverd

acholar, I“iopes.e

cit., II’ p. 289.
Cit.. III’ pp- 102-3.

|

il

Se Cit., p. 161-2.

4. Tuke the Historisn in the Light of Research, p. 67.

5. An Introduction to tne Few Testement, p. 205. et

6. The Symoptic Cospels, p. 66. See Westcott, Introduction to
the Study of the Gospels, pp. 194-5.
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Tor the general outline of the course of Jesus!
life from baptism by Johm to the crucifixion, he
(Luke) seems to be wholly dependent on what he
learned from liark, snd to have regerded liark's
narrative as giving o trustworthy historicsl
sequence. Iie las occasionally deyarted from this
order, sometimes for ressomns still apparent to
us, bvut for the most port he follows it in deteil,
and ne seemns to have had no other informetion
concerning the outline of his blogravhy for this
period.

If we wish %0 gainaa true impression of the facts, we must
also include sgomething on the disagreement of order between liark
and Luke. as'r:e’cel sprees that Iuke is "generelly in feir agree-
ment with 3t. Ilark," butl does not wish to let his reader go
without pointing out some of the chief differences of order in
nis Gospel with Vark:

The chief differences of order in St. Luke are as
follows: (1) The chorge of collusion with Beelze-~
bub follows the arrival of the mother and brethrenj
(2) the perable of the mustard seed is detached
from thet of the sower and stends im a later com-
text; (3) the preaching at Negsreth is placed zt

" the outset of the ainistry. '

Hoffatt” presents o more extensive and detailed list of
differences in the order between Mark snd Luke. It wmight be well
to reproduce his discussion on these differences.

Iuke's relation to the iarcen order is of primary
gignificance in an esti_xpg.te oi‘ histwork.evlgztween.
ke Ls 1-6 and Lk. 1: 7&8 he inseris an ;
fuller sccount of John's: presching (3: 7-14) then
Mt. (3s 7-10); he then follows ik. down to 43 135
{equaels Ik, 1: 15), but proceeds to.inmsert a e
programmatic and proleptic account of the riogec i
of Jesus ot Tezers (4t 16-30). Returning, Ee o
4: 31-44, to the Marcen scheme (1: 21-39), he st pu'a‘
8t this point to insert = specisl version o;k Palfr
eell (5: 1-11), in plece of the tradition (3x.
16=-20) which he has Just omitted. The uarca;k
threzd is followed sgain till 63 11 (qu:tll.: e
346), where he reverses the position ofs B el
of the Twelve (6: 12-~16--lke. 33 1:5--:_19,i : dfai
ks 3: 7-12). After this, Iuke goes his o0

e Cite, Do 1xx, ‘ ' '
2 %roduci;ign to the Literature of the Hew Testament, PP.

t
264=-5,
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for a while. lik. 4: 1-25 is reproduced in 8: 4-18;
8: 19-21 picks up Mk. 3: 31-35 (another instance

of reversed order), snd 8: 22-56 follows lk. 4: 35--
5: 433 the par=bolic teaching of 4: 26-29, 33=34 is
entirely omitted, and 4: 30-32 is not used till - -
13: 18~19. In 9: 1-9 Iuke returns to kk. (6: 6b-16),
end the thread is on the whole followed im 9: 10-17
(equeols 1k, 6: 30-44), Then omitting Mk. 63 45-- -
8: 26, with the exception of 8: 11-13 and 8: 14-21,
which are caught up in reverse order later (12: 54-
56, 1l: 53--12: 1), he follows lik. (8: 27-=9: 8) in
9: 18-36 iomitting Iik. 9: 9-13), and on the whole im
9: 37-50 (equals Ik, 93 1l4=-41). Mk, 9: 42-48 re-
appeers afterwards in 17: 1-2, the salt-saying of

9: 49-50 (like 10: 1-12) never appears at all, and
it is not till 18: 15-34 that the Marcan scheme
(10: 13-34) is resumed (18: 35-43--Mk., 103 46-52),
The nerrative of the last days in Jerusalem then
follows ik. pretty closely, though it omits ik, 11:
12-14, Z0-26 (fig-tree incident), 13: 21-23, 33-37
eand 15: 16-20, reverses the order of Mk. 14: 18-21
(equals 22: 21-23) and 14: 22-25 (equals 22: 15-20),
and mekes a number of significant additions.

1
The sgreement in order of incidents is considered by Zshn

as of special significance "since, in meny instances, the order'
followed is not a reproduction of the real succession of e'_ir_enjta.
end of which Iuke betrays a consciousness." Robertson~ agrles
with Zzhn: "Luke sometimes prefers snother order to the chromo-
logical, but is alweys a systematic treatment and not a mere
hotch-potch.” 1If such is the case, as we believe it is, agree-
ment in order demsnds more of an explenation then a common oral
tradition. In fact, it strongly suggests that Luke used Mark's
Gospel as source material.

The dissgreements in arrangement of incidents whibh Luke

1. Op. Cit., III, p. 103. He bases this upon the presupposi-
tion that Mark does not give the chr;n:%og;:;ﬁ{eorgerporlnm)
events. Sanday (Smith, Dictionary of tne s I, Pe 1224),
Hol tzmenn, whoxxzrx E(‘,anda.y mentions, Salmond (Hestings, Die-
tion of the Bible, III, P. 256), Be. Welss (Ope Cit.,ip.
230), etc. are also of the opinion that Mark does not give

the chronological order. us
2. luke the Historien in the Light of Research, p. 99
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has, sometimes within perallels with lark, lend themselves more
to en oral tradition theory,  but would affect the final force
of the argument of asgreement very little.

(4) The comparison of the literary character‘of the two :
Evangeliatﬁ, is complex, varied' and profuse. & :

We shall begin with what has been sa2id. about iark's Gospel. -
Some scholars are hesitant to‘aécribe any kind of literary: ai'tistry
to Mark. Taskern says: "Mark is almost ent:l.relyr lacking in

conscious literary artistry, though his work has an intensity
2 ;
gquite peculiarly its om." offatt =lso: “lerk has no special

style; his book has not the Biblicael tinge of Mt. nor the literary
4
art of Luke," Salmond is a little more positive:

It is the Greek of one to whom Greek is not his
mother tongue, ¢nd who knows the language in its
Biblical, popular, and colloquial forms, not in.
its literary usage. The command of words is
moderate, and the grasp of idiomatic expression
is limited. But there is enough for the pur=-
pose--enough for simple, truthful narratives;

not enough for & literary composition, but enough
for the construction of a collection of notes
end reminiscences,

What literary charscter Mark has is usually described thus.
"The most atriking peculiarity of the second Gospel is its ;
5
deseriptive charscter." "Again his Gospel is merked by special

1. Cf. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae (2nd ed. 1909), pps 77-78.
"There is nothing to meke copyists and compilers likely
to invert, either intentionally or accidentally, the order
of the materials before them, whatever omissions or abbrev-
iations or sdaptations they msy meke in dealing with those
materials; but such inversions would take place neturally - ¢ 2
and easily in the course of memoriter narration and :lnatrnct one.

2. The Nature and Furpose .of the Gospelg, Pe 57+ ; '
3. 0Op. Cit., p/ 237. Cf. also Robar%aon, A Grammar of the Greek
M§w>___ament. p- 119. 7, SR i

ng

4. Hastings, Dictionary of the Bible, III, p. 25l B
5. B. Weiaa: A Vanual of Introduction to the N. T., II, p. 239
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3
vividness." As = result of illark's pictorial presentation amd

the interpretation of cheracter ond conduct in his Gospel, he
2
has a relative zbundence of minute deteils. IMark also is
"cheracterized by an almost impetuous sctivitye...Swift and
incisive, his nerrztive proceeds straight to the goal like &
3 4 '
Roman soldier on his msrch to battle.® Goodspeed notes the
movement of lark's Cospel:
This is why we get in Nark =zs in no other Gospel
this strange vague sense of great things eclose
at hend--conflicts, insights, purposes, decisions,
It shows us Jesus not primarily ss a teacher but
as & man of action. He moves through the narra-
tive with mesterful vigor, finally even facing
the nation's priesthood not with mere words but
with bold octs of reformation. It is not without
significance that in thissearlieat gospel we see
Jesus as & nan of action,
It ie the conciseness and sucecinctness which Merk hes mein-
tained that gives the impression of this quick movement. Om
Hark's terse way of putting things, swete® has the following to
say: "In one respect, indeed, St. Mark is concise where the
the other Evangelists are full, With a single exception (c. 13)
he represents the longer discourses of St. Matthew and St. Luke"
by 2 few compact sentences." However, as Swete continmes, Mark

is not always concise: "On the other hand, instructions de-

l. Farrar, Messages of the Books, p. 59+ Exemples of Marcan
vividnes's—i'éigi'é' found in the story of the Gerasene ('l.-
moniac, the healing of the epileptic boy, the scribe's
question, healing of the blind man, the anointing at
Bethany, etc, liarcam interpretation of character znd
conduct may be seen from such passages as these: 1: 41,
3: 5, 5: 36, 6: 20, 63 52, 103 21, 153 15, 161 8.

2. Swete, Op. Cit., p. lxxiii. Cf. also Zshm, I Ne Toy IIs Pe
461 and ppl 481-433 note 4,

3. Tarrar, Op. Cit., pp. 58-9«

4. Op, cit., p. 146. :

5. Ccf. also B. Weiss, 92}_ Clt., II. PPe 240-1.

6. Op, Cit., p. 1xxiv.
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livered privately to the Twelve are sometimes givem more 2%t lemgth
by St. Mark then by the other two Synoptists (cf. e. g., 7: 18-23,
8: 17-21, 9: 33-50, 13: 34=37).9

The gremaatical constructione which are characteristie of
1 B
Hark have been put dowm by B. Veiss., It might be well that we

reproduce what hc has written:

In keeping with this mode of presentment we have
the linguistic expression down to the smallest
detail, the predilection for the descriptive im-
perfect, for the vividly realistic historical
present, Tor emphasizing the comaencement of an
act (rcfxzo 26 times), for plastic, marked and
richly coloured expressions, more especially , .
forddiminutives and every form of eclimex (7okos
43 times, 70AAX 15 times, doubling the expression
for the ssme thing, perticularly the megative,”
end the cowbination of positive and negative),
as also for the constently recurring +v¥4J (40
times). Answering to the descriptive character
we have the circumstantial particularity of ex-
pression, the recurrence of sgimiler features exw
pressed in slmost the same way, the repetition
of the some or cognate words, the noun instezd
of the pronoun, the abundance of pronmominal and
sdverbial turns of expression, the paraphrasing
of the finite verb by éiv<. with the participle,
The language is strongly Hebraistic, as shown in
the simple form of construction, the sentences
being carried on by 4=t and ¢ j ceses of parti-
cipizl construction are comparatively rare, but .
where they do occur are sometimes awkwardly "
heaped together. DPeculiarities are found in the
pregnent use of eis 5 of the narrative ez« , where
the Lvengelist himself shapes the dictionm, znd a
series of Letin words (erzuciwy, Ke<EEATos, jeaghs
Teau T Crav m/ﬁ&'a/rm, fFéK'"A"‘-TNC’, ff“’"»"g’ )e
end phreses (23 23, 15: 15). :

A1l that may be said about Hark's unique ‘Il.t;_rw character
is very neatljr sumarized for us by J. A. Kleist:

le Op. Cite, IT, pp. 241-2. i,
2." The Gospel of St. Mark, p. 1751
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- Of one thing we must be sure: the second Gospel
-deserves loving study because it is unique; unigue .
perhaps in point of time, in the sense that it may
be the first Christien utterance in Greek; unigue
in rush and forward movement; unique im brevity
end compactness; unicue in ruggedness of conctruectiong
unique in grephic detail and vigorous phrase; unique
in its ultimate reletion to the prince of the Apostles.

The literary charzcter of Luke's Gospel, on the other hand,
1 !
is considered to be very ortistic. Tasker calls ILuke the first
literary artiste” Renen® hes celled it the most literary of the
Gospels end the most beautiful book in the world. Farrar‘l compli-
ments Iucam litersry cherscter: “He was mester of a good Greek
stylej--an accompliched writer, & close observer, an unassuming -
historian, & well-instrueted physician, and a most faithful friemd."
'I.‘h:l.es‘aen5 has this to say:s
It hes & classical preface like Herodoius and' ;
Thucydides. Vhether or not he was a painter, he
surely hed the sbility to paint word pictures!
His Cospel comes nearest of the four to being a
biograyrhy of Jesus. He writes history amd con=
nects the events in the life of Christ with the
history of Syria and RKome, ILuke writes as a mam
of culture end is cosmopoliten in outlook and
tone. Ie has a rich vocabulery (about 312 words
are peculiar to him in the Gospel) and a good
comnand of Foine Greek. He writes im the spiri
of Peul and the style of Hebrews. s :
Those who cleim thet Iuke used Merk find support for their
contention in = comparison of the literary characters of their

Gospels. In the msamner in which Luke allegedly used the. Harcal.:_ :

l. Moffatt, Op, Cit., p. 278-9. Here Koffatt has pnbli.‘s'he_d some
fine ex;mples To show that Luke is true to the Attic;lnt :
tradition of literary style, and remerks that the H‘.n‘g;.

- istic features are not slways in due proportion.® cg‘.).‘
Robertson, Grammar of the Greek Ns Tey ('-l!u'ﬂ"'*-’“:‘l1 e =
PP li'o-ma_. B."—‘—h‘eisa',-()p__."'C"It{i- IT, Pe 299, Riddle, Ine
- ¥0spels Their Origin and Growin, Ps .
§' %‘l‘i Nature and Purpose of tue Gospels, P 65.
~ ee %Odﬂpead .O_E. Cltes Peo 186,
N ol o, 74,
5. Introduction o the N Tey PPe 155-6e
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account they see twopprinciples which guided him in his work.
First, Luke edited the portions of Mark's Gospel which he in- :
corporated, and secondly, he made certain stylistic znd grammatical
refinements of the liarcen text. r

With regard to the former, B. Weissl speaks of an elaboration
of Mark's téxt:

The literary, reflective, explanatory end ex-
pansive elaboration of Mark's text appears even
more strongly throughout the third Gospel than
the first; details only mentioned in Mark where
they have importance for the narrative, are here
anticipated in order to make the implied course
of events clear from the begimning; or conversely,
details here omitted or modified are presupposed
in the subsequent narrative as in Mark (of. first
connected paragraph takem from lik., the literary -
elaboration in 4: 32, 36, 37, explanation in 4: 31,
36y the paraphrasing in 4: 43, the more exact def-
inition in 4: 38, reXlection in 4: 35, 40, 41, the
statement in 4: 42 anticipated from liark l: 37,
also in 5: 17, 8: 23, 27, 42, 51, and the pre-
supposition in 5: 19 that Jesus was in the house
and was thronged by the multitude, taken solely
from Mark)., So familiar is Mark's narrative te
the Evangelist, that he not unfrequently makes
use of it to embellish accounts drawn from other
sources (cf. Lk. 7: 6 with Mk. 5: 393 7: 14 with
5: 41; 10: 1 with 63 73 163 1 w:tﬁh 2: 153 17: 14
with 1: 44; 19: 28 with 10: 32).

Luke, the editor, has not only elaborated on the text he
S
used but has deleted material here and there. They say that .
he omitted some of the interesting details found in Mark (4: 38,

l. Op. Ccit,, II, p. 290. ,
2. Swete (Op. c;.t.. p. lxxiv) attributes Luke's fullness to

e

his literary style, and furnishes more examples of his

develomment. '
3. Streeter (Op. Cit., pi 163) attributes the omissions of Luke

to this editorial freedom, "Matthew and Luke use the more
succinct and earefully chosen language of one who writes
and then revises an article for publication.”
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1
8: 14), ond =bbrevieted the majority of his pleonssms.

Tuke is said to have refined lark's style and groamaar. "Luke
hags o more polished style end smooths out appsrent roughness or

1 2-
lack of ex=ctness in Mark (ef. lMark 1: 4 with Iuke 5: 19)." In
3
this connection, Gocdspead gives us his observation:

The description of the hezvens as split or
ripped open and the Spirit plunging down like

o dove to enter into him is so harsh and bold
that two redactors—--latithew znd Luke--have
greatly softened it. Mark describes Jesus

as taken possession of by the Spirit, but in
Matthew and ITuke the Spirit siwmply ligkis on

him.

Zahn cites an exemple in Mark 1: 4 and Luke 3: 3 (also

¥ko. 1l: 32 and Tuke 4: 40) where Luke eppears as the "stylist
smoothing down the awkward expressions which Mark uses in meking
his citations. In fact this is everywhere the case." He con-
tinues to show how Iuke seesms to have removed the most marked
Hebraisms and Arasmaic :-:ords5 (fark 6: 39 removed in Luke 9: 14).
Luke rewmoves Aramaic names found in ik, 3: 16, 18; 5: 413 9: 53
10: 46, 51; 1l: 10; 12: 43; 1l4: 32, 36, 453 15: 22, 34~-in some
cages translations =re substituted: Lk. 6: 15; 8: 54, 93 33,

2l: 3, where there zre no parallels--cases where the Icbrew or

Arvemaic word is stricken out: 19: 38; 28: 49, 42, 473 23: 33)

in order to "soften somevhat the Semitic colouring, setting aside

1. Streeter, Op. Cit., p. 163. Zabn (Qp. Cit., III, pp. 102-3)
notes some of these omissions, and adds, "although Luke con=-
sciously omitted some things found in ilark, he endeavored to
find substitutes for the omissions.”

2. Robertson, Luke the Historienm in the Light of Lesesrch, p. 68.
3¢ Ops Cit.sy ps 136,

da 9}.‘_:_ Cita, IIi, e 104-5, .

5. Zehn does not sey that Luke omitted all the Hebraisas. "Luke

uses o few Hebraisms, not only in the narratives probably, or
certainly, itaken from older sources, bul in connective phrases
end summaries, which are his own composition.” (op. Cit., III,
p. 104, 2nd note 11, p. 135 for examples.)
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expressions unnecessarily harsh, znd striving to make the narre-
tive more lucid. Likewise, Zahﬁlpoints out that Luke does not

altogether svoid Lotin terms (12: 63 7: 413 10: 353 8: 30), but

j=h

loes avoid meny of them in Mark (7: 2, 63 23: 473 20: =23 233 23

21: 2). Otherwise Iuke uses Greek names Tor everyihing Roman

2: 13) and for Jewish officials and zuthorities (22: 4, 52; 5:
17). There are countless instences where Luke selects the more
pleasing and expressive word (ef. ik, 1: 23; 5: 2 and Luke 4: 33;
8: 27; Mk, 13 25 f. end Lk. 4: 35; ilk. 1: 28 and Luke 4: 37; Mk,
£: 4, 11 end Lk, 5: 19, 24--1k, circumlocutes liark in 5: 25),
Luke substitutes the more polished words and phrases for the
parallels in Mark (5: 26, 29, 313 8: 6, 13, 14, 18519, 225 25,
39, 40, 43; 9: 7, 10, 11; 18: 15; 19: 48; 21: 5, 14).2 Luke

has also removed such peculiarities of Mark as are due to lark's
personal relations and the fzet that his Gospel was designed for
Roman readers (lk. 12: 42; 15: 17, 51 f.3 15: 21; cf, Luke 21: 23
22: 14, 533 23: 26), end "imperfections" in the presentation due
to Mark's very exsct reproduction of the narratives of Peter (ik.
1: 29 equels Lk, 4: 383 lk, 3: 26 equals Lk. 6: 143 kk. 9: 14 f.
equals Lk. 9: 37 f.; Mk. 13: 1-3 equals Luke 4: 40).3

A to the refinement of liark's grammatical constructionsi

certain authorities have pointed to the fact that Luke frequently

{ X 4
changes lark's historical presents into the aorist or imperfect.

Another common improvement noted by Cartledge is that Luke changes

l. ‘Opd Cite, III, p. 136 note 13,

2. A handy teble for a2 quick survey of Luke's style in this
‘respect, see Plummer, Commentary on Iuke, (I. C. C.), PP
Axvi-lxviie . = i

De Zehn, Ope. Ci .9 I’ De o

4. Cartieagg, Op. Cite, p. 7C. Cf. also Robertson, Luke the
Historien in the Ligant of Research, p. 68,
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Mark's loosely connected coordinate clauses to smoother bBubordi-~

nate ones. To illustrate that Luke presented the Gospel im a

form intelligible to the Gentiles, Taskerl cuotes Hoskyne:

Ags Bir ILdwyn Hoskyne pointed out, in speaking of
Luke's use of Mark: "Luke does not reazlly interpret
the awkwerd material behind him; he simplifies

ite The result is that those pazsssges which ILuke
heas rewritten, rather than merzly edited, provide
the modern reader with best illustrations of a
gzeneral humaniterisniem uncoumpliczted by a pecu-
liarly awkward Jewish background."

Irom the preceding observstions or the menner in which Luke

is supposed to have trested iark's text, it is concluded that

Luke mede use of Mark's Gospel in preparing his own.

no escaping the fact that lMark has much less of the literary finesse

which is so noticeable in ILuke's Gospel.

The true proof of the dependence of Luke is the
double concern not to omit snything essentizsl

andtio transform everything sccording to az literary
ideal, excluding that which is picturescue from

the section chosen, looking, to a higher degree,

et the method in the presentation of facts and

et greater elegence and precision in the use of
terms, which the oral tradition is incapable of 2
realizing; it is the special procedure of an author,
5

o’

reaches this ‘conclusion on the matter:

This, like the other essumptiorn that lark had Luke
before him, would compel us to assume that lark
intentionally and regularly replaced the better
language of Luke, or of the common source, by

more awkward expressions. But this is incredible.
Consecuently =2 cqmparison of the style in liark

end ILuke shows that, in the five sections of his
Gospel mentioned, Luke made use of lark in pre-
paring his own work,

WVhen we compare the styles of the two Lvangelists, there is

l.
Ze

Se

The Nature znd Turpose of the Gospels, PPe 56=7.

Lagrange, Comm entagx on Mark,
OEQ Cit., III’ Pe 105.

R

However, we should like

Prris, 191C), introd. material,
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that Jlark has less of these artistic characteristics,

for, =28 Kleist, has so &bly contended, liark is not altogether void

¢ b

of literary artistry. I'levertheless, judging from the laonguage

in the two Cospels, it would seem &s if the hypothesis that Luke

has used lisrk's Gospel, editing and refining its langusge, is

correct,
this, in o

uged !

ark.

But =211 that reseazrch has brought out in support of
ur opinion, cznnot furnish absgsolute proof that Luke

The evidence is certainly strong snd the hypothesis

of dependence seems much more probable, but it still remains to

be vroved
used encth
(5)
eltemsate
of Luke's

that Luke

thet Tuke did not write independently of llark, having

er source.

The concentrotion of Mercen parasllels in Luke and the
geps ore used by the scholars as enother manifestation
dependence on Mark as one of his sources. It is supposed

had 211 of the liarcan material in a single document

along with other source materizl, =nd his problem was to combine

these into

his Gospel,

1" Xleist

, The Gospel of St. Mark, pp. 179-180. "The following

are smong those liarcen passages that owe their effectiveness

to 2 ¢

omylets absence of rhetoric: their power is in the

bare thought (1: 8; 2: 103 3: 28, £9;3 9: 193 10: 18, 433

1ils - 23
exampl

R

s 12: 17, 27; 14: 22; 15: 25, 37)." ‘'"lark has several
es of effective parallelism, as in 1: 83 2{ 21-223
3: 4-263 23 173 4: 4 ff.; 4: 12, etc." Iark has a

certain flexibility of expression: cf. 10: 12 with 10: 11;

10: 51
speech
A

with 10: 36, etc. "Veriety is & charm even in the
of simyple men." NMark knows the force of synonyms:
, 34--importance of repetition both as 2 means of

eurhasis (8: 26-38; 9: 43-45-47) ond &8s & wesns of repro-
ducing the colloquial tone of the teacher (2: 205 33 24-263

14: 30)--chiasms, 1l: S--paronomasia, 7: 37 and 14: 4--zsynde-
ton, 1l4: 6, 7--periodic structure, 15: 423 53 26-28--hendiadys,
1: 45--gentence balencing and disposal of the com:on element,

1: 453
9: 19,

9: 14, 22--hysteron proteron, 1%2: 8--rhythm, 4:2;
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Luke is thus & compiler #nd redactor of previous
sources or traditions, though his functions zre
larger thsn those of the editors who finally pat
tozether the llexateuch. Allowance must be made
for his freedom of composition, zs in Acts, but
the primary feature of hislwork is its power of
selection und collocation.

Furtheramore, FProfessor Riddle™ describes the process as it
appears in Luke's Gospels

is instructive to observe, zs far as the

cesses can be seen, how the materials sre

2. Clearly the Marcan gospel was one of the

irces of the gospel section, 2nd one can see

% itwwas usedee.e the writer of Luke-Acts incorpor-
cted his materials in lerge blockSese.

T
J 4

m o

5o S
cFQ O U H
2 o

0

locks of liearcen meterial zre determined from the

k
=
(0]
t
(&)
o'

longer yeorallels in the two Gospels., Although he wishies it to

be understood that even these longer sections are not complete
3

pursllelisms, Zahn has noted five of them:

51“-6: 19 esoceoee Hark 1: :l""s: 19

1) ZLuke 4:

2) 8: 4==93 17 seveese 4: 1l-=C: 44
55 9: 18--50 sesceos 8: 27‘”9: 40
4 188 S~=43 eseseee 1C: 13--52

53 10: Z28~=24: 8 scseece 1l1: 1--16: &8

Luke, it seems, had certain principles which he followed
in ueing his source materials., Certainly it was not vatch work,
as if sciesors and paste had been used.

It was, however, by no meens his intention to
join these sources together like mosgic, but
with their help to create a new and independent
work. TFor this reason he has worked them_over
entirely, end hence it is thet in 2 certain
degree & uniform linguistic character runs
through the whole work, discermable also- in

l. Moffatt, Op. Cit., p. 276. iy

2« The Gosﬁels, Their Origin znd Growth, T. 200-1. '

3. Op. Cit., IIT, p. 102, Compare Streeter's table, The Four
Gospels, in section IV, end that in Carpenter, Christianity

According to St. Luke, p. 135,
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the ?c%s which are written by the same hend (Acts
13 1)@

Streeter thinks thet ILuke had very little to guide him sas

to the exact historic=l occasion to which sny particular item

should be sssigned, but was governed by literary considerations.

The way, then, in which materials derived from the
farcen and from non-liarcen sources zre combined
must heve been determined mainly by literzry con-
sicderations, =znd very little, if at s8ll, by ex-
trinsic historical information.

Two other principles sre detected by scholars. The one

is Luke's repetition of certain incidents.

cat

It is obvious that in the analysis of the text
into source andé editorial revision, due weight
must be zllowed to this element of freedom in
Luke's method of composition, to "his fondness
Tor repetition, and his tendency to vary even
fects of some importance when rehearsing &
story for the second time." (Ropes, Hervard
Studies in Classical Philology, 1901, 12, 299
£ ) i aai

4
The other principle is, as B. Weiss puts it: "....dupli-

es he cvoids on principle, even omitting one of two somewhat

4.

D. Veiss, Op. Cite, p. 298. ilso Lobertson, Luke the Historian

in the Light of Lesearch, pp, 61-2. "Assimilation rathsr than
cuototione-thie wes the methcu of the znciemts....Luke employed
the literery devices of men of his 2ge....And yet Luke was

not g slevish copyist. The stemp of his own personality is

on 211 of his work."

Ope. Cit., pe. 165. Also Ropes, The Synoptic Gospels, p. 72,
"Where Luke is not guided by iierk's sequence, but is free to
arrange as he chooses, it is ertistic feeling that governs
him rather thean deeper relations of thought, or eny attempt

to preserve or create & probeble pragmatic order."

loffatt, Op. Cit., p. 279. The same principle is noted by
Legrange TéBhﬁgﬁ?égz on ifzrk, in introduction), "iie has re=-
peated, in order not to lesave ilark's order of events, certain
features already mentioned before, that is to say, Luke con-
tains doublets...." Cf. Hawkins, Horae Synopticse (1909),

PPe 99-107 for on extensive study of the doublets contained

in Luke, Some of them are: Luke 8: 16 snd 11: 33 (Mk. 4:21)
and Luke 8: 17 and 12: £ (ik. 4: 22).

Q'E_.— Citl’ II, P.:gg. ~
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similar nerrativeses. o9 " that is, Iuke gives no zccount of the
cursing of the berren fig-tree (k. 11: 13) beceuse he has
already narrated a similer event in 13: 6ff., and does not
mention the annointing of ¥k, 14: 3 because of the narrative of
Here we have two contradictory principles whick Luke is
suprosed to hove employed. In reality, it ie only the principles
themselves thet ere contradictory, =nd it mesy be pointed out

that the possibility is not excluded that Luke did both things,
following now the one, and now the other.

MAnyone who will give even o pessing glance to the material

of lNerk snd Luke as arranged in Burton and Goodspeed, A Harmony
of the Synoptic Cospels in Greek, must confess that great vlocks
of larcen psrzllels exist. He will slso notice thet interspersed

cmong these blocks zre shorter pesrsllels to liark, materials

0

peculisr only to Luke, omissions of Marcan text, omission =nd
addition within the blocks, and conflation (especially in the
Pagsion nar;ative). One cennot leave such an examination without
the feeling that Luke's Gospel is a literary masterpiece, and
that Luke has produced a Gospel from various source meaterials,
Trom zll appearances, judging by the way he used nis sources, one

cen easily conclude that Merk's Gospel was one of them, perhaps

the primary one.

.

In bringing to 2 conclusion our examinction of the various
argumnents from internal evidence as to whether or not ILuke used

Merk as one of his sources, we shall first take inventory of
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bl pue—

the results. e heve found the first two crguments from similar
content =nd verbal sgreecuent to be very weak, casily explainzble
by other hypotheses of indereuéence. As for the third crgument,
gny other {heory then that of dependence has & difficult time in

expleining the cgreement of order of incident where Mark and Luke

parallel one another, especislly when meny times it is not the

real chronological secuence of events thet is given. A coumparison

of the 1

e

terary cherecters of the two hooks has yielded some

a

rother convincing evidence which rsises the probability of Luke
having used ¥ark to 2 higher level., TFinzlly, the distribution

o

of narr-tive in Iuke, parallel to lark, and that whigh is not,

seems to b2 satisTied by no supposition othar than that of the
d

grendence of Imke upon liark,

The culainative effect of the results is that the internal
evidence strongly favors the supposition that ILuke used Ilark's
Gospel =s one of his sources., We must remember, however, that
to wmake thase results final snd sghsolute proof, is erroneous,

beczusge of the very nature of internal evidence.
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VI.
THE PREFACE OF ILUEE'S GCSPIL
Thus far we have made our approach through various avenues

of externsl 2nd internel evidence, with the result of a fairly
complete picture of the problem. But no presenteation of the
case is ever comrlete without a thorough examinztion of what
Luke himsel! hes ssid about his sources. Therefore, since Luke
has recorded nothirgz shout hism sources elsewhere than in the
preface to his Gospel, we sheall proceed to meke a detailed study
of it.

Before we begin, perhaps it chould be vointed out that the

importence of the bearing of Luke's preface on our problem dare
pE

never be underestimoted. Godet, in the following guotation,

has correctly emphesized this:

Lpexrt from these Tirst lines of Iuke, we know
ebsolutely nothing definite @bout the more ancient
narrotives of the life of Jesus which preceded

the comyosition of oux CGospels. Therefore every
theory &g to the origin of the synoptics, which

is not constructed out of the materials furnished
by this prefesce, runs the risk of being thrown
cside as & tissue of vain hypotheses the day

"egfter it has seen the light.

Iuke begins the introcuction to his Gospel with the particle
J A 2
SWe( J”"".e - which is ClCCLI'lY e classical term. Thayer gives the
3

meening as, "seeing that" or "forasmuch as," which corresponds

to the Lotin guonism guidem. Freuschen-Bauer (z. 1.) furnish

l. Comuaentery on Luke, p. 33 1
2. Tound in Aristotle, Dionysius, Philo, znd nowhere else in the
« Tey, nor in the IXX, nor any other Greek version of the O.

g
T., including the Apocrypha. (Thayer, Greek-Inglish Lexicom
of the F, T., 8. l.)

3, Cf. rlumwer, Comuentary on Luke, (I. C. C.). He accepts the
latter meaning.

s
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the Germon equivelent, da nun einmel. If we dissect this word

into its component purts, we shall perceive more accurately the
1

precise meaning which Luke seems to have put into it. Godet
breaks it down thus:

To ihe icea of since (emec ), adds that of
otoriety; 'since, as is well-known;'! 7ec
¢ravs attention to the relation between the
areat nL¢)31 of these writings arnd the im=-
portence of the events relsted: It is so
(ofn), and it could not ve otherwise (7ee).

3 z 3 > n = - 3 2
in mind, the {translztion which Blass~ gives comes

L

o A .".
Lol U

[N
w

closest to cuxpressing the force of the Greek: "'inasmuch as
elready, ' referring to a fact already well-known."

ihe idea of notoriety contained in the beginning word would
not exclude a Gospel such as Mark's., In fact, it would favor it

soimewnot, siunce ¢ny Cospel so closely connected with the Apostle
Peter would nsturally gain an early comspicuity.

Luke nov states the well-known fact that "many have taken
~ i - 4 £ i
in hand to draw up & narrative." Who are the FoNoL? The
context secus to imply that these, like Luke, were not eye-wit-
nesseg," It 2lso follows that these writers were not of the

. ~ ) ™7, 3 > $ 5
"servents of the Word from the beginning.®
- - € U w4 el e e los a 3 2% b "
On this score, Yark might well be clussed with the “zany",

because ne wus neithor en eye-witness "from the beginning" nor

1‘ Clti’
2. zooertmor fCrsmmgl of the CGreek Li.T., DPe 1154) says this pert

the word denotes doing & thing to the limit, tho roughly.
In it is & note of urgency, glong with the idea both of in-

teusivenscss snd extensiveness.

Se CGremuar of the I', T, Greek, D. 274,
4. Tlummer, O Op. Cit., p. 2+ Alco, the "many" in Luke connot be

regorded s 2 'pordonacle hyperbole” es Goodspeed tekes it.
(in_Introduction to the N. Te, Pe £04. )

5. "It follows =t once that the writers with whom Luke compares_

himself were not the eye-witnesses and servants of the Word

from the beginning, but became such later." Zahn,
6. Plummer thinks it is doubtful that Merk is included here.

Ope. Cit., Pe 2.

I.NeTe,III,pe46,
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# servant of the Word "from the beginning." We like the con-
1

clusion which Bruce reaches concerning the matter:

exegeles understood the word as ref-
heretical or apocryphal gosypels, of
¥ay of censure. This view is abandoned
commentators, for whom the guestion
st rather is: were Lictthew's logis and
pel smong the esrxrlier contributions
had in h is eye? This cuestiocn cannot
.8, and answers vary accord-
CTlLlC ] tiieories of those who dis-
. opice All that need be said here is
lere i" no “prurnrt urgent reason forx
uding 7 tthbv and lzrk from the crowd of
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Luke employs two very colorful words ( ;ﬂ'e}(d-:(’”" wv
) y
wvve fxo B ) to describe the zction of the "meny." Irom the
coumwronent perts of the former word, the essenticl meaning would
put the hand to." Thayer, z. l., defires the meaning
" of the word this way, "to take in bhand, undertake, or attempt."
luke scems to use the azorist tense in a culminative way,
thet is, he views the attempts as heving atteined the end of
their processes and as being in existence at his time as com-
rleted efforts. The szorist here tzkes on somewhet the force
of @ perfect tense, which agrees well with the particle éﬂ%lﬂ{ﬂ«°.
Some of the ancient church fathersz heve seen in the word
érqﬁqﬂé» e rether contemptuous criticism og Luke's predecessors._
lowever, as some scholars have pointed out, that is not the case,
since the word of itself leuds nothing tc the idez that they werg
illegitimate or unsuccessful attempts. If so, by the same token,

Luke would condemn his own attezpt, because he certainly “brackets

1. I!xpositor's Greek Testoment, Luke 1l: 1=-4. ;

2. Degun by Origen (lom. 1 in Luke), followed by Eusebius (H. E. E.,
III, 24) snd Athancsius (Festel Letter 39).

3. Tlobertson, Luke the Historien in the Light of Research, p. 45,
and Ropes, The Synoptic Gospels, De G3e
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himself with I'L'.hese writers (;—;ﬁfe A"-:Aa‘c); what they attempted he
mey atlempt," Also, 28 Zehn seays, Luke did not imrly the same
criticism on the previous writers =zs Crigén, because he would
then have chosen the means lesst sdapted to show that his under-
teking ves not unheard of or presumptuous.

-

It is quite evident that ILuke meant no sharp reproof in

Z-afz,(e:es’w itself, but when he combined 1t with :a/atz‘«lwlﬂ‘( some3
sy thet he meent it to take on more of & mezning than & mere
expletive., They say ihzt the "attempt to compose" is not eguiva-
lent te "they have composed.” In &ll probability this led Zahn%
to conclnude that Luke had "doubts" albout these sources. However,

the "doubts" =rose out of the faset that Luke considered them so

unadaptoble for kis particular purpose that he did not recommend
them to Theophilus. "ILuke msy have regarded these sttempts as

insufficient, or he would not have added another." Their in-

sufficiency may have lain in the fact that they were not as full
and comprehensive s Luke would have them to be for Theophilus.
On the other hand, the comvination of these words need not
necessarily denote something more than sn expletive. Luke could
hsve used this comﬁination in conformity with the elevated style
of his preface, so that its function wes no more than a "filler"
word, as we have in English, "sit down to write." We cannot

judge the =zttitude of the writer who uses either this expression

l. Flummer, Op. Cit., Pe 2o

Ve QD... Citc’ III, Te [40

3. Bruce, E -xp051tor' Creek Testament, Luke 1: 1=da
4. Op. Cit., ITII, p. 45.

5. Plummer, Op. Cit.¥ p. 2.
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or just "to write." So it moy be with Luke's exrression,

Feilther the meaning of Hre,(:—mna—w nor the word with xwztxﬂcrén

argue lork's Gospel out of the picture.

Wh

L

~
Cg

th
He

T

a3

U meaning. Lenski  copture

£

T gt J ’ . 11 s initi 2
Following exeXecenowy is the infinitive of gn or result.

(¥

desx

7 /
enever «v< is prefixed to a verb it denotses "up" or “back" or

i

cin. "  lere “sgain' Tits the context better. %he other paxrt of

o

e verb connotes the vplacing of sowething in 2 certzin order.

P I A T WO WL M s i e -
nce “estcott's™ Y"arrsnge afresh" approaches more closely the

&}

the genius of the word in his

definition, %'to srrsnge in due order once more,' which we have

tried Yo convey by 'to recount.! Dach of these meny writers re-

veated in en orderly way the story of JesusS....” "This verb has

been found only in Pluterch's koral., 968, CD, shbout an elephsnt

‘reheersing' by moonlight certain tricks it had been taught

(lioulton snd illigen, Voczkulary).' The Attic "to go regularly

through =gein, rehesrse" is retzined in ILuke's use of the word.,

The question =rises here sgain: wonld Mazrk's Gospel be

inclvded or excluded by the meaning of the above word? It scems

th

at lark would not be excluded, considering the fact that he

erranged the Gospel story once more in an orderly menner.

"nat the "many" took ir hand to =arrenge once more in due

Bruce, QOp. Cit., (Iuke 1: 1-4), "The verb contains a gentle
hint that in soms respects finality had not been rencned,

which ﬂight be said with 211l due respect even of iMatthew's
Logia and Merk's Gospel.® ILoske sand Lake, An Introduction

%o the New Testament, pp. 43 and 46, agree “That ark was
probably one of ihe "atientts.“

Blass, Op. Cit., pe. 225,

Introduction %o to the Study of the Gospels, b. 19C.

Comzentary on Hark and Luke, Pe 499,

Robertson, word Fictures in the lNew Testuument, p. 3.
Papiazs quotes Johm the Presbyter as saying thet Mark did not
write in order ( )s but this cannot be pressed into
opposition to the #4868 of order in « The eauphases

are different. John the Presbyter stresses chronological order,
whlle the present word connotes merely an orderly or consecutive
arrangement in the more general sense.
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B .
order was =2 Uﬁffhc?; « This word is found nowhere #n the New Testa=-

; Ol s
ment except in Luke's prologue. It stems from the word lnﬁuu'c, o
which meens "to cerry o narrction through to the end,"relate im full®
(Thayer, a. l.}). The substentive form would then have the meaning

of "a narrstion” or "marrctive," which was the meaning attached to

the word

=3

n classical Greek (Liddell znd Scott, a. 1l.).
The nature of these narratives is implied from the etymology of
°44}h615 « "The substantive implies something more than mere notes
or smnecdotes;: 'e leading through to the ené'."* The preposition in
the word leads us to think of = more detailed narrative. Vincent
(Woxd Stucdies in the N. T., I, 251) ssys that the idea of "thorough-
ness" accompenies the word, and that it was perticulerly zpplied
to & medical trestise. C2len applies it at least seventy-three
times to the writings of Hippoerates, The singulsr number, "narra-
tive," eseems to imply thst the "meny" took in hand to arrsnge once
more & naorrative wnich embresced the whole of ths evangelic matter
(Vincent). Godet2 zgrees with Vincent: "The term diegesis désig-_
nates not, as Schleirmscher maintained, recitals of isolazted facts,
but a complete narrative."

Adfé;ﬁovs has nothing in its make-up to tell us whether these
narrztives were written or oral. However, it is quite cleer from
the context that written narratives are meant. "To tezke in hand"
and the fact that Luke is undertaking the seme thing do not lend

themselves to oral commuhication, but rather to written narrative=.3

1 lemer, OE. Cito’ Te 2=3s Gf. Bl&ﬂs, Phi].OlOg}" .9;“‘.‘. the GOBDelsg

Pe 16,
2. Commentary on Luke, p. 34, Cf. also leyer, Commentary on Luke,
Pe 230,

Se cf. IaenSki’ OI-. Cdte P 499 =nd Zahn, OE- Cit', III, Pe 48,
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7

lhnﬁhn;m&y easily describe & Gospel such as lizark wrote.

Th 7 n s ) 3 2 1

The 7ekTdezs "which heve been sccomrvlished (7e7Ayeo gognidevar)

2 C -

among us (éV #Adiv ) “"yas the subject matiter of the narrutives.

2 (3 =
The &/ #sv here most likely meens the Christians, all the Christ-
ians, including the eye-witnesses and the ministers of the Word.
Lenski”™ brings out the objective factar in this statement of ILuke's
in opyosition to the subjective view taken by Origen, who said

that these men wrote what the Christians believed.

The trenslators of The Twentieth Century lew Testzment have

trensleted the remsining verses (vve. 2-4) very well. We should
like to adopt their rendering as the basis for further discussion.

ceexactly s they heve been hended dowvm to us
Ly those who from the very first were eye-
/itnesses, and afterwards became bearers of the
i.essage.s I also, therefore, having investigated
all these metters with great care from the be-
ginning, heve resolved to write a connected
history of them for you, nn this way you will
e zble to satisfy yourself of the accuracy of
the story which you have heard from the lips

of others.

Firet we note that the written narrstives heve what has been

hended down from the eye-witnesses and bezrers of the liessaoge as

A
(¥

their basis. The thing which has been trznsmitted is the oral
redition, Although there is nothing in Jrxeévernv which determines
whether the comuunicztion is oral or written, the context speaks

il
Tor the oral, Then the written narrstives of the "meny" are

1. Nost commentators render this word "have been accomplished."

2. Ope Cit.y ps 499, ‘"When correctly read, Luke says that the
writings of the many contain what is objectively comypleted
among the Christians,”

3. Godet tremslates Ax<&f4s as: "in conformity with." "Numerous
written nerretives on the history of Jesus are alpeady in
existencej they all of them rest on the oral nmarrations of
the Apostles (ver. 2)." Cf. also Lenski, Op. Cit., p. 500
and VYestcott, Opr. Cit., p. 190,

4, Zahn, Op. Cit., III, pp. 48 =2nd 51 and p. 84 note 8, and
Westcott, Op. Cit., p. 190, and Robertson, Word Pictures in

the E.. T.’ PF. 4'5.
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built directly on the foundation of oral tradition.

The moenner in which Luke has presented his own Gospel,
after "heving investigeted all these matters with great care fimn
the beginring," and the purpcose for which he writes do not warrant
2 detailed discussion at this point.

On the whole, we are forced by the evidence presented zbove
to conclude that the language which'Luke euploys in his prologue

X 1
mey very well it a refevence to the Gospel of Mark,  Although

0

Godel concedes this point, he is not ready to admit that Mark was
one of the narratives:

As to the Gospel of Hark, Luke's exyressions
might certainly suit this writing. Tor, accord-
ing to itradition, lizark mazde use in his narrztive
of the accounts of an eye-witness, St. Peter.
Butl still it may be questioned whether Luke
would have enployed the term undertake in speask-
ing of a work which was received in the Church
23 one of the essential docuwaments of the life

of Jesus. Tor the rest, exegesis alone can
determine whether Luke really had lark before Lim
either in its present or in & more zncient form.
It appeers probeable, thersfore, to me, that the

'
L

works to which ILuke alludes cre writings really
uriknown andéd lost. Their incomypleteness con-
demmed them to extinetion, in proportion as
writings of superior value, such as our synoptics,

spread through the Church,

Godet's arguments for excluding liark are untenable. ILuke
could use 2 word like "undertzke" with refsrence to ierk's Gospel
which would not exclude it from being "received in the Church
as one of the essential documents of the life of Jesus." Luke
undertook the same tesk as his predecessors, and his Gospel was
received in the Church as an essentizl document about Jesus.

Godet, it seems, has pressed a foreign meaning into "underteke."

1. Zshn hes this to say sbout it: "With regard to the numerous
gospel writings, however, of which he did have some knowledge,
there is at least one with which we have already become ac=
quainted that exactly suits his description, namely, the
Gospel of Mark." Op. Cit., TII, P. 49,

2. Op. Cit., p. 35.
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As to the whereabouts of the narratives Luke mentions no one

knows, and the excellence of the synoptic Gospels may well be the
ceuse for the extinction of the others. However, the iiarcan
narrative is not necessarily excluded on that account, for it is
rossible that lark was the one to survive, smd aided in the process
of eliminating the others,

Luke does not inform us directly as to whether he used or
: )
incorporated lMark's Gospel into his own. Godet, who has just

denied that liark could be among the narratives, is convinced,
however, that Luke used the sources he mentions:

As to whether Iuke availed himself of these
writings, znd in eny way eubodied them in his
own work, he does not inform us. ZEut is it not
probable, since he was acquainted with them,
that he would make some use of them? Ivery
aid would aprear precious to him in a work the
importence of which he sc Gaeeply felt,

o

Goodspeed is sypeaking of the author of Luke-Acts when he

88y8, “...fO0r we have seen him carefully using the Gospel of
3
¥ark snd other sources...." Zshn makes ithis pertinent remark

efter he has thoroughly investigated Luke's preface:

Although he does not sey in so many words that

he made use of the writings of his predecessors,
he does not deny ites.. A man of the literary
traeining which the ztyle of the dedicastion shows
the author to heve possessed, could mot have been
indifferent to writings, known tc himjk which
dealt with the seme topics as his own, even if kie
ovm investigations among the sources of the oral
tradition, the pazrticular purpose for which hg
wrote, snd the corrssponding errangeaent of his
book made him independent of his predecessors.

So there is little room for doubting that Luke used the

writings which he mentions in his introduction.

1. ©op. Cit., p. 35.
20 OQ. Cito’ p. 205.
50 OE. Cito' III, 51'2.
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i
GENERAL CONCLUSION : {
' |
i
i
The conclusion to which we have come regarding this entire i
matter is that more than likely Luke had Hark's Gospel before ‘
3 |

him =nd used it 2s one of his sources. ‘“he personal relationship, E

-

e friendship, would certainly be conducive i

2 long and intima

o

to such a conclusion. Histofy envhatically places lizrk's Gospel
before ILuke's in roint of time. This is supported Ly the ueny
years of research by the scholers., All that has been done in
the field of internszl evidence stirongly suggestis that Maerk was
used by Luke. Finally, there is nothing in the preface of luke's
Gospel which would exclude Marks what he says might well fit

it.

Soli Deo Gloria
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