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THE POSITION OF PRESERT SCHOLARSHIP WITH REGARD
TO THE HYPOTHETICAL DOCUMENT DESIGRATED AS LOGIA OR "Q"

Introduction

One of the perplexing problems in the field of New Tcsiament
Introduction is the relationshiy of the first three Gospels %o
each other. A carcful reading of these Gospels reveals that they
are mch alike and secnm to have much in common. There are many
similar or strikingly similar events in all three. Then, %00,
there are clearcut differences. The Bvangelists who wrote these
Gospels bell us nothing concerning how thelr vritings were re-
lated to each other, ITuke alone says somethirg about how his Gos=
pel came to be writtens Apostolic testimony on these three Gos=
pels is something unknown to us,.

This sinilarity of these three Gospels aroused the curlosity
of Christian teachers from time to tines Ir. Weiss, an eminent
Hew Testament scholar of the 19th century, claims that in the
second century cne of the Church Fathers was interested in these -
three Gospels. He says, "Papias already expressed surprise thatb
liark should bave given the sayings of the Iord in a different.



1t
menner from Matthew" He feels that the statements made by Papias

warrant such a conclusion. Almost as soon as the first three Gos-
pels were widely circulated and distributed this similarity was
noticed. Vriting at that time was. still done on parchments there=-
by making it relatively simple to unroll the three Gospels side
by side in order to read the accounts and notisce their similari=-
ties in order of events, words, and structure.

In the third century this problem was again taken up by a
man named Ammonius., It seems as 1f he too noticed that the first
three Gospels were very much allke. he expressed this relation=-
ship by combining the three Gospel accounts into one document.
Zahn says of him, "As early as the third century, a certaln Ame-
monius, of wvhom nothing more definite 1s known, prepared an ed=-
ition of Matthew 1njwhich'¥he sections of the other Gospels agree=-
ing more or less closely with Matthew were arranged alnngside of
the Matthew text, which was given in tull.“2 Zahn also adds that
this work was entitled Diatesseron. Ammonius, according to Zahn,
expressed no definite theory or opinion on how the three Gospels
were interrelated or why they were similar. He merely combined
them into one composlite work.

The end of the fourth century and the early part of the
fifth saw the first solution offered to the problem of the simi-
larity of the first three Gospels. St. Augustine upon studying

1. Dr. Bernhard VWeiss, A Hanual of Introduction to the New Tes-
tament, p. 203,
e Theodor Zshn, Introduction to the New Testament, IIj p. 40l.



these Gospels wrestled with the problem. Filson reports, "But as
far back as the time of Augustine 1it. was seen that the character-
istics of the Synoptlc Gospels demand some theory of interdepene
dence."3 Augustine reallized that some explanation should be given
for this phenomen which he noticed in the Gospels of Matthew,
Mark, and Luke. ZThiessen asserts that Augustine ventursd a the=
ory on how these Gospels are relsted. He says,

"Augustine is probably the first that expressed an
opinion in this respect. He sugrested that the similarities
of language in the Gospels indicated literary dependence
among them. In his opinion Mark was a condensation of
Matthew. "4

After Augustine expressed his theory of interdependence and his
views on lark, there wére no more opinions or hypotheses expres=
sad during the early Middle Ages.

The later iiiddle Ages also saw nothing done about this pro=
blem. The old Catholic scholars weren't sufficiently interested
in the Bible and especially Biblical Introduction to concern
themselves with this problem. The question lay dormasnt during
the Middle Ages, because the Bible was largely a closed book even
to so=called theologlans.

The next perlod was that of the Reformation introduced by
Martin Iuther. Iuther took a great interest in the Scriptures
and also in questions of introduction. From his pen we have ine
+roductions to the books of the Bible, but nowhere do we find
him treating the questions involved in these three Gospels. He

either did not regard these similarities as problems or was une

3. Floyd V. Filson, Origin of the ggﬁgg%g. P. 118.

4, Ho C. Thiessen, roduction to the New Testament, p. 102.



aware that a problem existed in the similarities of these three
Gospels.

The problem of the interrelation of the first thre= Gospels,
however, has been studied much during the past 150 years. Lluch
information has been gleaned. The simularities and dissimular-
ities of llatthew, ilark, and Luke have been catalogued. Various
theories and hypotheses have been advanced. It behooves us who
are believers in the verbal inspiration of Secripture to examine
these theories and evaluate them., We are seekers after the
truth. The Blble 1s a book which true facts will not contradict
or disparage. We need have no fear of honest Biblical scholar=
ship. While we will not and cannot accept everything that the
critics postulate, we are willing to give them an iImpartial
hearing.

The problem involving the interrelationship of these three
Gospels has been given the name of the Synoptiec Problem. The
three Gospels themselves are generally known as the Synoptilc
Gospels. OCharles Callan has given the reason for this term be-
ing coined in an article in the "GCgtholic Biblical Quarterly"
in which he virltes,

"Synopsis is a Greek word which in its literal or

e e e Ty

look thus at our firat three Gospels, especlally when

arranged in parallel columns, we are at once impressed
with their striking similarities, on the one hand, and
ggzéf“got less remarkable differences, on the other

The main events pilctured in all three Gospels are: 1) the mine

5., Charles J. Callan, "The Synoptic Problem," in the Catholic
Biblical Quarterly{, I, Jan. 1939, Pp. 55.



istry of Joha the Baptint, 2) the Baptlam and Temptation of Jesus,
3) the great Galllean minlatry of Jesus, 4) the withdrawals of
Jegus into northern narts of Palestine, 5) the activity in South=-
ern Pelestine, 6) the last fournsy to Jsrusalem, and 7) Christ's
last pub11c6m1nistry in Jerusalem -- His suffering, death and re=-
gsurrection. We note with regard to their similarity of events
th;t they have, "the same historical scheme: within this scheme
the record, in general, of the same events; frequently the same
order of events (although this is somewhat broken by the topical
method of #atthew); verbal relation in the record of events rang=-
ing from identity to a more general samaness."v 3

Statistical data has also been complled regarding the sime
flarities of the three Synoptic Gospels., A comparison of Mat-
thew and Luke with Mark respectively reveals that ilatthew ssams
to take about ons half of his materlal directly from liark while
Luke seems to take about one third of his materia1.9 In regard
to the nuuber of varses we find that out of a total of 1068
verses ifatthew has about 500 similar to or identical to those
found in lark, and 550 verses peculiarly his owvn. Out of a
total of 1149 verses Luke has about 320 similar or identieal to

6. Vme F. Arndt, New Testament Introduction liotes, p. Sl.
7. Floyd V. Filson, %- Ciltes PPs °
8, Bs F. Scott, The Literaturs of the llew Testament, ppe 21 & 22,
sums up the problem Yy saying, "The three Gospels of Matthew,
Mark, and Luke are independent works, and yet bear a very close
relation to each other. Thay cover much the same ground; they give
nearly the same selection of incidents; when one of them records
a saying of Jemus, 1t is usually repeated in one or both of the
otherse. This similarity might be set down to the fact that all
three writers are telling the same story and inevitably overlap.”
9. Canon.B. H, Streeter, The Four Gospels, p. 182
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those found in Mgrk and aboul 830 meemingly different from lark,

Lexically there 1s also a similarity to be found among
theas thrac Gospels, Orello Cone has compiled these figures,

"The words common to all three are found to b~ in

Matthew and Luke 14 per cent.; in Mark 23 per cent.}

Matthow has of words pecullar to himself 56 per cent.:

Mark 40 per cent.: and Imke 67 per cent. About half

the words in idark are found in liatthew, but only =

fourth of those in Iuke, while a third of the words of

Mark are in luke. Jexically the first two are most

alike, the first and third most unlike."11l
Obviously simllaritles of this kind are worthy of some accounting.
There must be some reasons behind the similarities of Mark to
both Matthew and Imke. It is not just an aceident that +thre-. ac-
ecounts should have so many similar events and even the same words
in many events and instances.

As noticeable as the similarltles in the Synoptic Gospels
are, still there are also obvious dissimularities. Upon close
examination of these books we find, "divergence in peneral pur-
pose$ varying treatment of the same racorded events to serve the
general purposes different accounts of the same happening; and

12
certain material peculiar to each of the documents.” To this
list may be added the fact that the order of events is not al-
ways the same.

Dr. Arndt has catalogued five main differences in the Syn-
optic Gospels. They are: 1) Mark has no infancy narratives, he
begins with John's public ministry, 2) Hark omits most of the

long apeeches of Jesus found in Matthew and Iuke, 3) Matthew at

2.0. Cf. Ermest Wm. Parsons, "Recent Advances in tha atudy of
the Gospels," Colcate Rochester Divinity School Bulletin, vol. 8,

« 16, e e T Y
P 11. Orello Cone, Gospel=Criticism and Historical Christianity,
Ppe. 123 & 124,

12. Ernest Wm. Parsons, ope. cit., pe 18.



times has & different order of events from thet given in Mark and
Luke,13 4) Luke hes a long report of the actlvity of dJesus in
Southern Palestine which 1s not found in Matthew and Luke,14

5) Luke does not have the incldents, related Mark 6, 45 - 8, 3n;
T™is is commonly referred to as the pgreat omission.15 From this
list it is evident that the differences also cannot be over-
looked. They have a deflnite bearing on the Syncptic Problen.
The one section where there 1s no omlssion on the part of all
three 1s in the passzion narrative.

Orello Cone calls attentlon to yet another phsnomenon.in. the
Sypnptios. He has made a study of the use of the 0ld Testament
on the part of the Synoptic writers, and offers the following
obs~rvation, "It is quite significant that some citations from
the 0ld Testament common to the three records are found to dif=
fer from the Hebrew text in the manner of the Septuagint, and
vet to have certaln peculiaritiss which are the same in all of
t‘hem."16 In o3 reading of the various acholars Cone was the only
one to comment on this similarity of the Synoptica' use of the
0l1ld Testament.

In the main the similarities of the Synoptics are more num=- h

erous than ths dissimileritles. Hinor changes are found in the

accounts of soms of the miracles and discourses as in the case

13, Tha-Matthew 8 and 9 the Evangellst places the stoxry of the
Centurion of Capernaum, of the stoxm on the Sea, of Demoniacs
emong the Cerasenes, of the Infirm Voman before the calling of
the Twelve, Uark places the calling first, (111, 13-19) and
Luke (vi, 13-16) does likewisee.

14, Cf. Imke chapters 10-17,

15. Cfe Vim, I"e Arndt, op. cit., p. 32.

1%, Orello Cone, op. cit., P 122, e g

T LLARY MEMOKIAL LIBRAKY
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17
of the healing of blind Bartemaeus, Anothgg striking example is
the account of Jesus' walking on the water. Some of the acconnts
are found only in two of the writers. Zahn comments on these phe-
nomena,
"And so all three of the synoptists follow closely

the main outlines of the history as given in the mis-

sionary preaching, which covered the activity of Jesus

after the arrest of the Baptist--from this point on-

wards giving an uninterrupted and progressive account

of His publlc ministry up to the time of His death

and resurrection. As 1s often the case in the popular

treatment of complex historical development, interme-

diate steps are omitted and the whole progress of

events so set forth that the movement which began in

Galilee ends in Yudea.” 19

Much study has been devoted to these phenomena in the Syn-
opties. OCritics have attempted to answer the following questions:
1) Which one of the Gospels was written first? 2) Vhat materials
or sources did the authors use? 3) Vere they dependent upnon each
other? and 4) In vhat ways were they dependent upon each other
if they were dependent?

From the voluminous writing that has been done on this sube
ject there has arisen a number of variations upon a theory or
hypothesis which presupposes that either Mark or illatthew wrote
first and that the other two each used one of these Gospels as
one of his sources together with another document that has becn
designated Logia or "Q" believed by many oritics to have consisted
mainly of the sayings of Jesus. The letter "Q" is an abbrevia-

tion for the German Quelle meaning source. This theory has been .

17. Cp. Matt. 20, 29-34 with Mark 10, 46-52 and Imke 18, 35-43.
18. Cp. Matt. 14, 24=-33 with Mark 6, 47-53.
199 Theodor Zahn, 92. cit.' III’ pp. 166 & 167.



developed in verying forms and with individuval modifications,

It is ‘the 2im of this theals %o exsmine this theory and its
varietions by presenting them in coneise form, to determine vhet
results have acrued from these studies, %o determine if pcasible,
whether the existcnce of a document "Q" or Logie can he assumed,
and to arrive at some acccepteble concluslons with regard to this
problem which do not viclate the cdoctrine of verbal inspiraticn
of the Holy Scriptures.
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CHARTER I

The Existence of the Unwritten Gospesl

The Disciples of Christ did nothing to further other men's
mowledge of Christ's life imrediately after His resurrection
and ascension into heaven. Scripture nowhere records any active
1ty of the Disciples outside of thelr own group till the great
day of Pentecost dawned and they received tﬁe gift of the Holy
Spirit into their hearts. Then, first, did they begin to tell
about Christ, His Life, and His Work.

Peter was the first apostle to arise and speak about Christ.
He told the assembled Jews on Pentecost about Y9esus' ministry,
His miracles, His death, His resurrection, and ascension. A
short time later Peter hgaled the lame man at the temple and
again spoke about Jesus. This same thing can be said of all
the apostles. Their first task was not to give us a record of
Christ's 1life but to instill faith in this Christ. As Harrell
says, "The New Testement plainly tells us that the preaching of
the Gospel preceded the writing of the Gospels. The firsg pas=
sion of the apostles was not literary, but evangelistic." The
apostles felt it most urgent for them to be preaching. St. Luke
records 12 instances in the book of Acts where he definitely

1, Of. Acts 2, 14-36.
2. Cf. Acts 3, 12-26.
3, Consten J. Harrell, The Bible: Its Origin and Growth, p. 1ll4.
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states that Jesus was preached. All together the word preach
ocours 38 times in the book of Acts. The apestles considered
this thelr chief mission in the world,

The substance of the preaching about Jesus probably assumed
a somewhat Cixed pattern. Riddle claims that this was the oral
Gospel when he says, "Long before there were any CGospels, befors
what became a gospel source existed, before a line of the story

of Yesus was written, there was the message of his death and his

4
triumph over death. This was the gospel before the gospels.”

Hg then continues his proof for the exlstence of the unwritten
Goapel by quoting a report of Paul on his preaching,

"Moreover, brathren, I declars unto you the gospel
which I preached unto you, which also ye have received,
and wherein ye standi by which also ye are saved, if ye
ke~p in memory what I have preached unto you, unless ye
have-believed in vain. For I delivered unto you first
of all that which I also received, how that Christ died
‘for our sins according to the Scriptures; and that he
was buried, and that he rose again the third day accor-
ding to the Scriptures; and that he was seen 6f Cephas,
then of the twelve: after that, he was se~n of above
five hundred brethren at oncej; of whom the greater part
remain unto this present, but some are fallen asleep.
After that, he was secn of James, then of all the apo-
stles., And last of all he was seen of me also, as of
one born out of due time." 5

He then comments on these words,

"Oobviously there was already a degree of fixity in
the account: Paul 'passed on! to his hearers what he
had ‘received.' Obviously, also, what is reported here
4s by no means a purely primitive account; by this
time reflection and explanation of the basic facts had
developed. This 1s indicated in the statement that
Christ's death and being ralsed from the dead were
'agcording to the Scriptures.'" 6

4, Donald W, Riddle, The Gospelss Their Origin and Growth, p. 15
5« I Cor. 15. 1-8.
6. Donald W, Riddle, op. cit., pp. 17 & 18.
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We cannot here admit that Christlanity was development. What
Paul means to say is that the preaching he carried on was all in
testimony of Christ's work and that his message had these ele-
ments in 1t each time. Hig preaching was limited to Christ, and
thus it assumed a flxed though not rigld form.

Though the substance of the preaching was fixed upon cer=
tain events in the life 6f Christ, nevertheless, there was also
much individuality on the part of the various Christian preachers.
It was the plastic age of the Gospel since apparently no attempt
at an oral chronologlocal life u#ﬂQhrist was deemed essential in
Palestine where Christ llved and labored. The facts of His l1life
that were rehearsed were the ones that had—an important bearing
on His work of redeeming the world from ain.

As time went on the Christian Church spread to many parts
of the world especially under the zealous mission work of the
Apostle Paul. Many non-Jews were brought into the fold of the
Christian religion. To them Christ was something new and unhere
aldede They knew absolutely nothing about the life and work of
Jesus Christ. It was necessary to give them many more details
concerning the life of Christ since they were totally ignorant
of any events in His life. St. Paul tells how he brought them
these facts, "For I havg received of the Lord that which I ale

so dolivered unto you." Goodspeed considers this passage as

7« Cfe ibid.,; pe 15.
8¢ I Core Ii. 235.
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a proof that there was an oral tradition that was fluid and not
fixed. He also says that all Christiana thus became acquainted
with the facts of Christ's 11fe.9 Maclean asserts that aside
from the facts of Christ's 1ife received in the sermons there
was also much more passed on by word of mouth. H= says,

"It i3 clear from N« Te (eege Ike 1.2) and early
ecclesiastical writers (e.ge Paplas, who tells us that
he lald speclal atress on "the utterances of a living
and abiding volce, ' see Fusebius H ® iii, 39), that
the nerrative teaching of the Apostles was handed on
by word of mouth 1n a very systematic manner., Eastern
memories are very retentive, and this fact favours
such a mode of rstention." 10

The oriental mind is much more ratentive of tradition in general
than the western mind. The oriental peoples lay much stress on
tradition. Sinece thls 1s the case, the gospel story eould well
be retained in the groups of early Christianas, They would trease
ure any facts that they heard concerning Christ's 1life, and would
remember them with the Christian tradition they already had in
their minds.

Erneat Parsons sums up the proof for the existence of the
unwritten gospel very well when he says,

"There is no longer need for argument to support

the c¢laim that Christian gospel traditions underwens

a period of oral transmission., Apart from the escha-

talogical hope of an imminent return of the Messish

and the inauguration of the new age of the kingdom

and apart from an apparent inherent reluctance of the

Aramailc speaking followers of Jesus to commit their

thoughts and sayings to wrilting, both of which aided

in producing and lengthening the period when tradie
tions were preserved orally, there was the probable

9. Cfe Edgar J. Goodspeed, An Introduction to the New Testa=-

ment, pe 126. : -
T0. A. J. laclean, "Gospels,” in Hasting's Bible Dictionary,
Pe 305.



fact that they were so busily engeged in the activities
of missionary preaching and catechetical instruction
of thelr converts that they had no time for extended
writing. The nesds of instruction, preaching, and con=-
trol of the problems arising in the devsloping insti-
tutions largely determined the selection and the form
of the traditions which were used and preserved." 11

It was only natural for such an oral gospel to develope in Ap=-
ostolic timea. The need for a wriltten gospel did not yet seem
to be pres:ing, and the Apostles had enough to do to eastablish
the Church in all thoe world.

1l. ®rmest Wm. Parsons, op. cit., p. 2l.

14
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CHARTER II

The Common Tradition in the Church

Concerning the Origin of the Gospels

Before proceeding to an examination of the present-day so=-
lutions to the Synoptic Problem, it is necessary for us to ex-
amine the tradition concerning the first three Gospels. In the
writings of the Church Fathers we find fragmentary references
to the indlvidual Gospels as well as to the Gospels as a2 wholse.
There are also extant, besldes the writings of the Church Fathers,
a few writings of the first two centuries of uncertain author-
ship. These also contain some information on the Gospels.

The references to the Gospels found in both of thesa groups
of writings deserve a hearing for several resasons, These are:
1) ilany of these men who wrote were dlrectly connected with the
apostles, belng disciples of men who in turn were diseiples of
one of the Twelvej e. g., Polycarp was a disciple of the apostle
John, and Irenasus in turn was a disciple of Folycarp. len of
this sort would be able to discover many facts concerning the
Gospels which we would have no way of knowing otherwise, 2) lost
of these men also were connected with Christlan centers where
tradition reports the apoatles to have labored. This would glve
them a chance to inquire into traditions which were current at
the time in order to determine which were true. Thus if they
reported some tradition in thelr writings, we may assume that

they had done some investigating in the matter. 3) None of
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these men had enything $o galn by falslfying any of the sccepted
tradition with regard to the Gospel vwriters =nd their works,

4) All of these men were cduecated Christian leaders, Since they
were men of unquestionuble character and earnest lezdcrs of the
Chmrch, we can assume that they were also inbirested in knowing
vincther the Gospels as well as the othexr books of the Hew Testa='
ment really had apostolic authordity behind them,

ie shall examine the writings of these men first with regerd
to the general evidence they give for the exlstence of the Syn=-
optic Cospels, In subsequent chapters we shall discuss the spe=
cific evidence for each of the three Synoptio Gospels. The
statements of the Church ¥athers will be treated in a chronolo-
gleal order, DNue attiention will als be given %o ‘the Christian
vritings whese authors are unknovme.

The first centbtury finds no Church Father mentioning the
four Gospels by name, This does not necessarily mesn that the.e
men were not in the possession of the Synoptic Gosrels, for Jouin
says,

"Mhe aunthors of the first century do not mertion

the Four Gospels explicitly, but we find in thelr wri-

tings quotations evidently taken from the first three.

They do not always clie i'.h? to-.? Er{'f'mﬂ' they glve

the sense rather than the words; bubt they follow the

same method in cuoting the 0ld Testament.”" 1
These first century writers thereby show. that they knew the
Synoptic Gosnels, There is 2ls0 no argument herc for more Gos-

pel writings thon those we now have, 8q1mh argues thus for

1, Teouls Jouin, Evidences of Rell 9 Peo 1LT4e
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thls fact,
"And it appears to me uareasonable to suppose that

these written sources of information were vorks which

have disappeared, and not those works to which we find

testimonigs very little less ancient than the quotations

to which 1 refer, and which contain the passagez quoted,

the verbal differences not exceeding those that are com-

monly found in memoriter quotations.” 2
The anclents dld not consider 1t necessary to quote verbatim when
using the niaterlal taken from anothor source. The fact that
there were deviations of a word here or there on the part of the
firat century Fathers does not conastitute any argument for more
Gospels then exlistling then the canonical Gospels accepted by
the Church today.

The first Church Father to mention anything of a Gospel was
Justin Martyr (100-167). In his writing Yustin shows his famil-
larity with the Gospels. Salmon analyses Justin's refereﬁces,

"and so now he tells hils heathen readers that
he is quoting from ‘memoirs' of our Lord which are
called 'Gospels,' and which were composed by the
Apostles and by those who followed them, Observe
how accurately this agreea with our present Gospels
-= two beilng composed by Apostles, two by their ime
medlate followers," 3.4

It was no accident that Justin's references took the form that
they did. He did not mention the names of the authors of his
references taken from the Gospels. e merely stated that he
drew his accounts of the life of our Lord from written sour-

ces. At his time, however, the Gospels as we know them were ale=

2. George Salmon, Historical Introduction to the Books of the
New Testament, pps 9 -

° IbIa.’ Pe 58. ;

4, Doneld W, Riddle, ops cit., pe BB, shows that Justin's work
could be relied upon by saying, "Justin Hartyr is an early wit-
ness of the currency and use of the Four Gospels, but it is appare
ent from what he says that he knew of many things in the story of
Jesus which were not contained in them. In alluding to Jesus' cru-
cifixion Yustin reports that the people who watoched 'shook their
head;. twisted their lips, and turn up their neses'-human detaills
surely.
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ready complote works. It can safely Le assumed from this fact
that he drew his maferial containing references to events in the
Lord's 1ife from them.

The next Church Father to give general evidence for the exw
istence of the Gospels in his writings was Ireonaeus (130-206).
Irenaeus was reared in Smyrna and was a pupil of Polycarp and
Paplas. Iresnaeus glves testimony to the exiastence of the CGos=-
pels in the words, "lt is not possible that the Gospels be either
more or fewer than they are."5 Ironaeus then does not speak of
the Gospels as anything new., A+ his +ime there seems to be no
reasonable doubt that this work belonged to the four.6 Four Gose
pels viers accepted as officlal at this time by most if not all
of Christlanity. His writings contain no quotations from the
life of Christ that cannot be identifried as coming from the Gos=
pels. ;

Clement of Alexandria is the next Church Father who pro-
vides ?vidence for the existence of the Gospels. %o lived dure
ing the latter part of -second century and died in 220 A, D,
Concerning his writings Rellly comments, "Clement makes it a=-
bundantly c¢lear that not only the Church's Gospels were attri-
buted to “atthew, Mark, and “uke, and Josné but that no other
Gospels were regarded as authoritative." Fisher adds to this

assertion, "Clement of Alexandria in referring to a statement

5. Irenaeus, Against Heresies, Bk. 1ii, Chapt. 1l.
6. George Park Fisher, Manual of Christian Evidences, p. 48.

7. Viendell 8, Reilly, OpP« OIEO. Pe ®
8. For the passage referred to, consult, Fusebius, Church

H:I.si:ogx, Bk. v, chapt. 11,
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in an apocryphal Gospel, remarks that it is not found, 'in the
Tour Gospels which have been handed down to us.'"9 From these
quotations we can summarlly say that Clement recognized only
the four Cospels as canonical and official. Any other sources
for the life of Christ were considered to be on a much lower
level of authority for him, The evidence he had =t hand for
the four CGoapels evidently was satisfactory to him.

The great Church Historian of the Early Church, Euaebius
(260-339), also gave teatimony concerning th- four Gospels.
Reilly after examining his wrltings for tsstimony to the Gospels
says, "The 'holy quaternion of the Gospels' i1s aseribed by Fu-
sebius unhesitatingly to Saints Matthew, Mark, Luke, snd John.

" He regarded them as canonlcal, acknowledged, and undiaputed
Scripturas."lo.ll The third century, which Zusebius represents,
accepted the Gospels as they are just as bhn.aecond century Fa-
thers did in their writinga,

In addition to the evidence found in the writings of these
Chureh Fathers, there 1s also evidence of the use of the Gos-
pels in other writings of the first two centuries of the Chris-
tian ora. These writings are not all of equal value, but ve
finﬂ that some of them give evidence for the existence and ac-
knowliedgment of the (Gospels es we have them today.

The first of these writings we turn to i1s the Teaching of

9. George Park Fisher, op. cit., p. 50.

10, Wendell S. qully, Op. cit., p. 116,

11. For Fusebius' report on the fornation and reliability of
these three Gospels consult his Church History, Bk. 1ii, Chapt. 24.
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the Twelve. It has been varlously dated brtween the years 70 and
165 A, Do It 1s largely a practical work on how :he Church is to
conduct itself in the viorld., Tisher has this to say concerning
its testimony to the exlstence of ths CGospels,

This book contains passages which imply a use of

the Gospels of Matthew and Luke. In one place it says:

"Sut your prayers and your alms and all your dends 3o

do ye, a3 ye have it in the Gospel of our Iord.' The

same word -- the Greek for 'Gospel’ -« occurs in three

other places in this work, It is probable that the

term denotes a writien record.” 12
This work is valuable only insofar that it quotes passages from
Matthew and *uke. It gilves evidance for the existence of these
two Goapels. Its fallure to quote passages from Mark does not
constltute an argument that Mark was not yet in exisience 2% that
time. The argument e silantio is no proof that lark was not yet
in existence at this time.

Another work that deserves to be mentioned is the Diates-
saron. This work is only extant in fragments, but, "Zusebius
tells us that Tatian made a combination of ths Gospela, and that
he called it "Diatessaron,' which s beihg a recognized muslcal
term, answers in some sort to what we call harmany.“l3 Gould says
this with regard to the value of this work, "But the real valuo
of the Diatessaron is in the fact, established at last, that it
was compiled from the four canonical Gospels, and from no other

14
sourcas. The importance of thila is unmiastakable." Hors is ad=-

12. Grorge Park Fisher, op. cit., p. 56.

13. George Salmon, op. oit., p. 74,

14, Ezra P. Gould, A Oritical and Exegetical Commentary of
_S-E. !si-qu, Pe xxxviii.




21

ditional confirmation of the sxiatence of the Gospels by the year
150 A. D= All of them were used in the composition of this work.
The encmies of Christlanity alaso do not In any pnlace attack
the Gospels as not bring from ths men whose namas they bear.
The Jews nowhere attacked these Gospels. It would have be~n to
their best interests to do 30.15 The heﬁetionl groupa also show
the zanme phenomenon, as Fisher points out, "A atriking proof of
the genuineness of the canonical Gospels ia the us§.que of them z
by heretical leadors, by whom they are dealt with as having au-
thority in the Churches. From these Gospels they endeavor to
draw support for thelr eccen%ric opinions." Nowhere do we find
the enemies of Christlanity saying anything against the Gospels
or againat the way they were composed, Thej acknowledgad tham as
being from the hands of the men whose names they bear without
quastion. |
Ths result of this gennral testimony is summed up in a faw °
words by Salmon when he says, "It may now be regarded as proved,
that towards the end of the second caentury our four Gospels were
universally accepted in the Catholic Church as the pecullarly
trustworthy rsecords of the Savior's l1life, and that they wers then
ascribed to he same authors as those to whom we now aaaribe

17. 18
thaem,"

15. Gf. Louls Jouin, OpDe clte, De 175«

16. George Park Fisher, gg, cit., p. 58.

17, George Salmon, ope cite., Pe 57,

18. C. B. Streeter, OD. Cite, Ds 7, 8lso speaks of their canon=-
fcal standing in his summary of the general evidence. iHe says,
"Whether the explicit recognition of the N T writings as inspired
Serivturs was the result of some offlcial pronouncement agreed
upon by the authorities of the Christian Churches we do not know.
What we know is that by the year A, D. 180 the Four Gospels had
attained this recognition in Antioch, Ephesus, and Rome."
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SHARZER III
The Tradition in the Chmirch Concerning Matthew

The Gospel according to St. Hatthow was quoted 2s f£-» back
as tradition goes, It was acoepted as avthoritative Holy Scrip-
ture very early. lNatthew was frequently guoted in the ecarly
Church,

Tenski says that the letters of Ignatiuvs and Folycerp writ-
ten about 100 A, D,y give evidence that the congregations o
winom they were addresced were entirely nonvevsant with E!atthéw's
Gospel. Ignetius in his letter o the Ephesians refers teo latthew
2, 1=12, and in other letters to Hatithew 3, 15 2nd Matthew 10, 16.
Polycarp dnes :!.:I.‘{ev-::i.s:r-.l This quoting is done in a free way, as
+the custom of the period was,

The Epistle of Barmabas writien about 110 A, D, 2lso quotes
a vagssges from Fatthew, The pessages is Matthew 22, 14, "Many
ere called, hut few are chosen," This was the fivet Tew Testo=

ment passage 0 be quoted with a'af;guﬂ'ﬂc e The writer of Barna=-

bag showed that 1e considered this Gospel a8 having been com-
2
nosed by Matthew, A
About this seme time a work entitled Didache or Teaching of

the Twelve Anosiles quoies iatthew 6, 9f. in sdmonishing Chris=
$iana not to pray like hypoorities, but o use the Iord's Prayer,

Lenski, in speaking of this reference says,

le Cfa Ra He Ca Ilm"-sm.’ Int“rl!:ﬂtatiﬂn 9_:; T'!‘-'B'thg'v, P.' 8,
2, Ibid.



"This is quoted from Matthew with only minor
liturgical changes and adds even the doxology,
found in Matthew in abbreviated form. The Didache
mentions 'the Lord's yoke,' Matthew 11, 29, etc.,
quotes Matthew 7, 6, showes knowledge of datthew
28, 19 etc., and in various ways reveals its in-
timacy with the .Sermon on the Mount and with the
first Gospel in general." 3

The value of this Gospel was recognized by the author of this
work. He did not feel it necessary to quote each passage ver-
batim in order to retain its value.

The first Church Father to mention Matthew by name as aue
thor of a CGospel was Papias., Paplas was a disciple of the apo=-
stle John and later bishop of “1eropolis ahout 100 miles Fast
of Fphesus. Papias, in his lifetime, took the pains to do some
writing. Salmon says of this writing,

"Papias,was the author of a book called Aoy<wr
KUBAKtDv Efvpnecs , an Exposition of the oracles
of the Lord, of which Eusebius and Irsnaeus have
preserved a very few fragments; and in this is the
earliest extant mention of the names of latthew and
Mark as the recognized authors of Gospels," 4

As to the sources and reliability of Papias' information
' he, himself, testifies how he verified the facts which he had at

hand. He says,

"If I met anywhere with anyone who had besn a
follower of the elders, I used to inquire what were
the declarations of the elders; what was sald by
Andrew, by Peter, by Phillp, what by Thomas or James,
what by John or Matthew, or any other disciples of
our Lord; and the things which Aristion and the el=-
der (or presbyter) John the disciples of the Iard
eay; for I did not expect to derive so much benefit

3, Ibld,
4, Eorge Salmon, Op. cit., p. 82.
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from the contents of books as from utterances of a
living and abiding voice." 5

éap&as according to his own words makes it abundantly clesr that
he regarded the oral testimony of the disciples of Jesus as more
valuable than the testimony of hooks to the Gospels., By this
oral inquiry he could ask about the authorship of the Gospels,
and could also verlfy statements and events recorded in them,

What then does Papias say concerning Matthew? He has only
a short statement about 4atthew's literary work. He says, as
Rusebius has recorded it, "So then Matthew wrote the orzcles
(T% Nefe< ) in the Hebrew language and everyons interpreted
them ag he was able.“s These words of Papias have proved diffi-
cult to interpret, and much has besan written about them. Welss
holds that they are not original with Papias but probably are
from the Presbyter Yohn when he says,

"Although Fusebius unquestionably repeats words

spoken by Paplas, yef theilr substance i1s most prob-

ably derived from the Prenb¥tar (John), vhose com=

munications respecting Mark's Goapel alreadg presup=- .

pose & knowledge of this writing of Matthew's." 7
Vhatever their origin may be, whether of Paplas or someone else
first, they have been variously Interpreted and understood.

In the main we distinguish two interpretations placed upon
these words. One group holds that the words ™ ’*O'a'“\ refer

to a group of sayings of Jesus together witn some narrative com-

piled by Mat+thew in Aremaic while the other group of scholars

5. Eusebius, ope cit., Bk. 1ii, Chapt. 39.

6. Ibld.
7. Bernhard Weiss, op. cit., pp. 228 & 229,
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maintein that this word Aoy« refers to a complete Gospel writ-

ten in Aramalc by Matthew.

existence of a collectlon of sayings from the use of the word

Orello Cone in diacussing Papinaf statement argues for the

)so'arc-s . ‘Ha says,

"There can be no doubt, however, that the term
"logia

the life of Jesus." 8

describes a composlition in the Aramaic dialect
contalning some account of the teachings and possibly

He then procseds to a lengthy exegesls of the word which in part

says,

' ’

"How the Greek word Aeytov (plural Aecyt< )
is a diminuative of Adyes , and means ‘'a little
vord,' 'an oracle,! but 'ochiefly any utterance of
God, whether precept or promise.' It is applied to
oracles which commonly take a sententious or gnomic
form. Accordingly, in Romans, (111,2) Paul writes
of the Jews as having been 'entrusted with the or-
acles nf God'! apropos of the law of which each pre=
cept was regarded as an effatum Dei. In Christian
literature the word is applied to passages in the
Bible taken separately and regarded as an expres-
sion of a will or a truth divinely revealed. The
Ndysov 18, then something of a didactic character,
and 1s not necessarily connected with the narration
of events. The fact that 1t is sometimes applied to
the Bihle as a revelation does not affect the con=-
clusion respecting the use of it by Paplas, for in
his time nothing was known of inspired Christian
writings ( I. e. as being a part of the New Test-
ament which was probably not assembled at this
time.), as has been shown in the discussion of the
canon. Hes, then, could not have used it in refer-
ence to a canonical writing supposed to possess
divine authority, but, as in the title of his own
work, only of discourses of Christ with the differ-
ence that his writing as an E§nyréecs , or oxplan=-
ation, may very likely have contained considerable
matter explanatory of the Asgix Avgeek<, or or-
acles of the Lord (Christ)." 9

Orello Cone, Op. clt., P 174.
Ibid.’ PP+ 1 & m.



Cone feels that the word >'°'a'- is wrongly interpreted if 1t is
explained %o mean a Gospel writing as we know them today. He
holds that 1% can merely refer to a collection of the saylngs of
Jdesus.

Meyer adds an argument for the word a\o&ﬂ- referring only to
the discourses of Jesus when he says,

"On the other hand, our Matthew contains in its

present shape so mucn proper history, so much that is

not given us as a mere accompaniment of the discourses,

or as a framevork for theilr insertion, that the entire

contents cannct be designated by the one-sided Tk

Aege< , especlally if we look to the title of the word

of Paplas 1itself.” 10
Our present Matthew would not f£it the description of ™ Aa}u.
according to hls argument, because 1t includes much more than this
term implies or includss. .

Maclean argues that T "-f-ﬁ'u refers only to the sayings,
but he adds a qualification by saying,

"it is quite probable that Paplas refers to a

record of sayings only. While, then, it is probable

that discourses formed the greater part of the non-

Markan document:, we may by comparing ilt, and Lk, cone-

elude +*hat 1t described at least some historiecal

scenes." 11
Maclean holds the opinion that the )Wfrf‘ contained historieal
as well as discourse material. He does not identify our Gospel

of Matthew with the )W’gt-'- of Papias' statement, however, for he

further says,.

10. He A. W. “eyer, Critical and Exegetical Handbook to the

Gospel of Matthew, pe. .
IE. A".—.f..ﬂncie;n, "Gospels,” op. cit., pe 306,
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"Certainly the word in the 1lst century was used
of any sacred writing whether discourse or narrative.
Others deny that at 890 early a date a NT writing as
such could be called 'the Lord's oracles'! and +ake
logia to mean 'discourses.’' But from this point cri-
tIcs have diverged. Man {ounderstand Paplas to mean
that batthew wrote our Lord's savings onlys but this
does no% appear from his words. The argumen+ against
the translation ‘oracles' is deprived of force if we
understand the reference to be, not necessarily %o a
written word, but to the Gospel story pure and simple,
whether written or oral, Paplas would then mean that
Mat+thew wrote down the Golnel story in Hebrew. Fven
if we take the translation 'discourses® or 'savings,'
it 1s extremely unlikely that Paplas meant +hat iMate
thew's Gospel contained no narrative though 1+: 13
quite likely that discourse predominated in it," 12

I+ is evident from these quotations that there 1is a group of
scholaras who accept the statement of Paplas as referring only
o a group of sayings of Jesus. Some of these men also maine
tain that these sayings contained some essential narrative ma-
terial, bu* the discourse materlal asccounted for the bulk of thé
material.

Bqually imposing 1s the group of eritles who maintain that
Papias'! words refer o Matthew's Gospel as being writheﬁ in the
whole as we now find it originally in the Hebrew (i. e. Aramaic)
tongue.

Zahn holds rigidly to this viewpoint, and he argues that
Papias' words are not to bs taken too literally. e says,

"From this we may assume that here also, where
he uses the words T Acyew +o designate the subject
of Matthew's work, he mentions only +that part of the

book to which his own speclal interest was directed,
without thereby implying that Matthew did not record

12. A. J. uﬂo:.ean’ "Iat'hhe'." OPe« Cltey Pe 592,
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also decds of Jesus and the historical occasions of all
+he words which he praeserved." 13

Zahn holds that Papiaaf_worda are only a characterization of the
principal contents of Matthew's Gospel, but that the words TX
)\{]’H- cannot be limited to a document containing the sayings of
the Lord.

Salmon adde another reason for holding Paplas' words as re-
ferring to Ma*thew's Aramaic Gospel. He argues from the use of
AAOQW* in the New Testament. He 1lists the following passages

V4
where the word Aﬂ[“‘ occurs in the New Testament: Acts vii, 383
Rom. 11, 2; Heb. v, 123 and 1 Pet. iv, 1l. After examining
+hese passages he comments,
"Thus we find that in the New Testament A:k““ has

i+s classical meaning, 'oracles,' end is applied to the

inspired utterances of God in Hls Holy Scriptures. This

is also thz meaning the word bears in the Apostolic Fa=

+hers and in other Jewlsh writers," 14
gb then continues hls argument by showing tha* Papias uses +he
term in the =zame manner. He argues that Papias' use of the word
is the usual use which permits his statement +o refer +o the Ar=
amaic Gospsl according to St. Matthew, He continues,

"rhe title of Papias' own work I take as measning
simply 'an exposition of the Gospels3' and his state-

ment about Eatthew I take as meaning: 'katthew composed

his Gospel in Hebrew,' the word A°¥¢+ implying its Scrip-

#ural authority. I do not know ofapassage where Ay«

means discourses; and I believe the notlon +that Matthew's

Gospel was originally only a collection of speeches to
be a mere dream,”™ 165. 16

13. Theodor Zahn, op. cit., vol. 2, p. 5ll.

14, George Salmon, Op. eit., p. 89,

15. Ibid., Ps 90

16, James Moffat,An Introduction to the Literature of the N. T.,
pe. 189, gives a resume of his concurring opinion, "A Tair exegesis
of the Paplas-traditions forbids us then to infer that any sharp
distinction was drawn between the contents of +he Marcan gospel
and the writing of Matthew. The lat+er could not have been confined
o0 sayings, any more than could the former, or any similar narra=-
+ive of Jesus, to incidents and deeds,"



Zahn adds one more argument to +hose favoring Pepiaa' words
as referring to an Aramalc Gospnl of lMatthew. He argues from
Fapias' use of the aorist ngARrevée when he bells of the use
that was made of Matthew's work. He says that »e«wnvedzcy can
only mean 'translating' here, and that Papias did not nead *+o
say 1+ was into the Greek language because this was the language
of Paplas and his readers. Zahn then points out thah‘Papina is
merely recqrding an interesting historical fact, and that th}s.
work of iagthew was no longer being used., He +hen shows +that a
Greek Goapel was Implied as in existence, and that there was no
reason o assume that Matthew did not write an Aramaic Gospel.lv

Iranaeﬁs @s ﬁhé next Church Father +o regord anyﬁ@ing sSpe=
cific about Matthew. “4)ze Papias he oo had +he advantage of
still getting verbal testimony. Figher remarks on +hls poink,
"Besides +ho memorable fact+ of his acquaintance with Polyearp,
Irenanus was familiar with many Christian disciplea who were old
when he was &a youhh.“lalrenaeus says of kakthew +that he composed,
"a written Gospel smong the Hebrews in *heir own 1anguage."19
ILike Papilas he affirms +hat datthew wrote originally in Aramaie,
but he states definitely +hat 1t was a Gospel.

Origen gives +he same testimony +o Mat+thew. The following

18 his report,

17. Cf. Theodor Zahn, op. cit., vol. 2, pp. 511 & 512,
18. George Park Fisher, op. git., pe 40.
19. Ibid., p. 48. TP
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"I have learned by +radition concerning the four
Gospels, which alone are unquest+ionable in tha Church
of God under heaven, that *he firs* +0 he written was
+hat accordling %o biatthew, who was once a *ax-collector
but af+erwards an Apostle of Jesus Christ, who published
it for those who from Judaism cams *o believe, composed
es 4t was in +he Hebrew lsnguage." 20

Zahn also adds that +this +~stimony of Origen 1s independent of
Papias' in the words, _
"Origen, whose writings betray not the slightest
+race of acquaintace with Papias' viork, speaks of +he

orlginal language of lak+hew with as much confidence
as does Ircnaeus, who had read Papias' book." 21

The fact tha*t +his testimony is independent of Paplas' makes 1%
a valuable pilece of ev%dence for a Hebraw Gospel of Hat&he?.

Pankaenug +the next-+eskimony %o a threwlﬂospel of Matﬁhgw
lef+t no writ+en evidence of his +estimony. As Cone points out,
we have only a report about him in the Church History of Fuseb=-
1ﬁs which r~porkts, '

"pantaenus, who lived in the latter part of the

second cen*ury, ias sald by Fusebius (His, Fecl. v. 10)

o0 have Tound in India (Southern Arabia?) a Gospel

of HMatt+thew in Hebrew which had been lef+ there by Bar=-

tholemew," 22, 23 _
This tes+imony cannot be counted +oo atrongly, bhut neverthe;ess,
1+  may be agcounted As reporting something in harmony with +he
+agi:imony of +he Fathers.

20, Fusebius, ope. cit., Bk. vli, Chapt. 25,

21, Theodor Zshn, op. cit., vol. 2, p. 517.

22, Orello Cone, op. oi*., p. 177.

23, Theodcr Znhn, Op. clt., Vole 2, ps 519, gives the impression
of Fusebius on +his Tepor+ of Pantaenus, "In his account~of the
incident, Fusebius expreasses surprise +ha? +he Hehrew Mat+hew
should be s+ill in existence in Pantaenus' +ime (180), as he con=-
eluded from the incident which he narrates,"”
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# Tertulllan (160-220) has only a very vague reference +o Ha;-
they'g Gospel. He says, "Of +he Apostles John and Matthew im=-
part to us the fagth.“24 His testimony cen ounly be used ;o prove
*he exiskence of the Gospel of Wat+hew at his time. Noéhing can
be proven_from his report as *o what language i+ was in or had
be~n in a% one time, :

_The Muratorian fragment which is extant *odey says nothing
about Mgﬁﬁhew. However’, Mac;oan surmises, "In the Muratorian
fragment (c 180-200?),_a 1list of N T books, Ht..seems_to have
come hefore the regt, *hough, as 1+ 1s 1incomplete a+ the begine-
ning, *his 1s not cerhain."25

Cyril of Jerusalen (515-3?6) in one of his writings also
glves %eatlimony o a Hebrew ﬂat*haw, Meyer points +his out by
saying, "Cyril of Jerusalam Caktechet. 143 '@aﬁﬁhew, tha same who
wrote the Gospel in the Hebrew dlalack, wrote this.'"  Cyril
believed +his and passed this 1nformaklion on in his wgttinga.

The next Church Father of note +o speak about Matfhew'a_
Goapel 1is Jerome (340~420). Jerome 1s often referred +o0 aa +he

mos+ learned of +the Latin Fathers, and is famous for his trans-

lation of +he Bible in%to +he La%in language. Jerome savs of

Mat+hew,

the first evangelist is dakkthew, the publican,
who was surnamed Levi. He published his Gospel in
Judaee in the Habrew language, chiefly for the sake
of Jewish believers in Christ, who adhered in vain

24. Tertullian, Againas® llareion, Bks i, Chapt. 5.
25. A, Je. Maclaan, ++hew,” Ope« oih.: Pe 593,
26, He A Wo Meyer, OPpe 51*.. p= 6. L



0 +he shadow of +he law,. al+ho +he subs+ £ +h
Gospel had come." 27 ¢ jagn ange o e

Jerome glves the same testimony tha; Origen, Tertullian, and
Cyril of Jerusalem glve for a Hebyew_Gospel of Matthew,

Thg_laat Father to give any testimony for an Aramaic or He=-
brew Matthew was Epiphanius (d. 536)« Maclean is certain of ;hiu
fact, for he says, "Epiphanius says that the Aramaic Gospel of
“atthew existed in his day, in the possession of an Fbionite
sgotzéeigsinguiahed in modern +imes as Flkasites), and describes
142" In his opinion Epiphanius not: only gives proof for his
coggic+1on in +his statement, but: affirmg the use of a Hebrew
Mat+thew by an_heretical sgot, fhe_E@ion&tes. Meyer quo;es Epi=-
phggiua dirgotly as asserting that there was a Hebrew Gospel of
Matthew in the words, "Epiphanius, Haec. xxx 3: 'Ma;;hew alone
made his aetfing forth and Eroclamation of +he Gospel in ;he
New Testament according fo +he Hebrew ang in Hebrew cgarac;;ra.“'so

Weiss iIn reviewing the evidence of the Church Fathers for

Matthew says,

27. Jerome, "Preface +o +he Gospel of Mat+hew," addressed to
Fusebius of Crémana and written A. D, 398, found in Wace=-Schaff,
Nicens and Post-Nicene Fathers of the Christian Church, Vol. vi,

Pe e

28, A, J. Maclean, "Matthew," ﬁg. oit-‘ P« 592. S =

29, J. Hutchison, "Apocryphal Gospels,” £he International Stan-
dard Bible Encyclopedia, p. 197, holds that the reference of
HpIphanIus'Is'mereEy to an Here+tical Gospel of +he Ebionites re=-
ther than +6 thé Gdspel of Mat+thew:; He holds this bscause Epi=
phanius states that the Gospel in the possession of #£he Ebionites
was no+ perfectly complete, but falsified and mutilated containifig
no genealogies from Abraham o Chris% and in other ways different
from the Gospel of S¢. Matthew. I% 1s; theréfore, an open ques-
+ion whether Fpiphanius' referencs is to be taken %o mean a He=
brew Gospel of Matth~w or an heretical Gospel.

30, Bernhard Veilss, op. clt., pD. 235,



- "sinte the end of the 2nd-cen*ury +he Fathers with-
out exception look on the firs: Gospel ad +that of Mag-
thew, althotgh they know tha% it was written in Hebrew,
showlng +hat they must have had information that i+ was
specifically connected with +the former early Apostolic
wrifing. Hence +his oldest source which we have found
mos+ “comprshensively and fal+thfully preserved in +he
first Gospdl, which moreover was known to Mirk and em-
ployed in third Goupeln can only have been the work of
+he Apostolic Matthew." 31
Gould also adds, "in fact there is no early trad!.ﬁ:l.onaor Mat*hew's

= ¥ ¥ T 3
writing which does not record its Hebrew character."” There is

a‘bsolu!;el:r_ne evidence againgt Ma&+hew haging been writtgn first
in Hebrew *o be found among the Church Fathers. The tes+imony
for an Aramailc (Kebrew! Gospel of Mat+thew is well nigh unan!.-_
mous. Until evidence to_t+he contrary can be produced, we must

hold to the fac* that Matthew first wrote his Gospel in Hebrew.

31. Bornhard Weiss, op. cit., p. 235.
32. Ezra P. Gould,'g_'g% e!.'F..,'p. xi.



CEAPTER IV
The Tradition in +he Church concerning Mark

Mark +he author of +he seoond Golpel 1s firat men+1omd in
Ac*s 12, 12 in an Incldental way to distinguish his mother liary
from the several larys mentioned in the New Testament. IHis name
was connected with the incident of Peter's imprisonment since
Peter went +o his mother's home af*er hg.s miraculuous release.
He seems %o l;lave bean an assistant +o others c_luring his entire
ministry in +he Church. He was associated with both Peter and
Paul. The last we hear of him was that he was with Peter in
Rome. I!: is nohaworﬁhy +.ha1: he began and ended his career in
closest assoclation with Peter.

Zahn sheds ligh* on +this rela*ionlhip of ﬂnrk to Peter,

"Aeccording to ,fhe usqage of the apostolic age; the
characterization, 'my son’' employed by Peter some twenty
years late? (1 Pet. V. 13), cail hardly mean &nything
else than +hat Mark was conversed through Peter's influence,
and possibly also ban.zed by him." 1

I+ was only natural for Hark to lean heavily upon Pe!-er and his
testimonys from him ¥ark would be likely to obtain much of his
later Gospel mai-eri.al.

The firat testimony +o ilg ple on +he par+: of +he Church Fa=-

thers 1s that of Papias. He reports on Mark,

= "This also the presbyter said: Mark having becode
+he interpreter of Peter, wrote accurately *hough not
indeed in order whatsdever he remembered of +he things
sald or done by Christ. For he neither heard +he Lord
nor followed him, but afterward, as I sald, he followed

1. Theodor Zahn, op. cit., vol. 2, p. 427,



Peter, who Adap¥ed his %sadhling +o0 +the needs of hisa
hearers, but with no in+tention of giving-a connected
account of the Lord's discdurses, so +that Mark made
no error %hile he thus wrote some +hings as he re="
membersd them. For he was careful of one +hing, not ~
fo oilf any of +#he things which he had heard, and not
+0 state any of *hem falsely." 2

Meyer comments on these words of Papias,
~"This account i1s, according +o Paplas, to be-un-
derstood as &moun+ing more predlsely to this, +hat
Mapk made notes for himself af+ter +he discourses of
Pe+8r which he heard, and subsequently employsd +hese
in +he composition of his Gospel." 3

- -

According to th}s comment Meyer holga that Mark was a sort of
secretary +o Peter, and that he kept notes and other things he

had recorded, and +h:a he molded +hem into a Gospel af+er Pe=
+er's death'in Rome.

o

us+in also speaga abou% Mgrk: He says,

"And when i+ is sald +hat e changed +he name -
of one of the apostles o Peterj and when i+ 1s writ-
ten in *he memoirs of Him +tha+ *hls so happened; as
well as that He changed +he names of +he other two

v brothers +the sons of Zebedee, +o Boanerges, which means
sons of +hunders" 5

Lenskl holds +hat+ Justin in speaking of +he memoirs (<7Tmowrn-

-

sovedu«rs) of Peter, means Mark's Gospel in ghich_the_aons of
Zebedse are called 'Boanerges' (ilark 3:17). Justin +hus affirms
+he +es+imony of Fapias +ha* ksrk obtained most of his ma*erial

from his association with Pe*er,

2., Fusebius, op. cit., Bk: 111, Chapt. 39.

3¢ Hy Ao W, Meyer, op. cit., PP» 8 i3S GRESRLT =
- 4, George Salmon, op. oi¥., p. 90, adds that it 1s not possible
fo interpre+ Papias' words as marely referring %o a loose collec~
+ion of sayings for he says, "I+ is clear +that the lark of which
Papias was in posSession did not merely ooqliat of lodse collec=-
+ions of unconnected anecdotes of our-Lord s life, but was a Gos=~
pel aimifig at some orderly arragnement.," T i

5. Justin, Dialogue with Trypho the Yew, Chapt. 108.
8. o e 0o, Benskl, Intenpretation of St. Mark's and St.
Luke's Gospels, p. 10, T



Irenasus a}so has“ﬁeshtmony about Mark's Gospel. %YWhile his

+estimony }s not as exﬁgns%ve as gapias'; nevertheless, it does

have weight. Irenseus testifies +o Mark's Gospel, °
"Mat+hsw also issued a-written Gosp-l among +he
Hebraws in +heir own dlalect, while Pe*er and Paul
weré preaching at Roms, and laying the foundations
of the Church, Af+ér their departure, Mark, the dis-
éiple and in¥erpreter of Petsr, did also hand down
+o us in writing what had been preached by Pa*er," 7

Zahn says of hls kestimony,

- -

--"Irenasus does no+ Bay expressly £hat-ilapk-was
wriften in Rome, but he takés for granted £hat +his
fact 1s knownj for only on #his presupposition can
we Onderstand why he se+s 1i+#s date after +he death
of the two apostles who laboured in Rome. Evidently
Papias had already borne witness ®o +this fack," 8

Irenaeus gives no exact date for Mark, but places it after the
Ne!onic persecution in which Peter and Paul are reported by *ra-
dition as having been exeouﬁeg.__lt 1s o be noted that he does
not use +he word Gospel, but +hat Mark set down wha+ Peter
preached. - 9 £ - . -
Tertglllan, t+he ghther of Latin thisﬂianihy, had only a
very short reference #0 Mark in his writings. Maclean says of
+his reference, "Tertullian calls Hark 'Peter's 1§terpréter.'“
Mark could only be Peter's interpreter by his wriging of a Gos=-
gal, Eeoause Peter was bilingual in his preaghing as_were all

+he other aposties. Though of Hebrew extrastion, Peter +oo

7. Irenaeus, Against Heresies Bk. 1ii Chapt. 1l.
8. Theodor ﬁaﬁn, ope cic., voi. 2, P 334.
Qe A. Jo udclaan. rE, Ope. 011',-. Pe 579.
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must have had +o know Greek o carry on his business as a fish-

erman; yence._he could preach 15 Greek. VWhether he had the a-

bility o write in Greek 1s another consideration. Mark did not:
have +o be an interpreter of Peter in the sense of translating
hig sermons *o +he Gregk Eudiences that Peter_preache§ to t%me
after time. The fact that Mark was called Peter's interpreter
Py Tertullian could only refer o the gnot tyat Mark set down

the reminiscences of Pe'er on Jesus into writing.

A writing that also seems o give evidence to Mark about

this +ime (ca. 170) is the Muratorian fragment or canon. This

fragment opens Yifh +he wordia "a: which he {? Mark) was pres-
ent and +*hus set them dowvn." These words are held to refer *o

+he composition of Mark's Gospel. Zahn interprets +hem in +his

way by uaying,_

"In +his same quarter, &cdording %o +the most prob-
&ble emendation and interprafation of +he beginning of
+he Canon Murafori, we meet'the repdrt that Hark had
become é@cquainted with a number of the facts recorded
by him +hfough persuna} experience, ¥hough in general
he had no# heard Jesus®' Words nor witnessed His deeds.
The fragmentis+t adds that Mark also presented *+hese
facts as he learned them." 11

The way. in which he presented theae_fhcts-mogt completely then
was +hrough the Gospel which he wrote. In 1ts 1ist of the books
of the N, T., the dyratorian fragment does not contain Mark, buk

Maclean ezxplains why by saying,

10, Henry Benson, "The Muratorian Canon," Documents of the
Chris+ian Church, p. 40. S e
L. sodor Zahn, op. cit., vol. 2, p. 428,

-



= "The Muratorian Fragmenf (¢ 170-200?) begins in

f#he middle of a sentence which 1s generally believed

o refer +o iMk;, and which may mean that the Evangel-

48+ was presenf at some of Peter's dtaoourses only,

or perhaps-+that he heard Bome of our Lord®s discourses:
but~+he latter interpretation is aga1n5+ +he words

+ha+ folldow, which say of Luke: 'Neither did he him-
self sea the Lord in the flesh.' The writer probably
therefore had said that Mark had never seen the Lord." 12

Regarding Glement of Alexander on the origin of Mark's Gos-
pel Fusebius reports on Glemen+'s words,

"And so preﬂf y did the splendor of pie*y 1llunine +he
minds of FPeter's hearers that they Wwere fiot satisfied
with Hearing once only, and were not contenf with +he
unwiitten +6aching of the divine Gospel, but with all
sorks of entreaties they besough+ ¥ark, s follower of
Peter, and the one who3s Gospel is~ extant, that he
would leave them a writ+en monufient of the doctrine
%hich had be~AA orally communicated +o f£hem, Nor did
+hey csase untll +hey had prevailed wi+*h the man, and
had *hus becdome the occaslon of thé writ+ten Gospel~
which bears the name of Mark. And they say tha+ Peter,"
whenl hé had learned, through a revelation of the Spiris,
of f£hat which had b&en done, was pleased with the zZeal
of +he "men, and thé+ the work ob+tained +he sanc¥ion of
his au*hor +y for *+he purpose of being used in the
churches. 15

This report states tyat_ﬂagk'a Gospel was written by request of
Peter's hearars and that i+ had his commendation for use.
?useblus, the firs+ Church Historian, also presents an in-
;eresting repor+ of Clements account of Peter's reaction to
Mark'g éoagel. This account which immediately followed +he
report of the occasion of Qark'g composing his Gospel clearly
gonfradicts the report of ¢he other Fathers 1in that it states
+hat Peter was still living when the Gospel of Mark was com=

pleted. One *+hing that this evidagoe goes eorrgborate is t+hat

Peter and lMark were closely connected +0 each other.

12, A. J. uao:-am’ "lark N _*. [+] "o. Pe 579.
13. Eusebius, _2. 01"'.' Bk. apf. 5.



In summing up +he test+imony for Mark we may agree with Lense-

ki who says,

"while Peter is-the main sotrce of Mark's~Gospel,
Wwe must remember f£ha+t HMark kmew the Gospel facts from
+he +ime of his s+tay in derusalem., liot only had he
heard these sacred narratives from more +han one
apostle, he himself had used +hem in his missionary
work., Before his close association with Peter and
+heir final stay in Rome, Mark haed been in =imilapr
géissociation with Paul, also in Rome. All ancient +es=
#imony agrees +hat Mark wrote aftep~Mat+hew afid prior
#0 Luke, who however, may have written about the same
+ime as Mark." 14.

l14. R. C. H. Lenski, Ope glte, De 10
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St. Luke's name 1s mentioned *hree *+imes in Scripture. These
are: Col. iv. 14, "Luke the beloved physician, and Demas gree#
you:" 2 Tim, iv. 11, "Only Luke is with me;" and Philemon 24 )
where he 1s mentioned as one_of_Pagl's “fel}a'-layourera.f I+ 1s
gvident from these passages that 8t. Luke, the author o{ +he
+hird Gospe}, was a oogpaninn of S+. Paul dgrlng his l1ls+ Roman
imprisonment: when he still had friends about him, and also during
his second Roman imprisonmen® when most of his friends had deser-
+ed him,. Thgs 1nh1m§*e cgmpanion of St: Paul_han alwgyn Eeen de=-
clared a Gentile by tradition and also the author of *he +hird
Gospel. _ h % ¥ i & A 3

Justin Mer+yr is the first chﬁroh Father %o use the +hird
Gospel. It is certain that he knew Luke's Gospel, because he
quotes Luke gepeatedly.l The passages he quotes could no* be
from any of tye other Gogpe}a since ﬁhqy are passages peculiaxr
;o Duke._ He hyus gives testimony for the ‘existence of Iule's
Gospel at his +ime. S et Gl 3 :

Irenacus gives very gonorahe +estimony o Iuke as guhhor of
a Gospel. Salmon gleans hhe_following in refergnoe +£0 *+his,

P T e U R o

book +the Gospel preached by him.' Some ancient-inter-
preters even understand +he phrase "according +o my

l. Cfs R. Co H. Lenski, OPs 01’3-! Pe 487.
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Gospel,' which occurs in-the-Pauline Epistles %o refer
#0 fhe Gospel according *o S+. Luke, (Fuseb., Church
History, Bke 111, Chapke 4)." 2 T

Irenseus also gives en account (Against Heresies, Bk. i1i, chapt.

14) of +he contents of *his book which show +tha* he is referring
2 3
+0 *the book we now know as Iuke's Gospel.

We next ¢turn +o Tertulllan. He reports +hat his +eachar
Cerdon received only Luke's Gospel. He says, "The Gospel of
& E 7 4

Luke alone, and tha+ not entire, does he receive,."

_Another valusble pilece of evidence for Luke's Gospel is +he

Mura*orian fragment. I& reports of Luke,

= "The third -book of +he Gospel 1s #ha% agcording
*o Luke., Luke, the phyaician, when, af+er +he ascefi-
sion of Chris¥, Paul had taeken +o himself as one stu=
dious of right (or, probably, as travelling companion)
wrote in his own name wﬁat‘ﬁe had been %0ld (or in
order), although~he had~"not himself seen +he Lord in
+he fIesh, He set down the events as fdr as he could
agsoertain them, and began his story with the bir+h

of John," 5

All +ha* +his fragmen* tells us concerning luke's work coincides

with +he Gospel we havg before us today:

Maclean in his agticle on Dukg 1is+s the foregoing Father's
evidence for Iuke, but_he"alao genhiong a_rew more names, He

concludes with regerd +o the Fathers' testimony, E
-"of 2nd cén*, writers the following can without

ddub+ be sald o havd known *he Gospél or +o imply

1#s previous composition: Justin Mar+yr (c 150 A. D), -

who gives particulars found in Lk. only; Tatlan, his

pupil, who included i+ in his Harmony (The Diaktessaron);

2, George Salmon, op. cit., pps 99 & 100.
3e Cfe Re Co Hs Lens 1. OP« ciﬁ., P. 487,
4, Tertullian, Against Heresles, Chapt. 6.
5. Henry Benson, op. cit., pPs 40.



Celsus (c. A. D. 160 or c. 177), who refers +o *he gen-
eald of Jesus from Adam; +he Clementine Homillies ?2nd

cent.); +he GoApel or anudo-Pe*er, @ Doce+ic work (c.
A. D. 165? Swete); eatamnent: of ¢he Twelve Patrie
archs, "A Jewish Ghria*inn Work (baloPe | AJ D, 135, Sinker
In Smi+h's Dict. of Ghris* Blor«): +he Epis+le of +he
Ef: {om)y oraten, s

churoh of xpns and enne (

based h ospel upon n L. and abvrevia+ed 1% +he Val-
eﬁ*inéans, and Heracleon who wrote a commentary upon
iv."

The_cumulativa witggaa of +his impgsing group of wri*erg and
wrifings leaves lit+le or no room ﬁo_doub+ +he Pukan au*horship
of the Gospel bearing hils name. By *he end of +he 2nd cen*ury
Quke's Gospel was acknowledged and lmown quite universally in
the Church. His sources, however, do not seem o be given by
+he posﬁ:aposhqlig writers and wri+ings, ot 4
A sﬁrgng_*eshgmony fog Luke's Gospal *+ha+ dars not_be over=
lonked 1s that of_*he here+ical Harcign.__ﬁaregan aecepted_only
Luke's Gospel of +he four. He did not a*ttack the Lukan author-
ship of +hls Gospel.v He rggarded *his work gf Iuke's as &hg
only real Gospel. His tes+imony 1s important because it dates
from approximately +he year 139 when he began +0 make public hils
ﬁeaohingg.

In +aking all +he evidence for +he *hree Gospels found in

+he Church Fathers and +he contemporary writings of *he time we

glean +he followlng facts:

(a) The first Gospel was written by an Apostle and *he s=cond
and +hird by followers of the Apostles. 3 '

(b) The chronologlcal order of the ooyposi*ion of +hese Gospels

was Mat+hew, iark, and Luke.

6. A, J. Maclean, "Luke," op. 8ik., p. 557,
7. Cfs Re Co Ho Lenski, _2, oi¥., pp. 487 & 488,
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(e) Hnt*yew'u Gospsl i1s unanimously répor%ed as wri*sen orig-

inally in +he Hobrew (Aramalc) language s
(da) Ma*+hew'a Greak Gospaal is subatan+lally iden+ical wish +he
Hebrew (Aramaic) original,.

8. Cfs Charles J. Callan, op. clk., pe 56.
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CEAPZER VI

The_Oral Gogpel or ?radition Hypothesis
as +he Solution of +he Synoptic Problem

- - - -

!he sglution o{ +he Synbph!e problem on +he basis gf +he
oral_traditiog hypothesls has 1ts origin 1n_1818_when 1+ was
figst formulated by Gieslgr. O*her New fegtamenﬁ acholaga of
no+e who have been supporters of +his hypothesia_are Wgstoo;;,
Ebrard, Alfory gﬂsgen, Pressence, Guericke, Gode*, Nor+on,

We+zel, and Velt. 4

< These men and others_hold thgﬁ +he Apostlgs were not +he
type qr men who would write a history of chg1s+'u‘11fe in a
stric* chronologlical sequence. They had not led the lives of
literary men bafore-becoming Chris+'s disciples or believers.
Cone characterizes +these men by saying,
"The apostles, being m&n without oculture, could

only by necessity be moved~+o write, &nd no demands

could"have been made upon t+hem which +h8y were not

able +o meet by means_of ogal cgmmunication.: 1
Their mean way of pgrpghuatigg the s*ory of Ogrisﬁ was oral_ln_
his opinion, since that was the way in which +hey had perpetuated
events in their own lives and in their own #radition before they
had come into gontaet_with ghriatgantty. These fol}owers og
Ohrigt were not accustomed %o !riﬁigg blography. It was not
a natural thing for +hese apostles t? si+ down and write a bl
ography of cyrist's life as. soon as +hey had received the in=-

formation after being with Chris+ or being converted.

l. Orello Cone, <)+ clt., p. 138.
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@he_aévoeates of +his oral +#radition hypothesis furthgr B
gree tgat tge Jewish peoplg were a group who c}ung girmly to_
+heir tradihiogs and repgated thgm_rrom genarahign to genaration
Py'wogd of mogth. From +his rgch +hey conclude +hat an orgl
+radition on the life of cﬁrist could grow and develope_withln
a group which had a_waiah 5§okgrgund._ Goodspeed uses *yia aYe
gument in favor of the oral tradition theory when he writes,

- =~ "The earliest Gospel was unwrit*:en. It arose in

+ha+"Jewish atmosphere ifi Which +he plous course was

not *o0 write and read but %o composes and mémorize.

Jewish ways of tréating interpretation of +he lLaw af=

fected their first memories of .Jesus, whose sayings

early Jewish Christians naturally preserved as they

dia thoge of +heir gfeat rabhis, in.memggiﬁer rorg." 2_
He concedes +he probability_of such an unwrifﬁen oral +radition
developing. The hablts of the Jews would not 1n any way be
against the developmen® of *his tradition. _ P T,

The oral traditign.gypgﬁhegis agdu fur+her tbat *herg would
be a general gnifgrmity to the tradihgon bgcause the apostles
had all been hogehher_for quite some +ime in Jerusglem after
chfis;'s ascension 1§to_h§aven. ;t is claimed on the basis of
Acks 1. 1 - viii. 4 *hat the apostles. did their teaching and
preaching in Palestine a* fir;t, with thelr headquarters in X
ferusalem. _Thus their sermons and their *eaching covered about
Ehe_sgmh material. Thg upholgers og this theory algo argue
that this close connectlon between *he various aposfles made_
i1+ possible for a large amount of material on Chris+'s 1ife +o

be retained in +he minds of each of these men.

2, E. J. Goodspeed, The Formation of the New Testament, p. 33.
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- - - - - - -

wyen +hese men theg saatteged ouf into the world ﬁhey'had a
well-shoogeg memoxry of ﬁhg events in +the life of cgriat. They
spread out ﬁg work amgng_the non-Yewish peogle in @he Roman Eme
pire. Here they had +o tell much more abou* Chris+ each ;1ma
they_spoke! since their aud}ances were not feml}igr wi;h ;he
events in the life*of ghrist. Riddle ho}ds +hat this 1s ;he real
cause for a connected tradition of Christ's life, He says,

"?he most impor+ant-effect of proclaiming s+ofies
o’ Jésud ¥o Genktlles is +hat i was due o0 +his adtiv=-
i+y that the early messages grew info commé&cted s+ories
of Jesus?-1ife; Thia was +he ultimate lefgth in+o which
+he~primitive tradition--at first only s+ories of Jesus'
death and resurrection--grew." 3

- r - o

This oral Gospel tradition was ﬁhgn adapted by *he writers

of t?e first +hree Gospels for Eha par+icular group or 1gdlvid-
ual +hey were addressing 19 writing. The origingl Eradthion was
in Aramaic,_and only when the ggurch_axpgnded_iéﬁo tga Hel}enized
world, was there a need fog.putting *the tradition into writing.
The Hellenlzed minds were accus tomed +o havigg thelr sacred ma=-
+erlals se% down in written form. Cone substantiates +his,

- M"phis originally Aramald oral type of Gospel-tra-
di*+ion was carafully +ransléted into Greek, as cofisle
- derable numbers of Hellenists were recéived into the
Church. Finally, each of +he evangelists adapted hime
self in the nhoice arid use of #he historical material
of the *radition to the c¢ircle of r&adérs for whom *
his work was primarily inteded, so that Mat*hew wrote
a8 purely Palestinian Gospel, Mark a modified PaleB-
+inian ofe, and Luke a Pauline work from the point of
view Oof +he great apostle's interpretaticn of Chris-
+1anity." 4

By this process they would tend +o write up -similar events and

-~

use similar words in +heir accountse.

3« Donald W, Riddle’ offs cl%5, Do 29,

4. Orello Cone, op. ¢i%., olt., p. 140.
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This fact of each writing %o a different group or individ-
ual also accounts for the dissimilarities of +he Synoptic wri-
ters. Added to this fact 1s the one that each writer had an in-
dividual style of hls own. The needs of each group written to
also had +o be +aken into acoognﬁ. The interes+s of +he persons
- addressed were widely different. People of a Jewish background
qid not need the_exp}agatiou of Jaw%ah cus*oms, sO Matﬁhgw wro;e
*hem a Gospel yithguﬁ *these explana*ions while Luke, wgit!ng ;o
a QGentlle, went in*o a detalled explana*ion of Jewish customs in
order +o make *the life of Christ intelligible *o !heonyilus.

_ The soholgrg w@o gphold this oral Goapgl_or +radition hy-
gothegis assert +§at 1t_was necessary *o aeh_hhia orel Gospel or
+r§d1fion down into writing because the apostleu_scahterad.ou;
inﬁg +he yorld. The apostles might_eagily forget_some of +he
facts gf fhe Gospel. !he opportunity +o rgfresh +heir mings by
consulting rel}ow apos+tles was no lgnger_af hand. !he‘beat means
of preserving the Gospel facts was +o set them down 1n§o writing.
Salmon uses +his 8s a poin@ in favor of #he oral +radi+tion in the
words,

"A few defached aphorisms of & great teacher may
be carried by the memory for some *ime, and be passed
on from one +o0 another: but discourses of the length
we £ind in the Gospels could, "in the ordinary course
6f +hinga, have perish&d, if +hey had no+ been from
+hé"firs+ either commit+ted %o writing, or, if com=
mi++ed +o0 memory, kept &live by constant repet+ition.
I+ is surprising how li&+le of spoken words ordinary
memories are able +o retain." 5 :

5. Georwe A. Salmon, op. ci*., p. 183.



_Another giece_of evidegoe cl+ted by +this group of scholars
for the_ogal traditlon hypothesls 1s Luke's prera:_se.6 They ar=
gue that Ehis referegoe +o +he use ofﬂsourpeg on +he par; of
Luke poinks clearly to an oral fradition as the source of his
Goape}. Theg argue fugﬁher *hat by tmplicekion tge othor_;wo
Synophicvwrihers used +he same process in the writ+ing of *+heir
Gospeis.

b This_group gf scholars also poin@ +0 *he similarities of
rhe SYnop+ic writers as evidegcq for *he use of a common orgl
*radition. ?hey are reluctant +o agmih the possibllity of +he
Synoptic writers using *he same writ*en- source or sources for
* *heir common material becavse they say that the oral *radition
is sufficient *o account for ﬁhis.s

o Hany schglars rgject ﬂhgs hypothgsis of an oral +radition
as +he complete aglution of the Synop*ic problem because of
several considerations. Charles Callan and Floyd V. Filson
have summarized the reasons why this theory is unacceptable.
Iheg glve the followlng reasons why thin theory canno® be ace=
cepted: 4 % E _ 1

(a) Vhy have the Synoptics given us practically only the same
meager accounts out of the abundant material of our Lord's words
and deeds which oral +radition certainly preserved and handed

down?

6. Cfe Luke 1.71-4. + 3 = = =

7+ For-elucidation o? %aia poinﬁicf. B.aii Eggtgott, Intro-
duction o +he Study of the %gage S, PPe 12,

5- 5!. bm-' PPe 26: - 21 @ - < . -
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¥ (b) How could a +radition depsndent on memory alone Eceoun;_for
+*he s+renge sameness of order discernible in the Synephie writers,
each of whom repeatedly breaks *he common +hread of *hough* only
*o resume 1+ later at +he very point where he broke 1+?
s (c) How could an oral tradltion primitively in Aramaic explain
*he s*range coincidegoeg En the Greek_wordéng of our Goapelg?
& (d) If 1+ be_said +ha+t hhg Aramaic *radition;was early put ine
to Greck, how then explain the differences of the Greek of very
important passages? . % x o
(9) How wou}d 1ﬁ have been possible for oral_tradifion tg be
conﬁrol}ed withouf some s+rong official power *+o control i+ and
keep watch over %t? X % 2 2
(£) Kow could *he close agrerments between the Synopﬁic Gos=
pels in *he Greek be officially controlled as *hey wers transe

9% 10
lated from the Arameic +raditions? :

5 ?he oral tragition hypot@es&s appears p}ausible o0 some
extont. It cannot be denled +ha% oral tradition has a bearing
on the Synoptic prgblem. Bu¥ i+ canno* acgount for all Ehe phe-_
nomena we find in the S!nop*io Gospels. I+ algo dgas no+ account:
for +he verbal gtmilgrity whidg we find among_the three Synoptic
Gospels. Oral tradition is no* oapable of refainlng verbal_sim-
11ar1fy as egpious as_ﬁhah found in fhe SynOpticg, nor is 1t

able +o maintain identical words in +he various *raditions from

9, Cf. Charles J. Callan, gg, ei*., pe 57.
10, C6f, Floyd V. Filson, O gin of +he Gospels, p. 119,
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which +he discourse_sactions of the Synogﬁic Gogpels were sup-
posed +o have been taken. As a theory 1t cannot be accepted as
& wholly satisfactory solution of *he Synopkic problem._ I+ does
not take into account the me+hoﬁ.of +he anclen*s in wri+ing.

As Salmon says,

"In ancient +imes i+ was cofisidered legitimate
+0 use, without asknowledgment, +he véry words of a -
preceding writer o a much greatér exfent +han would
now be regarded as consis+tent with literdary hones+ty.
But~“even when one means +0 copy the exac+ words of
anothern i+ is very easy +o deviate from perfect ac=

curacy. _11. ¥ P
Ef we accept +hese opiniong of Salmon,_we are fgrced_to admt +hat
tha Synoptic problaT is no% solved yy thg orel ﬁrgdit!on;hypo-
thesis. I# is for this reason and the others listed tha* all
but a few of +he modern New. Testament scholars rejec* *+his

+heory.

1l. George A. Salmon, ops. cit., p. 120,
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VII

The Two=-Source Hypothesis

o

This hypothesis proposed as a solution of the Synoptic pro-
blem arose about the same time as ‘the oral=Gospel hypothesis,
The originator of this theory was Eichhorn in the yesxr 1794.
The men generally orcdited with the development of ‘the theory
arec B, Welss ard Holtzmann. Thelr theories are set down in
their writings vhich came out in the 1860's, Since thet time
the theory has undergone some changes and has been revised and
altered in special ways by various New Testament scholars. It
has been untll recently a popular hypothesis with scholars,

In this chapter the theory in general will be outlined,
and in subsequent chapters the revisions that have been made
by Zahn, Strecter, and others will be considered.

The Two=-Source Hypothesis as the name implies tries to
solve the Synoptic problem by the assuaption that two sources
were used by latthew and Iuke in the compositicn of thelr Gos-
pels, The first source of these Evangelists is supposed tc be
the Gospel according to Ste Mark and the other source & hypo=-
thetical document referred to as the "Logia" or "Quelle" often
indicated by the letter "Q."

The starting point of this theory is the Gospel according
to St. HMark. Froponents of the Two-Source Hypothesis assume
that lark was the first of our Evangelists to write a complete
Gospel. They base this assumption on several phenomena which
they have observed in comparing the Gospel of Hark with Iuke
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- and datthew. From these phenomena they claim that it can be
proved that Nark was the earliest Gospel writer. These phenom=
ena ares

(1) There is little matter in Maxk which is peculiar to his
Gospel alone. Iaclean has catalogued the following incidents
as pecullar to lark: the parsble of the seecd grovwing silently
(4. 26£f.), the healing of the deaf stemmerer (7. 31£f,), of the
blind man at Bethsalda (8, 22£f,), ‘the questions about the dul=-
ness of the dlscliples when they forgot to take bread (8. 17£%,),
about the dispute of the diseiples (9. 33), the incident of the
young man wlth the linen cloth (14. 51f,), of the smiting of
Jdesus by the servants of the high priest (14, 65), of Filate's
wonder, and of his question put o the scnturion (15, 44).1. g

(2) Mark has no infancy narrative of Chr:.st.s

(3) lark's order of passages never disagrees with both Iuke
and Hatthew, and latthew and Iuke never follow the same order
agalnst Mark, i

(4) The quality of the Greek :ng Mark is much poorer tham that

found in either lMatithew or Iuke.

1. A, J. Naclean, "Gospels," op. c:l.'b., Pe 580,
- 2, Of. Ha Ao 7o Meyer, Gri‘!:ig and Exezeiical Hand-book to the
Gospel of liat e , p. 28, oxr Yiews on lese pecularities
argue for &

3. Cfa .A:l.exandm.' Balmain Brucey OR. o9 De 276

4, Of. Kirsopp and Silva ILake, Ope 8ites; Pe Gs

5« These same scholars, ibid., p. 80 note in this connec~
tion that the order of tﬁe paragraphs "reveals the same phenomenon,
"If the wordins of the paragraphs is studied, rather than the or-
der, the same phenomenon emerges, namnely tha% lark is in the ma=-

r:l « The combination Matthew-i is less usual than the com=-
binat:l.on Mark-latthew and Matthew=Iuke, but it is no longexr txue
that 1t 1s never found,"

6. Cf. Ibid.



53

(5) The use of lark made by liatthew and Iuke., Hatthew and Tuke
scem to revise liark!s language for (a) reverential, (b) gram-
natical, or (c) stylistic reasons, 4

(6) Mark's use of sources in his Gospel, It is claimed that
he used mostly oral tradition oxcept for the 1little Avocalypse
found in chapter :I.S.9 Some scholars also claim that lark's soure
ces are prodominantly Aramaic in character. '

These arguments as & whole are cogent enough to prove the
priority of Hark'!s Gospel. New Testament scholaxrs on the whole
acknowledge that lark wrote first. Goodspeed holds this to be
the fact when he says,

"It is now fairly settled that the Gospel of liark

i= the earliest of the Gospels and dié not develope

out of an earlier st te as a Primitive linrk, as once

was supposed," 11
Bruce, too, feels that the priority of liark cannot be disputed,
for he says, "So far as our Greek Gospelslzare concerned, the
lMarkan hypothesis seems likely to stend,” '

This Gospel of Nark, which was the first to be written, was

then used by Hatthew and ILuke as one of the sources of their

7. Ci’. E« Be Redl:l.oh,gn. ﬂLt. Pe 24.

8, Willoughby C. Allen, Op. o:l.";., Pe XXXV & Xxxvi, shows vhy
St, liatthew cannot have been written before St Mark. He says,
"I+ is hoped that the facts collected above will be sufficient
to convince the reader that of the two Gospels, that of S. iark
is primary, that of S, Natthew secondarye <.« From every point
of view, whether it be of linguistic style, of reverence for
Shrist, of esteem for His Apostles, or of the consideration for
the readers, the altocrailons made by Mt, give the impression of
belonging to a later stage of evangelic tradition as compared
with thot represented by iik."

9, Of Bernhard VWeiss, op. cit., PPe. 246 & 247,

10, Cfe Floyd V. Filson, of the Gospels, Pe. 145

11, E. J. Goodspeed, ﬁ& iBroduct Zo the iie Tes; Pe 147,

12, Iy Ae Bruce,; OD. oy Do .
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Gospel accounts, Salmon believes this mast be the use made of
Mark by Matthew and Iuke, for,
"thoories as to one of the Synoptics having co=-

J- o Contine than vo o Telatigne Gf Mezk fo the

Peing cmile Tndependont of each otherer 15 - O o
Though they show themselves independent of each other, they both
contain large sections of lMark, Iliatthew has roughly .2bout 500
verses from Hexk out of his 1068 verses, and Imke has 320 out
of 1149.14 In comparing the three Gospels from the beginnin:s of
Jdohn's rreaching to the resurrection of Christ, they exhibit a
marked parallelism to each others Since these critics who up=-
hold the Two=-Source Hypothesis assume llark to be the earliest
Gospel, they also assume his Gospel to be the oontrolligzs doc=-
unent in this paxrt of the Gospels of Hatthew anmd Iuke, Thus
Mark bece=me one orX the Hwo sources used in the composition of
the Goapels of Matthew and Tukes

In the development of this theory the claim has been ad=-
vanced thrt Hatthew and Iuke used this Gospel of liark in dif-
ferent ways. Welss believes, for instance, that almost the e
entire substance of liark was incorporated into lMatithew!s Gospel.
Other scholars (e. 8« Loke snd Lake) feel that I"atthew was merely
a second edition of lark, rearrai’l&ns sone of his earlier mater-

ial and adding a section here and there from another source.

13, Georse Salmon, oPs Clte, De 125,

12. Cfe. E. Be Redii'é'ﬁ: 9;2. ;!_jﬁ- Pe 17.
15, 0f, Floyd Ve Filson,; oDe Citay Do 1244
16. 0f. Bernhard Welss, QRe oy De 263
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. They claim that Iuke usod less of liark then lNatthew did. But
J’aukel%s held to have adopted HNark's oxdcr in all but two instane-
cc3e He has adhered more closely to liark's chronology than
latthewr has,

These fachts have caused scholars Lo conclude that MNark wes
one of the sources of latther and Iuke, Bruce regards this as
a settled auestion when he says,

"That ite, like ILk., is dependent on !lk., so far

g.qE; %ﬁB;eﬁssgglgeggnggﬁgsmﬁa‘goggﬁﬁ mo:tom

olearly to emerge from & century's study of the Gos-

pels," 18
Maclean agrees with this opinion as &8 prevalling one among Hew
Testament acholars.lg )

Weiss and leyer have sugge ted that Iunke probably also con=-
sulted lMatthew when he wrote his Gospel, Velss goes so far as
to cleinm this use of Matthew on the prexr¥; gg Inke as one of the
indisputable results of Gospelecriticism, Ieyer, on the other
hand, oautiov.slgla.'u.ows the possibility of Tuke's having con=
sulted Maltthew., This use of !atthew on the prert of Iuke has
stil1l never been proved by actusl evidence gleaned from the
Gospel of Imkea

Though HMatthew and Iuke used illark as one of thelr sources,
still both Hebthew and Inmke also have much material in their
Gospels which they did not dvaw from lMark. We find that Tat=
thew has about 550, and Inmke 820 verses which cannot be traced

17, Of. Ee Je Goodspecd, ODs gﬁ.. Pe 2054

18, i, A« Bruce, _gg;";m « 1B6 4

19. CLf« Ae Je mc Qan- 2§4pé 295.

: oz; et nete gl S i'aﬁ'w'mmm
the Goupely’ of Herk amd & 'E—., Pe 210



to lark's Gospel.

22

makes ‘the followlng observation,

56

Es Fs Scotty in observing thlis pnenomenon, -

"then we deduct fron ilatthew and Iuke that pore
tion of thelr contents vhich is derived from liark, there
is another portion of about two hundred verses (roughly
one=sixth of each Gospel) which they have in comnon," 23

The proponents of the Two-Source Hypothesls assume that this

represents a second source on which the two evangelists have
« Upon closcr exemination of these verses, the critics
have found that these verscs are all, broadly speaking, of the

drawm

Same

charactecr,

tions of Jesus, as with His sayings.

They are concerned, not so much with the ac=-

How do they prove that latthew used & source other than

Mark? Goodspecd answers th't question by pointing to Iuke.

In comparing Matthew with Iuke he finds that the things recor=

ded in Vatthew zmd Tuke but not in lark are often in the seme
2

of words. Cone adis ‘that he has observed thc same thing

form

in his investigation and that Imke seems to have kept the Logla

of Jesus in the some form that they appeared in this second doc=

25

unent while Hatthew has combined them into large masses. Cone

+hen offers proof for his view by seying,

"mhis view is confirmed by
cases, although having the text of liark before him,

he heas
his dependence on the former
preserved the original form,

the fact that in many

preferred the older source, and so, in splte of
2 léms in these passages

His disagrecments with liaxk in the reporting of some incidents

22,
23
24.
25
26,

e Be Redlich, ope Gltey De 17e

E. F. som' the Iiteratur gf-

0fe Ee Ja GOOESP& B
¢cf. Orello Oone. ODe

Ibid., pe 137,

%‘i- ’ P: "18

the New Testament, Pre 37 & 38
Pé 1%: ’
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Tfound in hoth according o ‘the Two-Source Hypothesis proponents
is proof that Matthew used another source in addition %o lark.

Concerning Tuket!s use of sources in addition to Xark, Welss
remarks,

"me use of a sscond source in addition to Mark
1s also clzarly visible in the 3rd Gospel in the way
in which sayings already adopted from Mark afierwards
reonr 1n another commection where ‘the author must have
found *them in a fixed writlten form. Thes most striking
instance of such Auplicates is found in tha missionary
discourse taken from liark in chap. ix, recurring in
chap, X in an altered address.” 27

It is apparent from his reomarks that the seccond souree of Iuke
as of Matthew musl have consisted largely of discoursec material,

Tovis Jouin shows vhy Iunke counld not have taken these dise
coursaes from the Gospel of NMatthew, He recasons,

"The guestion whether Tuke took these discourses

from the first Gospel of from the logla=-document finds

its solution in favor of the latter altcrmative, for

the reason that he has not in his use of the ma'[:erial

followad the arrangement of the flrst evangelist, who

has massed the sayings of Jesus into great discourses,

but has presented them rather in their original sepe-

ration, with a statement of the occasion which gave

rize to them or in thelr evidently original connec=

tion." 28 \
Meyer likewise feels that Iuke's handling of ‘this second source
was more exacting than latthew's, which would account for dif=
ferences in the non-NMarcan scections which are parallel in both
Gospels. He says that at any rate Iuke has worked up the ap=
ostolic collection of ILoglia, his second source, with more. ori=-

tical sifting than latthew, The discourse material of ILuke is

27. Bernhard Vieiss, on. cit., D« 291,
28, Toulis Jouin, Evidences of Religonl De 252,
29, Cfe Ho Ae We ﬁeyer' ODe ﬂ_o| Pe .
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handled in such a markedly dlffcrent manner fronm iatthew that
‘there 1s no possibllity of its havirg come from UVatthew,

This second source which soholﬁrs of th:l.# school claim that
lMatthew and Tuke used was a collection of Sayings cf Jesus. The
document is snupposed o have consisted of various discourses and
words which Jesus ubttered., Tecauvse of the content of this hypo-
thetleal doctment, it has often been called Iogia., Germen scho-
lars heve oalled the document Suelle, meaning "source," and em-
ploy the abbreviatlon "Q,"

The first question that presents iteelf in regard to the
exlstence of this document is the reason why such & document
shonld come to be wrltten or collected at =211, Bruce ventures
en opinion vhen he says,

"The chlef impulse 1o collecting the sayings of

Jesus was not a purely historical interest, but a de=-

gire to find in the words of the Master whot might

gg:?"agoa rule to bellievers for the guldance of their
The opinion held at the ‘time of Christ was that the woxds of a
famous men were the things that should be preserved rather than
a bilographicel history of him, This is what critics claim
heprened. They further say thet this "Q" document was written
in Aramaic, !&;. Aes Bruce s=ys ‘this is the opinion of the scholars,
There is genevel agrecment that Aramale was the customary lan=-
guage of oux lord; and if this so, then the Sayinsglo:r Jesus
in all probability go back to an Aramale original, The proof

used 1s the fact that most of the dissourse sections reported

30. Alexander Balmain Bruce, OpRe %., Pe 22,
31. Gf. M. A-. mce’ ﬂ. oit.’ pl °
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to have come from this sowrce and are said +o have an Arameic
flavoring, Salmon, for exemple, believes that the discourse
seciions rebain an :'Lnd:l.ggt:.t%gle stamp of antlouity on account of
this Aramaic flavoring.

The euthorship of "Q" is another question which has come in
foxr much discusslon., Harrell, for instancs, says it was Hatthew,

ant. oo Bavn. Bosoria Botable: Hiossimses of Jermar

fron GRlon the aviliors oF She Dynoptics deiy thote

material,” 34
His assertion is made on the basis of the tes:imony of Fapias
and other Church Fathers who report liatth-w as writing first in
Avanaic (Hebrew)e. Paplas specificelly spezks of this work of
Matthe as TR /\o:rm. This view is also favored by the previous
occupatlon of llatthew before being called as a disciple, He
would have been a likely man to write down notes as a sort of
gecretary of the Twelve, thile there is no pbsitive evidence
that latthew ever held an office of this sort, still there is
nothing that can be used as proof against this possibility
either, Outside Matthew no one definitely has been proposed as
the author of the Logla of the Lord.

The original character of the document "Q" has also been
discussed widely, E. F. Scott has listed four mein cheracter—

istics of this document. They are: 1) I consisted mainly of

52« Cfa George As SaJJnDn. ® M. Pe 102,

33« Floyd V. Filson, OPe oﬂ., Pe 175, agrees with this view in
his discussion of the sources used by Iuke, He says that the
llark-free areas in Iuke were from an original Avamaic tradition
thouzh there was a possibility that some of the Semitic idiom
could also be due in part to Iuke's familiarity with the Sep-
tuay.nt-

344 Cs Jo Harrell, The Bible, its %;;gg % Growth, pp. 125 & 126.

35« Cfs Alexander B, gruoe, OPe clt.; DPe & 18,
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sayings of Jesus; 2) it dld not consist of wholly detached say-

ings; 3) it was arranged in a topical manner in the main; 4) it

had nothing to say ab;u'_t: Jesus! passion.ss. 7 It was not a con=-
nected blography of Christ's life, and the sayings probably

were not arranged in a chronological sequence, The document w:s

then more in the form of a catalogue than in a lozical, orderly

book forms.

‘ Regarding the events recorded by this document, scholars

have also had much to say. They are agreed that "Q" conteined

no passion story. Streeter glves two reasons for this fact,

He says, |
could"::-lr'c)aa%fyrgsgmdﬁt:rgidgggizfo:f%%ﬁggs
weight is the consideration that, while to Paul the
center of the Gospel was the cross of Christ, to the
other Apostles 1% was His second coming." 38

Concerning the specific events that "Q" did contain in addition

%0 the sayings to Jesus, scholaxs seem quite agrecd on the fol-

lowing: the preaching of John the Baptist, the temptation, the

sermon on the MHount, the healing of the centurion?!s servant,
the coming of John's discliples to Jesus, the instructions to

the disciples, the Lord!'s Frayer, the controversy about Beelzebub,

36. Cfe Es Fo SGO'tt' ODe Oito. PDe 42 & 43,

37« Kirsopp & Silva ILake %. gitey Pe 13 P hold a somewhat dif=-
fovemt vien on ‘the originel character of "Qi; for they say of it,
"Q can hardly have been mercly a collection of sayings. On the
6ther hand, neither in Matthew or in Iuke is there any hint that
Q ever contained an account of events in Jerusaleme, It would
thore?~=~ mr-m probable that it was a eollection (collections?)
of stories illustrating the teaching which Jesus had given to
+the multitudes in Galilec."

38, Oanon B, He Streeter, op. oit«y; Pe 292.
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the d%mno:lation of the Fharisees, end precepts about over-anx=
lety.

Several scholars have also attempted to list the pascsages
of "Q" which are found in Matthew and Iuke, lioffat lists the
followlng passages of Matthew vihich he considers to have been
dravm fxrom "Q": 3, 7=12 (bopiism of John, ete.,; strictly speak=-
ing, introductory sayings about Jesus), 4, 3=1l1l (teuptation),

59 3=12, 13=-17, 20-21, 25-30, 31=48; 6, 1llb; 7, 1=12, 15-23,
24-27 (sermon on the Hount), 8, 5-13 (centurion of Capharnaum),
19-22; 9, 13a; 10, 5f, 17=38 (coming persecutions of the dis-
ciples), (43); 11, 2-19(question of John the Baptist), 20-30

| (discourse); 12, 5-8 (preeminence of Christ), 1ll1l-13 (withered
hend healed), 25-45(disputation with Phorisees)j 13, 14-15,
16=17, 24-29, 33=35, 36-43, 44=52 (group of parables); 15, 1l2=
14 (Pharisees condemned), 23-24; 16, 17-19 (?) (Key= of heaven)j
17, 19-20 (faith nececded to oast out devils), (24-27)(miracle of
tribute money); 18, 5-5(1011116. used to teach humility), 10,
12=14, 15-20 (Church discipline), 23=35 (unmerciful servant)j
19, 6-12(divource forbidden), 283 20, 1l=16(laborers in the vine-
yard); 21, 14-17(enger of Scribes and Fharisees), 71b=32, 28=5la
(parable of the two sons)j 22, 1-10 (marriage of the king's son),

39. Harnack concluded that "Q" was a document dominated by the
belief in the lessiahship of Jesus. He felt that it consisted
mainly of Sayings, and that it was better preserved in Hatthew
than in Inke. For a more complete discussion of Harnack's views
on ﬂq’ll Of- !ﬂ. A. Bmoe’ Qn. g’_-'_b-.. Pe 185.
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11-14 (final scparation); 23, 1-39 (seven woes); 24, (9), 10-12
(humility enjolned), 26-27 (Christ's sudden eppearance), 37=41
(conditions at second coming of Christ), 42-44 (werning to be
ready for Christ's 2nd oomins). 45-51 (parable of servant un-
prepared for master's return); 25, 1-30(parable of ten virgins
and of the tz%mts), (31-46)3 26, 52-54(Peter commanded to put
away sword). The underlined passages he considers to be found
in ILuke, though not always completely., The Inean pascages taken
from "Q" have bern compiled by Streeter. He assigns the followe
ing passages from Imke to "Q": Ik. 3, 2-9(John's preaching and
baptism), (10-14), 16-17(announcement of Christ's coming), 21-
22(baptism of Jesus); 4, 1—5!.69. (temptation of Jesus); 6, 203

T, 105 7, 18-35(Christ's testimony of John afier two of his
disciples come o Him vith question),; 9, (51=56), 57-60(threc
helf-hearted followers), (61-62); 10, 2-16(commission of the
seventy), (17-20), 21-24(revelations to simple~minded); 11, S-
52(Lord's Prayer, dumb deroniac healed, discourse of Jesus
apainst Pharisees); 12, la-12(werning against dootrine of Phari-
gees), 22=-25(folly of anxious carc)j 13, 18-35(parables of mus-
tard secd and leaven); 14, 11, 26-27(cost of following Christ),
24=35(parable of king going to war); 16, 13, 16-18(hypocrisy of
coveious Fharisees reproved); 17, 1l-7(forgiving one another),

20-37 (second coming foretold); 19, 11-27(parable of the pounds).

The bracketed passages he considers doubtful, He has a total of
272 unbracketed verses in Iuke taken from the document "Q."

e« Of. James loffat s ep P. 197
2?.. 0f, Canon Be He étl'eet%% _f:)_n. 2;3_., Pe 292.
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From these two llists it is evident th=t proponents of the Two-

Source Hypothesis consider it possible to list pessages that ocan
be assumed as having been dravm from the document "Q." The lists
of various critiocs vary, however, and no two men heve agreed on
which passages in liatthew and Iunke have come from "G." Some
critics hold that "Q" was a more or less fluid document varying
in sige from Christisn cemter 10 center. They olair. that the
document in géneral was bullt around the Sayings of Jesus, but
that the narrative ma'bezial4gas added by various Christian
churches and their leaders.

As ‘o the use of "Q" in the early Church, Bruce holds that
it played a teaching role. He claims that Acts and the Epistles
say nothing about the Sayings of Jesus being used in early Gos-
pel preaching ( € ‘{‘3 Yf“4<), Their place he contends was rather
for use in apostolic teaching (Jd <xn ).43 Since the Logia
were thought to have played a ‘teaching role in the Church, it
was necessary ‘that this writing be translated into Greek for
the Hellenized Christisn Churches. Filson holds that this trans-
lation was an early necessity and must have been done shortly
after Matthew wrote or collected the :l':cgd.av,..af4 The Church needed
some written authority for its teaching mission, and the Logla
were used for this purpose. As far as ‘the trenslating is con-
cerned, there is no opinion put forth as to who did this woTkKe
A reasonable supposition that might be held is that each Chris-

42, Cf, E, F. Soo‘b‘b, ODe m.. Pe 40,
43, Cf., M, As Brace, ODe clitey Do 180,
44. Of. Floyd V. Filson, ope gites Pp. 115, 116, 59 £.
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tian oente:i‘ did its own tramslating. This suprosition can be
supported by the testimony of Fapias on Hatthew.

Imch digcussion also' has taken place on the question of
vihether lMark nlso 4id not have some things in his Gospel which
"Q" containeds Strecter in speaking of this possibility says,

"iany critics explain this overlépmng of G and

Hark on the theory that Mark knew and made extracts

i1 many. oaseh whete Mart And Qloverlapy iha @ varete:

is longer and also looks ‘the more or:l.gi.nal." 45
It is stlll en open question, however, whether lMark used or even
inew of the existence of "Q." Passages in lark which have been
thought of as being parallel to "Q" are lMark vi. T7=1ll(the Twelve
sent out), iv. (parables of the sower, of the seed growing si-
lently, of ‘the musterd secd, and stilling of the tempest), iii,
21, ii., 21-22(parables of new cloth and new bottles), ive 21-25
(sections only), ix. 42=50(eliminating offenses) (equivalents
in Q), and viii. 34. 38.46

The date of the composition of "Q" has not received as much
consideration as the content has. Sitreeter ventures an opinion,

however. He al® gives a reason for his date. On the date he

writes,

"Mhe relatively large amount of space given to
John the Baptist, and the emphasis on his relations
with onr Tord, suggest that Q was composed at a
time and plece when the prestige of John vas very
considerable." 47

This would then plece ‘the date of the composition of "Q" not too

. Be He Streeter, ope gite, DPe 187.
ﬁg. g?:onb &.,.pp. 186-1§1':2£or a t';omx.alete discussion of these

passages reasons why they are thought to be parallel to
IIQ“‘

47 Ibide, PDe 291 & 292,
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long aftier the death of Christ and His resurrection =nd ascen=
sion into heaven. OCritics have tentatively used the date 40.A,
D. as the approximaie time of the composlition of +his document,
A date much later than.this would not be inr harmony with the
emphagis placed on the relationship of John the Baptist with Je-
sus. The prestige of John the Baptist declined after Christt's
suffering and resurrection hecsuse the true discipl s of John
had by and large turned to Jesus after His miracunlous resurrec=
tion and ascension had served to convince His disciples that He
wes ‘the lMessiah and they in turn by thelir missionary efforts
convinced others. The people they probably had best success
with were those who had lisbened o John's preaching and had
been baptized by him, Thus John the Baptist's influence and
rrestige would gradually come to be Iorgotien in the years im-
mediately following Christt!s ascension into heaven. A date
later than 40 for the Togie or "Q" would not fit into this the=-
ory held by Streeter and others.

What proofs have proponcnts of this Two-Source Eypothesis
advanced for the existence of the document "Q"? These critics
have advanced the following proofs that a doocument of this soxrt
did exist and was used as a source of Matthew and Imke:

(1) The sayings of Jesus recorded in the _Gopels show ruch less
variation than the narrative materisal of the Gospcls do.qi8 On the
basis of this fact the contention is made that this is evidence
that the Sayings of Jesus oaé from a comon Source.

48, Of. Floyd V. Filson, ops gities Pe 137.
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(2) The existence of a dooument "Q" helps to bring the docu=
mentary base of the Gospel tradi‘tion mch clcser to the actual
lifetime of Jes1ls.49

(3) A documen’ conteining the Sayings of Jesus would be trease
ured and used by the followers of Christ,

(4) A document like "Q" covld be preserved for a long time es=-
peclally =smong the Jewish Christisns, This preservation could
take place beceuse (a) the title and conception of the kingdonm
of heaven as found in these sayings was Jewlsh in character; (b)
‘the interest shovn in St, Peter and the positior atitributed to
him pointed in the same divection; (c) the mission of the lies-
glah ani His Apostles was limited to the Jewish nation at first;
(4) the insistence on the permanent validity of the liosaic law;
(e) the Jewish phraseology in +the sayingsj end (f) anti-Phari-
saic polemic.so

(5) Imke's preface (I, 1-3, "Forasmuch as many have %Haken in
hand to set forth in order a declaration of those things which
are most surcly believed among us, even as they delivered unto
us, which from the beginning were eyewliness, and ministers of
the word; it secmed good o me &iso having had perfect under=
stonding of all things from the vexry first to write unto thee
in 07deTreese") leaves room Ffor the possibility of such a doc-

ument existing and being used in the composition of his Gospel.

49, Of. ibid., D. 137
50. 0f. Willonghby Ca Allen, op. oite, PP lxxvi & lxxvii.
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Meyer, ofter weighing the evidence for the poseibility of
+he Two-Source Hypotheslis and especially the existence of the
document "Q" a= a solutlon tc t he Synoptlic Froblem, accepts it
as ‘the best solution., His view is typleal of the scholars who
accept this theory. He says, :

"The vliew, according %o which one evangelist made
use of the other,--where however, the gospel traiition,

as it existed in a living form long befere it as re=

corded in wiriting (Luke 1.2), 28 well as old written

documenis, composed before our Gospels (Iuke l. Ce.), come
. also into consideration,=-is the only osre which is :E:Lt-
ted to cnable us to concelive of the synoptic relation-

ghip in a natural manner, and in agrecment with history." 51

Many New Testament scholars have, however, rejected "Q" as
one of the docunents used in the composition of the Gospels of
Matthew and ITmke. Thelr reasons for doing so are very cogent
and convineing. Among the chief objections to the use and ex-
istence nf a document "Q" we list the following: -

2

(1) The %Hotal disappearance of "Q" cannot be accounted for,.
There are absolutely no traces of this document in even a frag-
nentary form known to be in existence today,

(2) The advocatcs of a dooument "Q" cannot agree on the origin,
nature, extent, time of composition, amd historical wvalue of
the document "Q."

(3) There is no reason for supposing that latthew and Tuke

could not have varitien independently of each other without the use

51, He Ae W Meyer, A cr:l.'l:%oal and Exegetical Hand-book to
the Gospel of liatthew, DDe 24,
=52, Of. Charles J, Callan, ope oit., P« 59.

55 Cf, Ibid,
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of a document like "Q.“54 The evangelis®s had the promise of
Christ that the Comforfer would come to bring all that He had
sa2id to thelr remembrance (John 14, 26). They would then have
superaatural help in vwrlting thelr Gospels,

(4) A document like "Q" would find little use ané have little

. appeal as far as the readers were concerned, HNobody enjoys

reading a disjointed document such as the TLogia are poétulatqd
to have been.

(5) The compilatory clheracter of lark!s Gospel canrnoh be ac-
countrd for if Hotth.w and Iuke used & document like "Q."

lisrk!s Gospel exhlbits the same compllatory charactexristics

. a8 those found in passages in the other two Synoptics listed

as comlng from "(¢."

On the basis of the above-mentloned re=scns we aré com=
pelled to reject the existence and use of the hypothetiocal doc-
ument "Q" as a source of Matthew!s and Luke's Gospelss The ev~
idence far "Q" is not at 21l convineing, vhile the evidence
azeinst Llte existence and use 18 very ilmpressive, Unless fur-
ther evidence which is more definlte can be produced for the
exlstence and use of "Q", "Q" must be rejected as & document

used as a source for the hiscourse material of Jesus found in

Katth ow and Iukee

54, O£, He Coe ‘Ih:l.essen Phe 115 & 116.
55¢' 0fs Charles dJe 0 an, Q__o _ho. Pe 59,
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CHAEBIER VIII
llodifications that have been made
in the Two-Source Hypothesis

There ares nrincipally two modifications that have been made
in the Two=-Source Hypothesis. The one centers around the Gospel
of lMark and the other around the Gospel of lMatthew,

The first of these modificetlons dealing with liark is ac-
cepted and urged, especially in recent times, by James Noffat,
the eminent English New Testament scholar of the early part of
this century. lioffat accepts the hypothesis of a document "Q"
in his modifications, His theory is different from the gener-
ally accepted one with regard tothe composition of the Gospel
according to St, liark, He holds that the present liarcan Gospel
is a revision and lengthening of an earlier Ur-iarkus.

Moffat defends the Two-Source Hypothesis, in general, when
he coﬁtende*- that such a method of composing ?. Gospel is in har-
mony with Oriental habits of historiosraphy. He feels that the
hypothesis of sources is necessary to unravel the Synoptio
Problem, He claims that this us; of sources is in harmony with
the vrlting customs of thet daye He firmly belleves that the
Two=-Source Hypothesis is capable of solving the problem of the
Synoptic Gospels. The kinks remaining in this solution, in his
opinion, do not argune against the acoceptance of this hypothesis.

1. Cf. James lioffat, Ope Gites Due 180 L,
2+ Cf, M" Pe 183.
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He does not think it necessary to account for every variation in
the Synoptic Gospels in oxder to make acoceptable the documentary
hy;pt:rt;hesi.s.3
Moffat, however, modified the Two-Source Hypothesis in
holding to his theory of the development of liark's Gospel, He
begins his theory with an: interpretation of the description of
liark's relationship to Peter as described in the lMuratorian
Fragment, He holds that the statements found in this frogment
agrec well with the statement of Fapias on lMark and his connec-
tion with Fetex, The fragment ;'epoz'ts that lMaxrk had become ac-
quainted with a number of the facts which he has recorded by
personal contact with the apostle Peter.4 Paplias likewise re=
voxrted that Mark listened to Peter's ascounts of his contacts
with Jesus, and then wrote them dovn in an orderly arr-ngment.
Hark ti:en wrote a Gospel, possibly in Aramaic. This Gospel was
not the present Gospel of lMark, however, This was the real
~ apostolic Gospel written by liark himself and Jmown as the Ur-
larkus, loffat vigorously defends this opinion when he says,
"It is a fair hypothesis, therefore, to identify
not the canoniecal liark, but the rougher notes of the
Ur-larcus with the source to which the Papias=-tradition
refers (so, e. g« Schleiermacher, Renan, Scholten, S.
Davidson, 7endt, von Soden). The fact that the canon-

ical Gospel was based on this lHarcan work was respon- °
sible for Hark's name being attached to it." 6

3¢ Cfs Ibid., P« 185

4. 0f. Henry Bettenson, 9ps 9ies pe 40-
5¢ Cfe Eo Fo Soot'l'.. OPe C. _'b.. Pe 55,

6. James M’o:t‘fa‘l:, ODe ﬂ_t.’ P« 192,
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Noffat then asserts that this Ur-liarkus was later expanded
into the present Gospel by another author who possibly used the
document "Q" to £fill in the gaps. He bases this hypothesis on
two oonside;'ations--the internal structure of the gospel itself
(s0y, e« 8ap Po Ewald, Wendling, Vellhausen), and on a comperison
of its contents with those of liatthew :nd Iuke (S0, €« Boy Je
Weiss, Reville, von Soden) .7 He feels that our Mark can defin=-
itely be proved a later edition on internal and external grounds.

He then dlscusses how the present Gospel of liark arose.
Hark, in his opinion, took down notes of Peter's reminisecrnces
while he was with him, This would account for the Aramaic col-
oring of his Gospel and the vivid detall found in certain sec-
tions. These notes wer: the original Gospel of liark. Tater on
a ‘Christ:l.an. perhaps a Roman, took this early Gospel of Hark
and cast 1t into Greck and added seciions taken from the Iogia
of Jesus.a The historical accuracy of this canonical Gospel is
then due to liark's relationship to Feter and his setting down of
the facts he obtained from him in the Ur-Harkus account, The
later translation ard additions would then be reliable, because
they were based on this original Aramaic work and depended on it
for the general outline and most of the facts.

The date glven for the Ur-iiarkus composition is always be-
fore the years: 60-T0 A. De The destruction of Jerusalem and the

events connected with it are the events which are ususlly referred

7e Ofe Ibide, De 227,
8. Cfa %F{E:: PPe 232 & 233
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to as influencing the final revision of Hark's Gospel. loffat

holds thls when he says,
"The internal evidence of ik, ‘thus corroborates

upon the whole the view that it represents a final

revision of the Ur-liarcus composed shortly after the

events Of J.‘.. D. 60-70.'!'.9

One other question that enters into the theary of an Ure
lMarkus is whether the authors of the Gospels of Vatthew and Iuke
used the Ur-Narkus or the revised Mark in {orming their Gospels.

: 0
lioffat favors the use of the revised liark, In his opinion the
similarities of the three Gospels would not be capable of being
accounted for on any other basis than that latthew and Tuke
used the revised Gospel of lNark,

From this desoription it is apparent that this hypothesis
really does not have too much bearing on the solution of the
Synoptic Frohlem as proposed by the proponents of the Two-Source
Hypothesis. Iilost scholars have totally discarded the Ur-larkus
theory. ILake and Ieke say of 1it, _

"There 1s no valid reason for thirking that there
ever was an earlier form of iark (the Ur-liarcus theory)

of which the present text is an abbreviation, All the

evidence, such as it is, points the other way," 1l
Strecter also rejects it altogether when he says,

"I have also, I hope--by a new use of lise ev=

idence available--finally disposed of the troudlesome

rvhanton of an 'Ur-liarcus! (or earliexr version of lark)

which has too long haunted the minds of scholars," 12

In another place he pleads,

Oe Ib:l.d.. Pa 212,

10. G!. m.. Pe 192

11, Take and lLake, ODe. _QLto' Pe 17

12, Canon Be He S"'.reoter, Ope Cit., Ps xxix,
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‘tom U:'l-lfigggﬁg: g:getﬁxgas:gggy% ttg: gg;ggmgibghgem;

the highway to the purcst text of the Gospels," 13
The Ur-larcus' theory can safely ke s=id o be out of consider
ation in the Mwo-Source solubion to ‘the Synoptic FProblem,

Hoffat!s theory has in no way altered the picture of "Q"
as presented by the proponenis of the Two=-Source Hypothesis,
His double=lMarcan hypothesis does not affect the content:= or
the use of the document "Q" in any waye. "Q" plays the role of
one of the sources of Matthew and Iuke in his theory also, He
llkewise holds that lark was the othcr source used in the com-
vosition of these Gospels of Matthew ani Iuke.

The other modification of -this hypothesis concerns itself
with the Cospel according to St. liatthew, The man who most em=
vhatically »roposed and upheld this modification was Theodor
Zahn, & rather conscrvative scholar of the last centuri?.

Zalm did not accept the postulation of a document "Q" as
one of the sources of Natihew and Iuke, He advanced the followe
ing reasons for rejecting this postulation:

(1) Papias! vords refer only to the subject matter of lat-
thew's works :

(2) The words T XSy« gannot refer to a Hebrew worke

(3) If the words of Paplas were to be interpreted as a title,
then Adye would have no artiocle before it.

(4) There is no trace of "Q" to be found in the Christian li-
terature of Fapias! time and the years succecding,. :

15+ Ibide; Pe 331.
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(5) Paplas stresses the fact that NMatthew merely wrote in He-
bcr.'ﬁw.
(6) Tone of ‘the succeeding Church Falhers ever uses this title

in referring tc Natthew's mrlr.-.M

Though Zahkn did not accept "Q" as a, sourcc of Matthew and
Tuke, stlll he did accept liark as a common source for the can=
onical Gospels of Matthew and Iuke. He says this is possible
onrn the basis of Tuke's preface.

Zahn started his theory on Hatthew by t=king the statement
of Papias on liatthew, Hec says of Paplast' words,

"Paplas does not say -that the author of the kmown

Logla was the Apostle lMatthew, but he says that the

distinguismed Apostle hatthew whom he had already

menticned in his preface as a d:l.soiple of Jesus, vrote

in Hebrew." 15
He feels that this reference was o a complete Gospel writien
in Aramaic by the apostles TFor proof he gives his interpreta-
tion of the words 7X Ady«t . holding that they refer only to
the principal content of latthew!s work rather than assuming
them to be & #itle. He holds that Fapias uses the words TX
o™ to desig;g.te the part of the book to which his own inter-
est was drawm. He claims that this statement does not imply
that Matthew d1id not record also the deeds of Jesus and the his-
torical occasions of all the words which he recorded. The exe=
gesis of the words T Ny forbid, in his opinion, an inter-
pretation that they refer to a work containing only the words of

Jesus. i

.

14. Cf. Theodor ;;,ahn, 35)%. cit., vol. 2, pp. 509-511.
15. Ibid.. Vol. °
16, Dfs Idide, vol.72. %p. 511,
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Zshn then continues his theory by an exegesis of the word
efgﬂnm‘v'ew in Paplas! accounte Zahn bellieves that an 2‘9*‘““"’4"
of Hatthew'!s Gospel was no longer moeaséry at Paplas' time,

He doesy, however, give the following reasons for believing that
.an égﬂhﬂfe‘r was once necessary: l)ig-wnﬂ"'ﬂv here.can mean
only translating; 2) this was a translation into the Greek lan=-
guage, which did not need to be mentioned expressly, because
this was the language of Paplias and his readers; and 3) Paplas
does not speak of the translation of lMatthew's writing, but of
the vords of Jesus which it cson'l:ai.rmec'l..:L7 These words had to be
translated into the Greeck for the pericopes used in the churches,
These pericopes generally dealt with the woxrds of Jesus rather

" than with the narrative sections of Matthew'!s Gospel. Thus he
argues that sineec only an Aramaic Matthew was in existence be-
forc Peplas wrote, it waslsneeessary %o translate these pericopes
into the Greeck language. Paples, in employing the aorist
(Viguxvevee )| was speaking of times before his own. When Pa=-
plas recorded this fact it was no longer necessary to translate
these pericopes into Greek, But Zahn insists that Matthew wrote
an Arameic Gospel from which sections containing the words of
Jesus were translated for the public services of the Greek con-
gregations some time before Paplas wrote about latthew's Gospel.
' Zahn claims that this practise was similar to the oral translation
of the Hebrew Scriptures made in Palestine anl other Oriental

17, Cf. Ibide., PP. 511 & 512 for elaborations on these¢ reasons.
18, 2f. Ibid., Pe 514,

-
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synagogues. He asserts thol these finally crystalliszed in the
wrliten Targums., He also says that the same type of oral transe
lation of the Greek Eible intc I=atin ook place in the Afriean
Church and resulted in Cypriants ITabin Bible.

On the basis of this Interpretation of Papilas?! words Zahn
holds the ‘theory that an Aramalic Gospel. of Matthew was origin-
ally rrlitten by liatthew. He does not once doubt that Matthew
was qualified to write an Aramaic Gospel. He feels that Matthew
was well qualified to wrlite this Gospel in spite of his obhscur-
ity, for,

"The meagreness of the record about him, with the
corresponding implication that he was called late, and

The radition thre he pan the author of the Plret Gos-

nel particular weight." 20
Matthew ocenples the seventh or the eighth place) in e2ll the
liste of the apostles in the New Testament and is the only per=-
son wiho has ever becm regarded as the wribter of the Gospel which
bears hils name.z:L Zahn also refers 140 Matihew's former ocoupg;
tilon as 2 publiear 4o prove his =2bility to do literary work.
other erities heve supported this contention of lNatthew'!s abll-
ity 0 do literary work and to write an Aramalc Gospel, Tawson,
for instance, thinks that Matthew was the best qualified to
write the Gospel because he was of the class and standing of a

23
civil servant and 2 man of some educatlion. Matthew was also

19. C%f, ;m-. Pe 515.

20. Ibi o9 De 508.

g:;.. cfa ;!_:1«1.,5:8.; 506, :
25-: [0 ™ '..E: g: La'.'r;on, ODe 2&0. Pe ?840
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learned in the hiztory and prophecies of his race, and had
looked forward to thelr realizatlon. HMeyer also concludes that
Hatthew probably was originally written Aramaic (Hebrew).
He feels that the internal grounds for a Greck lMatthew are not
altogether conclusive, He thinks that the people of Palestine
on the basis of Acts xxi, 40, and xxii, 2 had a predilection for
the Hebrew language and that it was, therefore, most pm'babie
the Matthew wrote his Gospel in Hebrew.24

zahm goes on to s~y that Mark used this Aramaic Matthew

when he composed his Gospel, Zahn, in spesking of the relation-

ship of lark to llatthew, concludes his discussion by saying,
"According to tradition, Matthew wrote before

Mark, but there was no great interval intervening,
In this case, 1f one uscd the work of the othery it .
nust have been liark who employed liatthew, not; how-
ever, the Greek translation, which was made consid-
erably latcr than the time when Iark composed his
Gospel, but the Aramaic original,” 25

zahn feels that liark used two sources--the reminiscences of %

Peter and Matthew's Aramaic Gospel--in the writing of his Gospel.
After Mark hed formed his Gospel, Luke compiled his Gospel.

He used iark and the Aramaic lMatthew as his sources. Zahn be=

lieves that it is an undeniable fact that Luke usedalgark. He

clains that Iuke wrote between the years 67 and S0. Because

of this fact he argues that Luke had access to the Aramaic liate

thew and Mark. He says that it is certdin that TLuke knew lark's

Gospel and gives evidence of having used it in his Gospel.

24, He Ae W. lieyer; One oitey Do 7.
25« Theodor Zchn, OD. clt.; Vvole 2y Do 601,
26. Ibid., VOle 35 De e
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Furthermore, the prefac: of Luke mentions that he looked into
the other Gospel writings before bis time and used 1;hem.27

Zahn atitempts to show how Tuke used lMark in his account.
He believes that Iuke was not merely a copyist of lark, but
chose what he wanted for his account. He omitted parts that
were not germane to his plan. = Iuke then substituted things for
the parts he omitted. He also smoothed out liark's account. For
example, Zahn lists the following instances: Combinations of
words, such 88 AnQucswr MR«TTiemn csravoius als dfeecr Susg-
T¢3v, found in Hark i. 4 followlng K<Vws fip@=rrT=t £v Ti““'
Hewtéx TZ rrgoparn in Tuke 1ii, 3 before s £ QAT Ev
BANw Aépwv “Hexiou -ré:‘fgr 7oy iTouv 4 do not originate inde-
pendently of each other, Iukey, in his opinion, appears here
t0 be the stylist smoothing down the awkward expressions which
VMark used in making his citations, He holds this to be the
case throughout Tuke!s Gosrel vherever he draws from lark, He
also claims that ILuke removed the most marked Hebraisms and
the Aramaic words of Mark.3° On the whole he feels that Iuke
in numerous instances selects words which are more pleasing and
expressive than those whioch liark used. All through his Gospel
Ivke seems to have used a much better Greek to express the things
he had taken from liark,

Zahn, however, holds that Iuke used other sources in the
writing of his Gospel., He belleves, for instance, that the gen=-

27 %bid vole 35 De 49«
28: oxr ;;:amp].;s éﬁe Zahn' Oe 0;17.. vol. 3' Pe 103 1.

29, Thide, Vvole 3, De 104
38: For ::%hmr :exax?mplc.-;s of.s'bylist:l.o and other changes that ILuke

made on the material he drew from liark, see Ibid., vole 3, Pa 105.
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eologies of Tuke come from original documents., Iuke wes a mem=
ber of the Antiochian Church at the time when ‘the Gospel of
lHatthew was read to the congregation. It is also possible,
Zahn argues, that Iuke got a copy of this document and incor-
pora-bcd %{ into his account with some slight modifications and
changes,

After Tuke's Gospel was completed Matthew's Gospel was then
translated into the Greck also. Zahn believes that the Greek
Matthew is the final outecome of the translation of the Hebrew
liatthew, testified to by Papias, among the Greek congregations
of Asia .-Einor.32 He also holds that someone other than Hatthew
translatcd his Gospel into Greek with the help of liark!s Gos=-
pel for addiitions and proper expressions.33 Zahn shows why this
Greck Gospel was so widely accepted very shortly after its trans-
lation, for he says,

"The transference of Matthew's name from the Heb=-
rew to the Greek Gospel, which took place under the eye
of Papias and of others who, like himself, were disci=-
ples of the apostles, presupposes that in this circle
the Greek Gospel was regarded as a complete substitute
for the Hebrew book, i. €. as a substantially correct
translation of the same.” 34

The time and place of this translation is, however, unknown.
lMaclean also h&lds that Hatthew was translated into Greek by
someone other than liatthew, but he believes that the name lat-

thew comes from ecclesiastical testimony of the 2nd century, and

31. dey vole 3' Pes 100,
35: TBIT.) Vol. 2, B 602.
@ vy VOLe Ps .
34. ben_;.: vol. 2: P- 516
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35
not from the sacred vxritings themselves. Fisher likewise ac-
cepts the theory that someone el:ze trznslated lNatthew ard that
it was widely accepled. He points out, however, that this trans-
lator must have been a person held in high regard in the Church,.
If this had not been the case, the Greek Matthew would not have

36 -

been placed on a level with Nark and Iuke,

Concerning the time when this trenslation of Hatthew wes
made, Zahn gives no set date, but says,

"By 100 at the latest, the Gentile Christian

TShurches of Asla liinor,: perhaps also of other regions,

vhere once the Hebrew HMatlthew was orally translated

with great effort, were in possession of a Greek trans-

lation which was conslidered in every sense & substitute

for the original," 37. 38
The fact that the original Aramaic Gospel had disappeared by this
tine was due to the fact that there was no purpose in keeping it,
since 1t had been superseded by & betier Gospel of liatihew in
Greck. Zahn believes that this Greck Gospel enjoyed a fairly
vide circulation by the time of Paplas,

Zahn also attempts to answer the objection that there was
no trace of the Arsmeic Gospel left a short time after the Greek
translation had been mades He Saysy

"The disappearance of the book in no way obscures
the clear traces of 1ts earliex existcence. Scholars
who regard our Hatthew as an original Greek work have

not succeeded in showing the unanimous tradition against
them, which goes back into the first century, %o be in

35 Ofs Ae J. Haclean, "Matthew," %. citey, Pe 593

36. oL, George Park F Shar. ODgp CiTey Pe 580

%7. Theodor Zahn, op. cit., vole Z, D. 520.

38, Orello Cone, Op. oit., P« 196, asserts that the datc of the
final revislon of latthew is held to be later than 70 A« De DY
most Protestant scholars,



ervor, and therefore have not succeeded in setting it
.agsilde." 39

This theory of Zahn's has come in for much discussion anong
lew. Testament scholars. Salmon, especially, has discussed and
studied the theory from all angles, After reviewing =211 the ar-
guments for and against this double-iatthew theory, he ays;

Gf thase pEooSting dDSUMADA oL SoMA e BT (S

e e Egge‘%gg;fa%ﬁnﬁﬁgegt?tarr’gsﬁgwiigefo

pendent work." 40
In support of this statement he zives the following evidence
againgt the possibility of an Arameic and then 2 Greek Matthew
arising in that oxrder. These are:

(1) The itranslation of Hebrew words in Natthew - ce 5o I 23,
ZVIII, 33.

{2) The cxplemation of the customs of Falestine = e. g XXII,
23, iXVII. 15, 8, =nd XXVIII, 15, which would not have becn
necessary for Jewish readerse '

(3) Tone of the Fathers show any accuaintance with any Greck

v text of this Gospel othex than we n&dhave.41
The theory of a double Matthew developed by Zahn has not found
the support of scholars to any great extent. Many of its points
ere stlill in necd of proof.

Zehn's theory leaves no room for the document "G." Zahn

completely rejeoted "Q" as one of the sourccs of the Gospels of

39, Theodor Zahn, opes Cit., vole 2, DPp. 520 & 521,
40: George Salmor'z,—%_., oIt:, p..15:5..
41. Ibid.. PPe 155- ®
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Hatthew and Tuke. He felt that the evidence for such a docu=
nent existing wms totally iredequete. The report of Fapias, in
his opinion, refers to a complete Aramalc Gospel of Matthew and
not to a document "Q" containing the Sayings of Jesus in the
maine "Q," therefore, finds no room in his solutiorn of the Syn=-
optic Froblem, He does, howover, favor the theory that the
Gospels were interdependent and that one was used by the other

as & Source.
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CHAPZER IX
The Four-Source Hypothesis

In the t entieth century, Canon B. He. Streeter, a noted Few
Testament scholar, published a book entitled, The Four Gospels,
This book appeared ir the year 1925, although Streeter had ale
ready dev loped his theory.some jears before this time., In this
book he set forth his Four-Source Hypotheslis as the solution to
the Synoptic Problen,

As in the Mwo-Source Hypothesis, so in the Four-Source Hy=-
pothesis, Stri.eter accerted the pxliorit: of laxk!s Gospel., He
accept ' d this fact for the following five reasons: (1) Matthew
reproduces 90% of the subject matter of lHark. Iuke reproduc:s
more than 50%, (2) In the average section occuring in the three
Gospels the language of the nctu 1l words used by liark are Tro-
produced by liatthewand Iuke, alternately, or both tog;-'l:-her, (3)
The relative ord:x of incidents end sections in Mark in gener-l
arc supported by lMatthew and Tuke, (4) The primitive character
of lark shows itsclf in a) the use of phrases likely to czuse
offensce toned dowm in the other two Gospels. b) roughnes: of
style and grammer and the preservation of Arsmaic werds, and (5)
The distribution’of Marcun and non=-Harcen materiel in Matthew and
Iuke oppears as if each had befors him Harecan materisl in a single
document, anl was faced w:l.th the problem of combining this with
maverial from other :ources. He thus accounts for the similar

1, 0f, Canon B, H. Strecter, The Four GoSpels, pp. 151-152, |

P S s ——- -
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incidents and vords to be found in all three of the Synontic Gos-
pels as having been copled from MHark by Matthew and Iuke,
Streeter next took up the question of things common to Mat-
thew and Tuke, He found five seotions in vhich the two accounts
are parallel %o each other. TheY are: 1) Moat of John the Bap-
tistts preaching, 2) Details of the temptation, 3) The Sermon on
the Mount, 4) '.li]ge healing of the Oenturiont!s servant, snd 5)
John's message. In compawing the contexts of these sections he
was puzzled by two facts == 1) That. thé common material occurs
in quite different contexts and is arranged in a different order
in the two Gospols and 2/ the degree of resemblance between the
parallel passages varies considerably (att, ITI, 7-10 and Imke
I1I, 7-9, 2gree in 977 of the words used.) He tried to explain
these disorepancics by showing the possivility of omissions in
a comnon source which Tuke and Hatthew used in addition to iark,
Thus he readily sccepted the "Q" hypothesis as a source of lat-

thew and Inke where they agrced with each other,

"
.

In discussing the formation of the Goapel of luke and Hate
thew, however, Streetexr postulated a source for each from whioch
each drew exclusiv:ly., He admitted that they both wused lark and
the documnent "Q," but added that Luke and Matthew both used

an additional source peculiarly thelr own.

2. Cf. Ibido’ PDe 182 & 183.
3. Of. Ibid., pp. 882 & 183,
4. CL. Ibido 9 De 184,
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Strecter, in disoussing Tuke, says that Tuke IX, 51 - XVIII,
14 1s the occnter and core of the third Gospel, end that is cone
tains most cf the parables and narrative peculiar to Iuke as
well as about half of the material in Tuke which can pleusibly
be assigned to "Q."s The material which was not assigned to "Q"
Strectexr assigned to a special source on which ILuke alonhe drcwe
This source he designated with the letter "L." This "L" mater-
ial peculiar to Luke was suprosed to come from the traditions of

the Church at Caesarea and may have been set dovn in writing there,

Iuke in composing His Gospel, first combined the "L" and
"Q" material to form his Gospel. Streeter gives the following
evidence for the process when he says,

"Collateral ecvidence that the Q@ and I material had
been combined before they were used by the editor of the
Third Gospel can be found in the use of the style § ¥vgios
"the Lord," instezd of the simple name Jesus in narrative.
This usage is not found at all in latthew and lark thot
it ig found twice in the spurious conclusion of lark
(Xvi. 19, 20)." 8

This document representing a combination of these two sources
he designated as Proto=-Iuke. He also held the author .to be Iuke.
In specking of the author of Frotoe-Iuke, he says,
"I suggest that +the author of Froto-Iuke -- the
person, I me=n, who combined together in one document

Q and the bulk of the material peculiar to the Third
Gospel == was no other than Iuke the companion of Paul," 9

5¢ Ofs Ibid., e 203 =3 s
6. Of, Ibide, Pe 208, for a list of passages he assigns to "L",
7. 0fs %. De 230 & 231, for & Aiscussion of this ond other

local Gre aditions,
8. Ibid., p. 212,
9« Ibldey De 218+

6, 7
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Aftexr this document had becn formed, Iuke came into possce-

sion of a copy of lark and incorporated poris of this Gospel in-

to his ovn Gospel, Iuke, in his opinion, was more of 2 compiler

than HMaxl and ev:an Natthow. His prologuec 1= used by Strector as
evidence for thls fact .lo Necause of his complilatiorn from these
various sources, Inke's ordar is considered more original by
Streeter than St. Iatthew's, Te prove his contention he advances
the Tollowing argument=: 1) Iuvke az a ruvle avoids :'.nflai:ingu his
sources, 2) He usuvally glves them in approximately their original
order, a2nd 3) He has a tendeney o follow one sowrce at & tima.lz

According o Streeterts theoxry, ilatthew's Gospel also has
three source: ilncorporated within it. The third sowrce: besides
Merk and "Q" used in Matthew, in his opinion, represents the tra-
dition of the church et Antioch. MNatthew, then, combined these
three sources first using Mark and "Q" and then adding his own
sourcc vhich Streceter designates by the letter "il.," Strecter
says of thls proocess,

"If the suggestions put forward above be accepted,

it would follow that Matthew!s Gospel represents a com-

bination of the primitive 'gospels of Jerusalem, intie

och, and Romee' " 13

Concerning latthew's principles in handling these sources,
Strecter believes his method to be that of conflation rather

then editorial, In compering the use of "Q" by Matthew and Iuke,

10, Cf, %’bid., D« 219 £,, vhere he discusses the whole process
in some de .

11, By inflotion he means following one source for a time and
the other with additions being made to the accounts found in one
gsource, This term has been a favorite one with New Testament
scholars who view the Synoptic Gospcls as arising in an evolutionary
e 02, Ipid 275

® . sy Do °
13, Ibide., De 234.



he says, for instance,

"Wherever parallel passages of Matthew and Tuke ex=
hiblit marked divergence, editorial modification of Q is

a less bable gm&%o_n than co@ti@ of QO by liat=
Thew w.‘l.% %%e Tanguage of a parallel version,
He then illustrates this theor; by showing how Matthew and Iuke
used the material meking up the Sermon on the lount. He says,

"The Sermon on the Mount (Matt, V-VIII) is four
times as long as Iuke's Sexrmon on the Flain (Imke VI,
20-49)3 but there are two considerable sections of it
wlm:l.cxlir,l mu@ al_égen':d :Erigmdﬂ'xe Sexmon oxtl the Pilﬁ:ln, oc=
cur Iuke scatter ex eon eﬁs. ese
show such close verbal o latthew that they
magt certainly be referred to Q (Mt., VI, 22-23=Iuke ZI,
23-26' KVI’ 13| XII' 22-31’ and Matt. VII' T=-11=Tuke
XI, 9=13). These oreate no diffioculty; they have ob-
viously been inserted in their present context by Mate
thew in accordance with his practice of tagslomerating,?
i. es of collecting into large discourses all the a-
vailable materiel dealing vith the same or related
topics." 15

He feels then that liatthew has drawn large numbers of shorter
discourses together in large ones in his Gospel, and thus we get
the five or six long discourses of Jesus which we find in Hat-
thew's Gospecl, liatthew's Gosypel is not in chronological order
for that reason.

In dlagrem this Four-Source Hypothesis theory would appear
like this:

" a2 - nyn

l Iatthew I P.Eo"gp-I.uJ:e

14. Ibid., P. 249,
15. mo: gl’o 249 & 250,
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In examining Streeter's view on "Q", it can be said that he
feels that there is much less "Q" material in Matthew and JIuke
than the proponents of the Two-Source Hypothesis ﬁosmlate. He
" has transferred much of what .was formerl: thoushlt of as being
from "Q" to his "M" and "L" sources for Matithew and Iuke respece
tively, The only material he definitely will assign to "Q" is-
the digcoure material of our Loxd found in both Iuke and Fat-
thew, He also admits that "Q" amd the :-Earcari?as well as "QI
and the Matthean sourccs may have overlapped. "Q" for him
then is only one of four sources for the Synoptic Gospels.

As far as the place of compositibn goes, Streeter holds
that "Q" rcpresents the Antiochian tradition and was composed at
Antioch, He feels that it is one of ‘the oldest Gospel sowrces
sinc: Antloch was one of the first Gentile cities to have a
Christion congregation in its midst. He also says that NMatthew
was most like the author of this document "Q," and that in all
probability 1t was written in Aramaic. Hg is then in agréement
with the proponents of the Two-Source Hypothesis on the author-
ship =nd languége of "Q.," However, he also m;;-.intains that "qQ"
was translated into Greck very soon aftig it was written so that
it could be of use o the Greek Church,

The contents of "Q" also received his attention, He assigns

the following passages from Iuke as solid "Q" material: IX; 57-

16. Gf. Ibid- 9 p. 231.
17« Cfs o9 PPe 230-246.
16. G:E. I g Pe 233.
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X, 24; XI, 9;19:11, 12; XII, 22-XII, 57; XIII, 1B8-XIII, 35; and
XVII, 22=37. He selects these passages as belng solid ex=-
tracts taken :l:‘romagq" uron a closexr scrutiny of a number of
shorter passages. He feels that such large sections can be
assigned to "Q" 'bx:oatanie Luke'!s order of events is taken from :
"Q" without changes. Strecter also llists smaller secctions as
coming from "Q" and allows for the possibility that his list is
not entirely complete.22

In regard to the character of "Q," Strecter claims that it
was a documcnt comparable to an 0ld ﬁ.‘estament prophetsic book
like Jeremiah, In his opinion 1t consisted principally of dise-
courses with an occasional narrative injected here or there to
explain some portion of teaching found in "Q." The Baptism and
Tomptation zare included by him because these were probably re=
garded as the "call" of Jesus to the liessianic officc. He also,
in agrecment with the proponents of the 'i‘wo-Sggroe Hypothesis,
says that "Q" contained no Passion narrative.

Streeter has minimized the importance of "Q" as one of the
documents used in the composition of the Synoptic Gospels. IHe,
however, has maintained that "Q" vas one of the sources of the
synoptic Gospels. To him, as with the Two-Source Hypothesis pro=-
ponents, "Q" is still the principal socurce for the discoursc ma=

torial of Josus in ‘the Synoptic Gospels.

19, Cf. Ibid., P. 278
20: 01’: Ib d:: p: 278: for the shorter passages and“how he uses

them to prove that these larger passages are from "Q.

21. Gf. b (] [ ] 273. .

22, CEf, 1‘51%1.: g. 292 for a list of passages in Iuke which Stree-
ter considers to be taken from "Q,"

23. Cf. m-' Pe 291 £,
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Streeter advances three arguments in support of his Four=
Source Hypothesis, They are:

(1) It glves a fuller meaning 4o the refercnce in the preface
of Iumke to the "many" who had written.

(2) It explains the curious mixture in latthew of Judaistie
with Universalistic sayings, and the concurrence of the conspice
uously anclent along with some highly doubtful matter.

(3) The conneotion of these Gospels with the traditions of the
great churches explains ‘the authoritative position soon achicved
over rivals and thus thelr ultimate celectlon as a nucleus c;f ‘the
canon.24

A number of arguments have been advanced against this Four-
Source Hypothesis., These argumonts are of such welght that they
h-ve practically dismamtled this theory. It has never found much
supror’ from Wew Testament scholars. The arguments for the re-
Jjection of this th«ory are:

(1) It is based on an evolutionistic (naturalistic) conception
of Christianity.

(2) It begs the whole question of the nature of Christ. This
theory does not take the divine nature of Christ into account,

(3) It violates the doctrine of Verbal Inspiration of the Sorip-
tures by the views of a Proto-Inke and "M" and "L" documents.

(4) It has no suprvoxrt in the accounts of the Church Fathers.

24, Cf. Ibid., PPe 268 & 269,
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(5) It is based on an unproven theory of d.eve:l.apmetrt:.25

(6) The passages glven as coming from the various sources are
nerely unproven opinions of the author of thls theorye

(7) It degrades the evangelists Matthew and Iuke to slavishé
arbitrary, plaglaristic compllers rather than Gospel writers. 2

(8) It disregards the statements of Imke'!s preface which say
~that he wrote in order afier examining the accounts that had
been written before he wrote and making inquiry of eyewitnesses.
Tuke's prefasce leaves no room for two Iukes =-- a FProto=Iuke
and our canonlical Iuke.
These arguments are impressive and compelling, ' On the basis of
these arguments this Four-Source Hypothesis must be rejected.
It has no evidence in its favor as far as Church History goes.
The whole Hheory is merely an hypothesis of a unique method of
a group of Gospels coming into being, As a solution to the Syn=-
optlic Problem this theory can be said to have contributed little.

2he Cfs, He Ce Thiessen, OD. Oit-. PP 110 & 111,
26, Ofs Ibid., De 127 o
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CHARZER X

I=

Coneclnsions

The Two- and Four-Source Hypotheses have both included
the document "Q" in thelr solutions to the Synoptic Problem,
Both these theories included the document "G" in their solu=
tions because they assume that a combination of sources was
used ir the composition of the Synoptic Gospels. The work
of the rroronents of these two theorlies has resulted in some
conclusions conitributing toward the solution of the Syroptiec
Problem, In this thesis these conclusions have besn analyzed
=nd sumnarized. Some of these conclusiors can be considered
as possibilisies helping toward the sclution of the Synoptic
Froblem, The following conclusions with regard to this pro=-
blem may be accébted since they don't violate the doctrine of
Verbal Inspiration of the Seriptures and don't contradict the
reports of the chuioh Fathers and the Gospels themselves with
regérd to their couposition. They are ten in number, TheY
are:

(1) The use of sources on the part of the Synoptic Writers
+ can be accepted, Tmke gives evidence for the use of sources
in the prologue of his Sospel. The other Synoptic Gosples
show evidence of this same fact hecause of their similarities
to Tuke in many sections. The use of sources or a source
does not militute against the doctrine of the Verbal Inspir-

ation of the Sceriptures.



(2) Oral tradition probably was also incorporated into the
Synoptic Gospels, Paplas, for instance, reports that “ark ine-
corporated the verbal accounts of Peter into his Gospeli. It
is reasonable o assume that the othexr two Synoptic Writers
also did the same thing even thoush we do not have any evi=-
dence in tradition for this, Iuke,in his prologve, says that
he investigated the things pertaining to the life of Christ,

He surely alsc must have consulted oral tradition since he
says (XI. 2) that he consulied eyewitnesses, ¥Fatthew himself
vas an eyewltness of most of ‘thes events in the lifs of christ
and surely set dowm the things he saw and heard in his Gospel,

(3) The priority of an Arsmaic iatthew can be admitted on
the basis of the testimony of the Church Fathers. They are
very definite in thelr reporting of an Aramaic Gospel of Late-
thew, This does not exclude the possibility that atthew trans-
lated his own Gospel into Greek and even madc some few addi-
tions, It must be admitied that there is no tradition that
Vatihew translated his ovn Gespel into Greek. Nelther is there
any tradition o the contrary. The absence of any reference
40 a lranslation would point to HMatthew himself as the trans-
1l:tore The faithful translation of Mat'hew by someone else in-
to Greek would not mean the destruction of its wvalidity or in-
spiration. The Church Fathers give no evidence for this sup-
position, however,

(4) Mark's use of Matshew's Aramaic Gospel seems to heve
good evidence in its favox,
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(5) lMerk's use of cther sources than Natther only is shown
by his differences from and additions to ¥Yatthew. The report
of Papias on his connection with Peter is also strong evidence
for thls fact,

(6) Imke's use of liark as one of his sources is a reasonable
assumption on the basis of a comparison of the two accounts,
His verbel similarity in many instences is cvidence for this
fact. His sequence of events also follows iark'!s in the main,
This is also some proofl that he may have used liark.

(7) That Iuke used sources in addition to liark cen be provcd.
His variations and additions had tc come from some other soure
ces, His rrologue slso indlcates that more thén one source
was used in the writing of his Gospel,

(8) ™he priority of liark's Gospel as the first in Creek is
alnost universally admitted Dy the critiics of the Syroptic Gos-
pels. As lineleri. says,

"no writexr having before him a smooth would gra=-
tulitously introduce harsh or difficult phracscology
vhereas the converse change is natural and common.” 1

All the cvidence of the Church Pathers seems to polnt this way.

(9) The existence of a hypothetical document "Q" containing
the sayings of Jesus and used as a source both by iatthew and
Iuke is postulatedand admitted by meny scholars who reject
Form Criticism and the Oral Tradition Hypothesis. The evidence
for the existence of such a document is based entirely on the
statement of Papias on Matthew and the similarities found in
Tuke and Matthew, The proof for the existence of this document

l. A. J. Haclean, "Maz‘k," Ope. cit., P. 580,
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is not convineing nox conclusive. All the arguments that have
been aivanced for the existence of this document are based on
rostulations oxr hypotheses. I% is still merely an assumption
to assert that such a dooument ever existed or ever w:s used
in the vriting of the Gospels of latther and Tuke.

(10) A3 Bible scholars 'I?elié;ins in the Verbal Inspiration
of the Seriptures we e=n hold +that the Synoptic Writers were
interdependent, and that they may have used the same source
materials, both oral and written. Eut which sources they used
and how they used them has not yet been satisfactcrily ox-

nlained.
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