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Gospel,' which occurs in-the-Pauline Epistles to refer 
to fhe Gospel according +o St. Luke. (Fuseb., Church 
History, Bk. i141, Chapt. 4)." 2 $ereey at 

Irenaeus also gives en account (Against Heresies, Bk. 411, chapt. 

14) of the contents of *his book which show that he is referring 
4 Nag 3 
to the book wa now know as Luke*’s Gospel. 

We next turn to Tertullian. He reports that his teacher 

Cerdon received only Luke's Gospel. He says, "Tne Gospel of 
im y i 4 

Luke alone, and that not entire, does he receive." 

Another valuable piece of evidence for Luke's Gospel is the 

Mure*orian fragment. It reports of luke, 

> "the third book of +he Gospel is *hat-according 
+o Luke. Luke, the physician, when, after *+he ascef- 
sion of Christ, Paul had taken to himself as one stu- 
dious of right (or, probably, as travelling companion) 
wrote in his own name whathe had been told (or in 
order), although “he had-not himself seen the Lord in 
the flesh. He set down the events as far as he c6uld 
ascertain them, and began his story with the birth 
of John." 5 

All that +his fragment tells us concerning Luke's work coincides 

with the Gospel we have before us todays , 

Maclean in his article on Luke lists the foregoing Father's 

evidence for Luke, but he also mentions a few more names. He 

concludes with regerd to the Fathers’ testimony, J 

-"Of 2nd cént. writers tHe following can without 
déubt be said to havd known the Gospél or to imply 
its previous composition: Justin Martyr (c 150 A. D.),- 
who gives particulars found in Lk. onlys; Tatian, his 
pupil, who included i+ in his Harmony (The Diatessaron) 3 

  

2. George Salmon, op. cite, pps 99 & 100. 
Se Cf. Re Go He Lens f, Ope cite, Pe 487. 

4. Tertullian, Against eresies, Chapt. 6. 
5. Henry Benson, Ope Gites De 40.



  

Gelsus (ce A. D. 160 or c. 177), who fefers to the gen= 
eald, of Jesus from Adam; the Clementine Homilies (2nd 
cent.); *he Gofpel Of pseudo-Peter, & Doce+ic work (ce. 
Ae De 165? Swete); fhe Testament of the Twelve Patrie 
archs, A Jewish Christian work (verore A. D. 135, Sinker 
In Smith's Dict. of Ghrist. Blow.); the Epistle of +he 
Church of Lyons and Vienne (A. De 177)3 Waraion, who 
based his Gospel upon Lx. and abtreviated ifs the Val- 
eohenaenas and Heracleon who wrote a commentary upon 
te 

The cumulative witness of +his imposing group of writers and 

writings leaves little or no room to doub+ *he Lukan authorship 

of the Gospel bearing his name. By «he end of the 2nd cen*ury 

Luke's Gospel was acknowledged and kmown quite universally in 

*he Church. His sources, however, do not seem to be given by 

she post-apostolic writers and writingse agen 3 

A strong *estimony for Luke's Gosp21 «ha+ dare not be over= 

looked is that of *he heretical Wlarcion. Marcion accepted only 

Luke 's Gospel of the four. He did not attack the Luan author= 

ship of this Goaseis, He regarded *+his work of Luke's as the 

only real Gospel. His testimony is importani: because it dates 

from approximately the year 159 when he began +o make public his 

+eachings » 

In taking all the evidence for *he three Gospels found in 

the Church Pathers and *he contemporary writings of “he time we 

glean the following facts: 

(a) The first Gospel was written by en Apostle and «he second 

and third by followers of the Apostlese = Si 

(b) fhe chronological order of the composition of these Gospels 

was Mat+hew, Mark, and Luke. 

  

6. Ae Je Maclean, "Luke," ope Gite, Pe 5570 
7. Of. Re Ge. He Lenakl, ope cite, ppe 487 & 488.
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-- - ool! 

(oc) Matthew's Gospel is unanimously reported as writ++en orige 

inally in the Hebrew (Aramaic) languages 

(a) Matthew's Greak Gosre2 is substantlally identical with the 

Hebrew (Aramaic) original. 

  

8. Cf. Charles J. Gallan, ope cite, pe 56.
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GHAPZER VI 
The Oral Gospel or Tradition Hypothesis 

as *he Solution of the Synoptic Problem 

The solution of +he Synoptic problem on *he basis of +he 

oral tradition hypothesis has its origin in 1818 when i+ was 

first formulated by Giesler. Other New Testament: scholars of 

note who have been supporters of this hypothesis are Westcott, 

Ebrard, Alfor} N8sgen, Pressence, Guericke, Gode+, Norton, 

Wetzel, and Veit. : 

=: These men and others hold that the Apostles were not *#he 

type of men who would write a history of Christ's life ina 

strict chronological sequence. They had not led the lives of 

literary men before becoming Christ's disciples or believers. 

Gone characterizes these men by saying, 

"The apostles, being mén without culture, could 
only by necessity be moved to write, dnd no demands 
could-“have been made upon them which théy were not 
able to meet by means of oral communication." 1 

Their mean way of perpetuating the story of Christ was oral in 

his opinion, since that was the way in which they had perpetuated 

events in their own lives and in their own tradition before they 

had come into contact with Christianity. These followers of 

Christ were not accustomed +0 writing biography. It was not 

a natural thing for these apostles to sit down and write a bie 

ography of Christ's life as soon as they had received the in- 

formation after being with Christ or being converted. 

  

1. Orello Cone, op» cite, p. 158.
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The advocates of this oral tradition hypothesis further a= 

gree that the Jewish people were a group who clung firmly to 

their traditions and repeated them from generation to generation 

by word of mouthe From this fact: they conclude that an oral 

tradition on the life of Christ could grow and develope within 

@ group which had a Jewish background. Goodspeed uses this are 

gument in favor of the oral tradition theory when he writes, 

- - "the earliest Gospel was unwritten. It arose in 
that Jewish atmosphere in which the pious course was 
not +o write and read but fo compose and mémorize. 
Jewish Ways of tréating interpretation of *he Law af= 
fected their first memories of .Jesus, whose sayings 
early Jewish Christians “naturally preserved as they 
dia those of their great rabbis, in memoriter form." 2 

He concedes the probability of such an unwritten oral tradition 

developing. The habits of the Jews would not in any way be 

against the development of this +raditione q ro ata 

fhe oral tradition hypothesis adds further that there would 

be a general uniformity to the tradition because the apostles 

had all been together for quite some time in Jerusalem after 

Christ 's ascension into heaven. It is claimed on the basis of 

Acts 1. 1 = viil. 4 that the apostles. did their teaching and 

preaching in Palestine at first, with their headquarters in z 

Jerusalem. Thus their sermons and their teaching covered about: 

the same material. The upholders of this theory also argue 

that this close connection between the various apostles made 

it possible for a large amount of material on Christ's life to 

be retained in the minds of each of these men. 

  

2. E. Je Goodspeed, The Formation of the New Testament, pe S5e
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When +hese men then scattered out: into the world *hey had a 

well-stocked memory of the events in the life of Christ. They 

spread out to work among the non=Yewish people in the Roman Emo 

pire. Here *hey had to tell much more about Chris+ each eime 

they spoke, since their audiences were not familiar with the 

events in the life of Christ. Riddle holds that this is the real 

cause for a connected tradition of Christ's life. He says, 

"the-most important effect of proclaiming s*ofies 
of Jésus fo Gentiles is that 1+ was-due to this attive 
ity that the early messages gre info connécted stories 
of Jesus*-lifes This was the ultimate lefigth into which 
+he*primitive tradition--at first only stories of Jesus’ 
death and resurrection--grew." 3 

- - - - 

This oral Gospel tradition was +hen adapted by the writers 

of *he first three Gospels for the particular group or individ- 

ual they were addressing in writing. The original tradition was 

in Aramaic, and only when the Church expanded into the Hellenized 

world, was there a need for putting the tradition into writing. 

The Hellenized minds were accustomed to having their sacred ma- 

terials set down in written form. Cone substantiates this, 

- "-nis originally~“Aramaié oral-type of Gospel-tra-e 
di*ion was carefully translated into Gresk, as cofisi-= 

‘ derable numbers of Hellenists were recéived into the 
Church. Finally, each of the evangelists adapted hime 
self in “the Bhoicé and use of the historical material 
of the tradition to the circle of réadérs for whom ~ 
his work was primarily inteded, so that Matthew wrote 
& purely Palestinian Gospel, Mark a modified Pales= 
tinfan ofe, and Luke a” Pauline “work frém the point of 
view of the great apostle's interpretation of Chris- 
tdanity." 4 

By this process they would tend #0 write up similar events and 

use similar words in their accountse 

  

3. Donald We Riddle, ofe cits, De 29e 
4. Orello Cone, Ope Gites Gites De 140. 

‘ : 

NaeMesngay. r “eee
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This fact of each writing toa different group or individe 

ual also accounts for the dissimilarities of the Synoptic wrie 

terse Added to this fact is the one that each writer had an in- 

dividual style of his own. The needs of each group written to 

also had to be taken into account. The interests of the persons 

. addressed were widely different . People of a Jewish background 

did not need the explanation of Jewish cus*oms, so Matthew wrote 

+hem a Gospel without these explanations while Luke, writing no 

a Gentile, went into a detailed explanation of Jewish customs in 

order to make the life of Christ intelligible +o Theophilus. 

The scholars who uphold this oral Gospel or tradition hy- 

pothesis asser* that it was necessary *o set this oral Gospel or 

tradition down into writing because the apostles scattered out 

into the world. The apostles might easily forget some of *he 

facts of the Gozpel. The opportunity to refresh their minds by 

consulting fellow apostles was no longer at hand. The best means 

of preserving the Gospel facts was +o set *hem down into writinge 

Salmon uses *his 6s'a point in favor of the oral tradition in the 

words , 

"A few detached aphorisms of 4 great teacher may 
be carried by the memory fdr some time, and be passed 
on from one “to another: but discotirses of the leng*h 
we find in the Gospels could, “in the ordinary course 
6f things, have perishéd, if they had not been from 
#hé-firs+ either committed +o writing, or, if ~cém- 
mitted to memory, kept alive by constant repetition. 
It 4s surprising héw 1i#tle of spoken words ordina 
memories are able +o retain.” 5 

  

5. Georse A. Salmon, Ope Gite, De 185.
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_Another piece of evidence cited by this group of scholars 

for the oral +radition hypothesis is Luke's prefaces. They are 

gue that this reference to the use of sources on the part of 

Luke points clearly to an oral tradition as the source of his 

Gospel. They argue further +hat by implication the other *wo 

Bynoptitesss tere used the same process in the writing of +heir 

Gospeis. 

* This group of scholars also point to the similarities of 

+he Synop*ic writers as evidence for the use of a common oral 

tradition. They are reluctant *o admit: the possibility of the 

Synoptic writers using *he same writ*en--source or sources for . 

* their common material because they say that the oral tradition 

is sufficient to account for thie. 

9 Many scholars re ject this hypothesis of an oral tradition 

as the complete solution of the Synoptic problem because of 

several considerations. Charles Callan and Floyd V. Filson 

have summarized the reasons why this theory is unacceptable. 

They give the following reasons why this theory cannot be ace 

cepted: ‘ i 4 f 

(a) Why 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 tradition cer*ainly preserved and handed 

down? 

  

6. Of. Luke 4. 1-4. < = SS = 

% For-eltcidation on pues pointyets Baits meatoctts Intro- 
duction to the Study of the soaps S, PPe e 

Se Gr oe ibide, Pppe 26L - Z1 e : 2 . is 
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