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PREFACE

THE present work may be taken as a substitute for Vol. IT of the
series of ‘“Modern” commentaries on the Gospels projected more than
twenty years ago. Vol. I appeared from the Yale University Press
in 1909 under the title Beginnings of Gospel Story: A Historico-critical
Enquiry into the Sources and Structure of Mk. Vol. 11, entitled The
Book of the Precepts of Jesus, a commentary on Mt prepared on the
same plan as its predecessor on Mk, after completion: in manuseript
in 1917 was withdrawn from the Press because of complications
arising from the greatly increased cost of printing. When circum-
stances again made publication feasible, lapse of time had made
mere revision insufficient. The decision was taken to abandon the
more costly form and embody the main conclusions in a series of
“Studies” permitting a combination of various types of observations
on the Gospel, notes introductory, exegetical, and biblico-theological.

Gospel criticism should logically issue in what is called for lack of
better designation a Life of Christ. Real biography is of course out
of the question where contemporary records do not exist and the
career described covers little more than a single year. Nevertheless
the title has been applied for a century and a half to works whose
purpose was to inform the public of the results of historical study of
the four Gospels and may serve broadly to define the ultimate aim of
the present writer. '

For such a work three principal lines of enquiry are dictated by
the nature of the sources. Indeed these themselves give evidence of
the hunger of Christians of the earliest generations to know: (1) The
story of Jesus’ career as prophet and messianic leader up to his tragic
fate in Jerusalem; (2) the nature and content of his message; (3) the
permanent, significance of his personality and work for the history
and practice of religion.

The first of these lines of enquiry leads us directly to the earliest
extant gospel, hereinafter designated Mk because of its traditional
ascription to John, surnamed Mark,! an associate of the Apostle

1In the present volume the abbreviations Mt, Mk, Lk, Jn, are used to desig-
nate the canonical Gospels and their compilers, without reference to the correct-
ness or incorrectness of the tradition which declares them to be “according to”
the Apostles Matthew and John, and the “companions of apostles” Mark and

Luke; also without reference to the sense in which “according to’ should be
taken. When mention is made of the individuals “Mark,” ‘Matthew,” ete.,

vi
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Peter, who is said to have gathered and translated surviving material
from Peter’s accounts of the sayings and doings of the Lord.

The second conducts to a record of the teaching of Jesus no longer
extant save as it may be reconstructed from extracts made by the
canonical evangelists. Mt and Lk contain considerable sections not
found in Mk which cannot have been derived by either from the
other, but coincide even more closely in language than the sections
which they independently derive from Mk. This “double-tradition”
material, as it is still often called, has come to be known as Q (from
the German Quelle=Source), although it is not itself the source, but
only the most easily traceable factor of a lost work which we shall
designate S, drawn upon independently by Mt and Lk to supplement
Mk’s deficiencies of teaching material. S cannot, of course, be fully
reconstructed from Q alone, though the Q material shows enough of
inner consistency to prove it derived by Mt and Lk from a single
Greek document. Nevertheless with Q as a nucleus, carefully re-
stricted use of two other available factors may enable us to form a
fairly adequate idea of the nature and contents of S.

The more important of these two additional factors for the recon-
struction of S is the “single-tradition”’ material of Mt and Lk, that is,
material found in Mt only or Lk only. This material peculiar to Mt
or Lk will be designated P, or, if need arise to distinguish that of Lk
from that of Mt, P™ and P, Elements of P, both Matthean and
Lukan, give evidence of derivation from the same document as Q.
Parts of P are therefore included by many ecritics in their reconstruc-
tions of 8, though too often the same designation Q is employed both
for factors included under the definition and factors conjecturally
added.

The other factor available for quarrying possible blocks of S is
“triple-tradition” material, that is, elements which have passed from
Mk into both Mt and Lk. For Mk may have also drawn from S,
though for their narrative element Mt and Lk have usually preferred
the source which in tradition bore the authority of Peter’s name.
“Triple-tradition’’ material already has the designation Mk. It needs,
therefore, no separate symbol for parts aseribed to S.

The distinction between Q and S is obviously important. To speak
of the ‘“double-tradition” material @ as if this factor alone ¢ould give
us the lost source is misleading. The introduction of larger or smaller
amounts of P or Mk material without separate designation is no less
so. Worst of all is that prejudgment of the nature and contents of S,
a source totally unknown before the nineteenth century, involved in

the names yvill be printed in full. In quoted passages the abbreviations will be
used, gut with the endeavor in all cases to conserve the exact meaning of the author
quoted.
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references to it as ‘“‘the Logia,” or even “the Logia spoken of by

Papias.” 2 The symbols above proposed are intended to do away
with such question-begging, ambiguous, and misleading terms. Q
will here be used only of “double-tradition’’ material in strict accord
with its usual definition: “coincident material of Mt and Lk not
found in Mk.” If Mk or P material is connected with Q in the at-
tempt to form a true conception of the lost 8 it will come in under its
own proper designation and for reasons stated. The nature and con-
tent of S will not be prejudged by any attempt to apply to it terms
which in their original employment were meant to apply to another
writing. Let it be repeated. In the present work the two main syn-
optic sources are designated Mk and S; the three classes of material
encountered are designated P, Q, and R.

The third line of enquiry leads to a different goal by a different
approach. The fourth Gospel was ascribed by second-century fathers
to the Apostle John, whom they surnamed the “ theologian” from the
opening words of its Preamble. Only in this late product of the
Hellenistic Church has the ultimate question of religious values been
placed in the foreground. True, the earlier three gospels, called Synop-
tic from their dependence on a common outline, are also concerned to
prove the authority of Jesus as a divine Redeemer; but they resort
for proof to the apostolic record of the sayings and doings of the Lord.
To this extent their motive is historical. Jn, contrariwise, subordi-
nates history to doctrine. His version of the sayings and doings is a
selected group of wondrous “signs” from the flood of less respon-
sible report, for each of which he composes an appropriate doctrinal
discourse, the whole work expounding the theory of a divine in-
carnation: Jesus a manifestation of the eternal redemptive Spirit of
God.

The present writer has given his critical valuation and interpreta-
tion of the Petrine-Markan record of the public ministry of Jesus
in three volumes antecedent to this. In Beginnings of Gospel Story
(Yale Press, 1909), Is Mk a Roman Gospel? (Harvard University
Studies VII, 1919), and The Gospel of Mk: its Sources, Structure and
Date (Yale Press, 1926), a foundation has been laid.

As respects the teaching of Jesus also a beginning was made by
the little volume entitled The Sermon on the Mount (Macmillan, 1902),
now left far behind by Marriott’s work of the same title (1925).

The third line of approach is represented in a full treatment of the
history of the fourth Gospel from compilation to canonization under
the title The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate (Yale Press, 1910),

2 See the protest of J. A. Robinson, Study of the Gospels, 1919, p. 69, and com-
pare Appended Notes I and II on ““The Date of Papias’” and “The Meaning of
the Term Ayiwa.”
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though with too little attention to the historical valuation and in-
terpretation of the Hellenistic form of the redemptive message.

All these publications, with others similar, have their place in pre-
paring for a comprehensive Life of Christ; for all three forms of the
tradition have contributed, each in its own way, to the development
of the faith. Those in most frequent use will be referred to in the
present volume under suitable abbreviations.?

But all the present writer’s contributions taken together fall short
of constituting a proportioned series of preliminary studies. The
series on Mk comes nearest to completeness, and has been sum-
marized in the little volume The Story of Jesus: a Valuation of the
Synoptic Record for History and Religion (Century Co., 1926). But
this, as the subtitle makes clear, tells the story of the story. It is only
an approach to the story of Jesus. As respects the Lukan writings
reference can be made to the article “Le témoignage de Luc sur lui-
méme” in Revue d’histoire et de philosophie religieuses, VIII, 3 (Mai-
Juin, 1928), together with some others on Acts; but proportionate
preliminary study looking to a Life of Christ would demand a volume
on the Second Synoptic Source based on eritical comparison of the
teaching material of Mt and Lk. Its fruit might be an appreciation
of the inner life of Jesus not unlike that of W. E. Bundy called The
Religion of Jesus (1928). This might serve to bring into truer per-
spective the Lukan depiction of the great Teacher, far superior to the
Matthean as it is, both historically and for sympathetic appreciation.
But time and strength can hardly be expected for this task. A more in-
dispensable preliminary is a rounding out of the work already done on
the fourth Gospel, to demonstrate its contribution to the ultimate
theme: The personality and work of Jesus in bridging the chasm
between God and man. Were it possible to fill out these unfinished
bits of construction one might feel better prepared to re-narrate
the work and martyrdom of Jesus, suiting the story to an age as
insistent upon historico-critical enquiry as determined upon religious
revaluation.

Life is too short for preparation on such a seale. Such brief working
time as still remains must be given to the two volumes most indis-
pensable to the scheme of approach: (1) The present Studies in Mt,
which aim to clear the way for such appreciation of the great religious
Teacher as can only be gained by placing the witness of Mt in right
relation to the richer resources and more sympathetic touch of Lk;
(2) A historico-critical analysis and interpretation of the fourth
Gospel, to be expected in 1930 under the title The Gospel of the
Hellenists. This study of Jn will aim to show its true place in the
development of the religion about Jesus.

3 See table, p. xxv.
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For Christianity, as it issues from the maelstrom of oriental re-
ligions of personal immortality which contended for the adhesion of
the Graeco-Roman world, is a blend of Jewish messianist apocalypse
with Hellenistic doctrines of redemption by incarnation of a divine
Messenger. In The Gospel of the Hellenists the present writer hopes
to make up that which was lacking in The Fourth Gospel in Research
and Debate. Thereafter, if time and strength are still available, the
larger task may be undertaken of bringing into convergence the
three specified lines of approach. Studies preparatory to a Life of
Christ interpreting Jesus’ brief career as Prophet and Healer, as
messianic Teacher, Leader, and Martyr, as glorified Son of Man, as
redemptive incarnation of the Spirit of God and eternal Lord, may
well demand years of research. If after all the culminating task
should be bequeathed unfinished to other hands, the preparation will
not be regretted. Labor thus spent is its own richest reward.

But the occasion for Studies in Mt is made urgent by two wide-
spread and harmful preconceptions. Both are ultimately due to
illusions of scholars, but one has behind it the accumulated inertia
of fifteen centuries of unquestioning acceptance, the other of scarcely
one. The popular illusion of apostolic authorship, if not for the canon-
ical first Gospel itself, at least for some Aramaic Mt of which the
Greek writing might be taken as a translation, has dominated the
Church’s belief for so long that even a unanimous verdict against it
from all- modern scholarship affects but few. M#t is still used and
quoted by clergy and laity alike just as if it were a primary, or even an
apostolic source, though known and (tacitly) acknowledged to be
secondary. Mt continues today as in the second century to be the
preferred source for all gospel quotations, even when the same pas-
sage is found in Mk or Lk in more original and authentic form. The
effect as regards the particular passage may be of small moment,
but the general result of this indolent’ acquiescence in a secondary,
altered report when more reliable, unaltered witness is available,
is deplorable. It commits to the public as the standard record of
the life and teaching of Jesus a report which is known to be inferior,
a form adapted to the special beliefs and needs of later times. This is
a substitution which could not occur outside a Church which has in-
herited something of the disposition of the seribes rebuked by Jesus
for making the Scripture of none effect that they might keep their own
tradition.

The second prepossession which the present writer would do his
part to dispel is more recent. It is an illusion of scholars which stands
in the way of effective research for the most authentic record of the
teaching of Jesus. We may call it the fallacy of the “Matthean
Logia.”” It had its origin less than a century ago in the theory of
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Schleiermacher which applied to Q the statement of Papias in which
he referred to our own first canonical Gospel as a compilation
(odvratis) of the precepts of Jesus (v Adywa) to the exposition of which
his own work (c. 140) ¢ was dedicated. The Gospel, then as now,
was in Greek and of course bore, as now, the title ‘“ According to
Matthew.” Papias met the objection that the Apostle’s language
was ‘“Hebrew’’ (that is, Aramaic) by affirming that the Gospel had
originally been written in ‘“Hebrew”’ but had been translated by some
unknown Greek Christian. For, as he added, the custom had formerly
been to give renderings of the precepts (not the Gospel) as they had
been orally transmitted in the language of Jesus.

All scholars now admit the impossibility of Papias’ having reference
to, or direct knowledge of, any other Mt than our own. Some fol-
lowers of Schleiermacher’s view took refuge in the supposition that
“the Elder,” from whom Papias derived the tradition, might have
meant a Proto-Mt, equivalent to Q, and been misunderstood by
Papias. The answer that Papias does not profess to derive his state-
ment regarding Mt from the Elder, and could not well have had it
on this authority, had small effect. The notion still prevails that the
second century preserved somehow, somewhere, the remembrance
of a Proto-Mt having certain characteristics other than mere lan-
guage to distinguish it from our own. This illusion, like Jerome’s
theory of similar origin in the fourth century of the ‘“authentic He-
brew,”” began as a bit of scholastic theorizing, but has not yet released
its hold. On the contrary, persisted in by many erities, it already
percolates downward till numbers of intelligent readers begin to talk
of Q as a recovered document and to apply to it the names ‘“The
Logia,” “The Matthean Logia,” and even “The Logia spoken of by
Papias.”

Q is not an illusion but a real discovery, and vitally important.
But Q is not 8. Q does represent a factor of common material by
which Mt and Lk have independently supplemented the deficiencies
of Mk on the side of teaching. It would be of much greater value to
gospel critics and students of the Life of Christ if freed from the pre-
conceptions of scholars eager to find ancient testimony to support
their views. Unfortunately the temptation has proved in many cases
too great. Papias was put upon the rack and a meaning he would not
admit has been forced from his words. In reality nothing whatever
is known of the authorship, character, or contents of S beyond what
critics may derive, directly or indirectly, from Q. Reconstruction has
now come to a temporary halt. Its results thus far are rightly char-
acterized as ‘“‘a heap of interesting ruins.” What might have been
known of S if the protests of Hilgenfeld, Zahn, Wernle, Loisy, and

4See Appended Note I, “The Date of Papias.”
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others against the perversion of Papias had not fallen on deaf ears
only the future can tell. When gospel criticism is no longer domi-
nated by the ghost of Schleiermacher’s dead theory it may be able to
resume its progress toward the better understanding of the teaching
of Jesus.

The present volume has therefore a two-fold purpose. It appeals to
intelligent students of the Gospels, who if aware of the unanimous
verdict of scholarship for the priority of Mk and S have not adjusted
their practice to it. The verdict may justly be called unanimous, for
even Zahn, greatest of the few surviving champions of the ancient
doctrine of the priority of Mt, holds to it only in the roundabout
form proposed by Grotius: a lost Hebrew Mt the common source of
our Synoptic Gospels, the canonical M+t standing to this X in the rela-
tion of a translation whose language has been assimilated to Mk.
This lost Mt naturally has all the qualities which pertained to the
Princetonian lost inerrant Bible. It may not help the publie, but it
saves the face of mistaken apologists.

A forced and belated admission is perhaps all that should be ex-
pected when cherished illusions are dispelled. Yet the writer pleads
for more. Tacit and reluctant assent has little beyond a negative
value. It leaves new truth still an alien substance, an irritating for-
eign body, encysted only because it could not be extruded. New light
can break forth with difficulty from the Scriptures to minds thus dis-
posed. The present volume is addressed to readers of greater faith.
To them it offers opportunity for more careful study of that process
of recasting which the gospel record has undergone, with the aim of
distinguishing the primary testimony from later adaptation. Not that
either should be disparaged, but each lend its own aid to reverent re-
search. For appreciation of Mk and S as prior witnesses to the publie
career and teaching of Jesus should not make valueless the added
witness of later adaptations which adjusted the story to the needs and
beliefs of a post-apostolic age, an age deserving of our study, reward-
ing to investigation by every resource at our command.

A further purpose concerns the scholar’s quest for sources. Again a
double objective is in view. Study of method, means, and purpose of
the redactor has a certain value for its reflection of his own age and
environment, but its chief value is for the removal of obstacles to
further research. Studies in Mt should tend to renew discouraged
effort in the quest of Q. The P element in Mt as in Lk must be sifted
for material of various value. In addition to editorial material (R),
recognizable both from function and from well ascertained peculiar-
ities of style and language, there are almost certainly considerable
blocks of S which Lk failed to incorporate. Besides this we must allow
for elements taken up from current oral tradition (O), and for a cer-
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tain element which is responsible for much of the debate about Mt
gince Jerome’s time, and which might be derived either from oral or
from written sources. It is an element very small in compass but
highly distinctive in character. We shall give to it provisionally the
designation N in the belief that its derivation, whether in oral or writ-
ten form, is from that body of Nazarene Christians represented in the
period of Apollinaris of Laodicea, Jerome, and Epiphanius by an
Aramaic-speaking church in Beroea-Aleppo. Fragments transeribed
by Jerome of a later Gospel of the Nazarenes are still extant, together
with other readings in certain Mss. by seribes influenced by Jerome’s
theory under the marginal note “the Jewish” (76 Tovdawdv).5 Our
working hypothesis will be that just as these Mss. show contamination
from the Aramaic source in the period after Jerome, so in the period
before the final redaction of Mt a precanonical form of Aramaic gospel
circulating in the same region had affected it by similar contamina-
tion. The theory must be tested in our introductory discussions.
The designation N calls for explanation at this point.

The question of sources we confess to be our deepest interest in
these Studies in Mt. For real advance toward the authentic teaching
of Jesus it would be desirable, if time and strength allowed, to pre-
pare such a volume on the basis of critical comparison of Mt and Lk as
above proposed, this to be followed by a second volume applying to
the resultant S the most approved methods of historical interpreta-
tion. The whole might then be summed up in 2 survey of the teaching
of Jesus on the plan of our “biblical theologies.”

A more practicable course is suggested by the structure of Mt itself,
a course which limits attention for the present to this Gospel only. A
half-century ago it was recognized that its compiler has followed the
plan of aggregating his teaching material from all sources into five
great discourses corresponding to the oration codes of the Pentateuch,
each introduced, like the Mosaic codes, by a narrative section, each
closing with a transition formula as the reader passes from discourse
to narrative. To these five bodies of discourse Sir John Hawkins ¢
would apply the Hebrew term pereg, meaning  chapter’’ or ““section.”
The lay reader will find it easier to think of them as “Sermons” in
view of the first of the series, a discourse on the Righteousness of
Sons, to which custom has applied the title “Sermon on the Mount.”
Prefixed to the first narrative section we find two loosely connected
chapters relating the birth and infancy of Jesus from sources else-
where unknown. This section, Mt 1-2, may most conveniently be
designated the Preamble. Correspondingly after the last of the five
discourses the transition formula leads over to three chapters (26-28)

5 See Appended Note VI, “Jewish-Christian Gospels in Relation to Mt.”
6H. S, pp. 163 {.
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of closing narrative relating the passion and resurrection. This envoi
we may call the Epilogue.

The five-fold division of M#t is no recent discovery, as we shall see.
At first, after its recognition by critics, there was a disposition to regard
it as a survival from some earlier composition. The five discourses
were regarded by the veteran Godet as representing the Proto-M¢t sup-
posed to have been attested by Papias. In his Introduction to the New
Testament (Vol. II, “Gospel Collection and St. Matthew,”” Engl. transl.
1899, p. 182) Godet describes them and their method of composition.

They have, he says, a historical basis, forming the beginning of the dis-
course and connected with a well defined situation, a situation signalized
in the same way in Mk and Lk; then the addition to this primitive nucleus
of other materials, heterogeneous as regards the situation, but homogeneous
as regards the matter.

Godet further points out the “nearly identical formula of transi-
tion” whereby after each of the five at 7:28, 11:1, 13:53, 19:1, and
26:1 Mt resumes the thread of his story. He further quotes with de-
served approval the five titles previously proposed by Réville: (1)
Tepl 7fis Sikawooivys, or Concerning Righteousness; (2) Hepl rijs
dmearolfjs, or Concerning the Apostolate; (3) epi 7ijs Bacireins, or
Concerning the Kingdom; (4) Hep: rijs ékxdyaias, or Concerning the
Churech; (5) Iepi 7fs currekelas Tob aidvos, or Concerning the Consum-
mation of the World.

Godet’s idea of “the method of composition” of the discourses
really fits only the first, the so-called Sermon on the Mount, which
contains no Markan material, but is made up as described from
several SQ discourses. It has since been abundantly proved that the
other four rest on a Markan nucleus. In the words of Streeter,” “an
analysis of every one of the Great Discourses yields evidence that it
is an agglomeration put together by the editor of the Gospel.”

But the insight thus slowly gained into the structure of Mt, disap-
pointing as it may be to those who hoped to obtain from it ‘“the Logia
spoken of by Papias,” is nevertheless a discovery of great value, a
discovery which may even find corroboration from antiquity. A
Greek fragment first published in 1917 is fully described by Dr.
Rendel Harris in Part II of his Testimonies (1920, pp. 90-94, 109-
136), and applied in support of his theory that the Logia of Papias
was a collection of messianic prophecies for the use of Christian apolo-
gists. The fragment consists of six iambic verses apparently designed
as a prologue to Mt after the plan of the so-called Monarchian Pro-
logues, or the iambic verses quoted by Irenaeus from “a certain elder”’
(Melito?) who had thus defended “both testaments’’ against the

7 Four Gospels, 1925, pp. 261-265.
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assaults of Marcion and Gnostic heretics. It describes “Matthew”
as writing against the Jews, from whose “deicide” strife all the
heresies are derived.® .

To moderns, unacquainted with second-century polemics against
the Jewish sects as authors of all heregy, it may seem strange to refer
to Mt as written to “curb the rash error of the Jews.” To Zahn, a
scholar well qualified to define the outstanding characteristics of the
Gospel, its “sharp attack upon Judaism as governed and misled by
Sadducaic high priests and Pharisaic rabbis’ is so prominent a fea-
ture of Mt as to lead him to the following italicized definition of the
work: “an historical apology of the Nazarene and His Church over
against Judaism.””® There seems to be, therefore, no obstacle to re-
garding the verses as coming from the age of the apologists, particu-
larly those who defended both Old and New Testament seripture
against the assaults of Marcion. But whatever the authorship or date
of the argumentum its immediate interest for us lies in its description
of the “bridle’” placed by “Matthew’” on Jewish-born heresy as a
work in “five discourses” (wévre Adyos). |

With or without corroboration from ancient sources the discovery
of the “five discourses’ or “Books” of Mt marks an epoch in the
critical understanding and valuation of the work. It should be made
correspondingly prominent in attempts such as the present Studies
to give the Gospel its historical position and value. Several impor-
tant commentaries have appeared since that of Allen in the ICC series,
of which we need mention here only those of Plummer (1910) and
MeNeile (1915). All of these take proper account of the structural
feature of Mt which we have described. Needless to say, critical
analyses and introductions use it as fundamental. But something
more appears to be needed to convey to the public a realization that
Mt is a compilation of gospel teaching in five “books’’ from material
furnished mainly by Mk and S.

8 The verses in question are given in a revised text by R. Harris in Testimonies,
Part II (1920), p. 110 as follows:

Mar6aios elpyer TGy "Tovdalwy Gpdoos:
“Qomep xahwots wévre pluwoas Noyous:
“Ooris 8¢ TobTwy THY émlppnToy wAdyyy
IINGvyp dréxvus (6E)eNéyEe 7§ Noyw
¥ Apdny dmrdoas ovykabeiley alpéoers
Mornp yép abrdv 4 Ocoxrbywy Epis.

For transmission of text and critical discussion the reader is referred to Dr.
Harris. The present writer adheres to the view expressed in his article, “The
Five Books of Matthew against the Jews” in The Expositor for Jan., 1918 (VIII,
85). On Melito and his Key to the Scriptures, see Buseb. H. E. IV, 26. The epithet
“deicide” (edcrovos) oceurs in its earliest known use in a fragment of Melito.

®N.T. Introd., Engl., 1917, sec. 55, p. 560.
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The arrangement of our Studies in Mt aims to meet this lack.
To show the real structure of the work it will be divided into its
seven parts: Preamble (chh. 1-2); Book I, subdivided into a Narra-
tive A, introducing a Discourse B (chh. 34 and 5-7); Book II, simi-
larly subdivided (A, chh. 8-9, B, ch. 10); Book III (A, chh. 11-12,
B, ch. 13); Book IV (A, chh. 14-17, B, ch. 18); Book V (A, chh. 19-22,
B, chh. 23-25); Epilogue (chh. 26-28).

With this subdivision, designed to reflect the evangelist’s structural
plan, it will be convenient to employ a method of study which lays
principal stress upon “introduction’ as the most fruitful of modern
lines of approach, but allows some room for others also. The line of
exegesis will be represented by a new translation supplemented by
marginal symbols and by spacing to differentiate sources from redac-
tion. ‘“Biblical” theology will be represented by discussions of the
teaching of Jesus on the five themes presented by the evangelist in
his agglutinated discourses. To these will be brought the light of
the evangelist’s tendencies as previously ascertained, as an aid to
understanding the actual teaching of Jesus.

For the details of this plan we refer the reader to our Table of Con-
tents as a desirable help in judging to what extent our aim has been
achieved, the aim of winning from Studies in Mt a closer approxima-
tion toward a truly historical and adequate Life of Christ.

“Destructive criticism”’ is the unflattering term which men often
apply to the effort to break away incrustations of traditional belief
from the heroic figure of Jesus. But if the process be attended with
some measure of historical knowledge and some sympathetic apprecia-
tion for the successive developments of religious faith it cannot fail
to open some new vistas through the overgrowth of the centuries
past. New light on that central figure is the tribute we desire to pay
on this nineteen-hundredth return of ‘“the acceptable year of the
Lord.”

B. W. B.
New Haven, January, 1930.
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PART 1
GENERAL INTRODUCTION TO THE GOSPEL
A. EXTERNAL EVIDENCE






CHAPTER I
THE TRADITION OF MATTHEAN ORIGIN

TRADITION as to the origin of the first Gospel of our canon is re-
flected for the first time in the work of Papias, bishop of Hierapolis in
Phrygia, composed about 140 A.p.! under the title Ezposition of the
Lord’s Oracles (Kvpakdv Moylwv é&jynois).? This was Papias’ only
writing, a five-chaptered reply to the “vain talk” of the many
and the “alien commandments’’ of the false teachers complained of
by his older “comrade’” Polycarp of Smyrna, and by other church
writers of the period.? It was based on “traditions of John” and
other “elders” who could report “words of apostles.” These tradi-
tions Papias had gathered through his lifetime and long treasured in
memory. Some, he seems to imply, were obtained by himself directly
from the apostolic group in Jerusalem known as “the elders, the
disciples of the Apostles,’’ others had come to him indirectly through
the daughters of Philip the Evangelist (three of whom lay buried with
their father at Hierapolis) and through travellers who had “come his
way,” and whom he had questioned as to what was being said by
* Aristion and John,”’ the then surviving members of the group.

Aristion is totally unknown.® The “elder” John, clearly distin-
guished as such from the apostle of the same name mentioned by
Papias just before, may be the “John”’ of Jerusalem, seventh in the
group of Jerusalem “elders” the ‘‘successors (8iaddxot) of the Apos-
tles,” ® whose death is placed by Epiphanius in the last year of Tra~
jan (117 A.p.).

The preface (wpoofmor) of Papias’ book stated his purpose in
writing as paraphrased above. It also stated his qualifications for
giving to the “commandments delivered by the Lord to the faith”
their true meaning. His authority lay in his accumulated store of
“traditions of the elders,”” which he considered for this purpose ‘“more
profitable than books” (he writes shortly after the publication of a
work by Basilides, the celebrated Gnostic heretic of Alexandria, in
twenty-four chapters of ‘“Exegetics” based on the Gospel of Lk).

1 See Appended Note I, “Date of Papias.”

2 Strictly ‘“Of the Interpretation (or Interpretations) of the Lord’s Oracles
Five Books” (¢&yyfoews, al. épyioewy, é).

3 Ep. of Polycarp, vii. I Tim. 6:3 f, 20 f; Ti. 1:10-16.

4 See Bacon, s.v. “Aristion” in Hastings’ DCG.

& Thus referred to by several post-apostolic writers; cf. Acts 15:22; 21:18.

3
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Several examples survive, quoted by Irenaeus and others, to show the
nature of this “living and abiding voice’” which Papias, like the
church writers of the generation following, set over against the
“books” of outsiders, false teachers who merely gratified an idle
curiosity of the multitude when they did not “pervert the oracles of
the Lord to their own lusts,’’ as Polycarp eomplains.

Papias, like Polycarp, particularly resented the Greek tendency
to “deny the (bodily) resurrection and (apocalyptic) judgment.”
It is probably for the reason that he wished especially to con-
fute by well authenticated tradition these two misrepresentations
put forth by the false teachers that he places together, at the
end of his enumeration of the apostles whose *traditions” he
quoted, “Matthew,” whose “compend of the oracles” (cdvrafis rév
Aoylwy) was his prime reliance for these, and ‘““John,’” whose Revela-
tion he championed as “‘ worthy of belief”’ (¢éwomarés). This involved
apostolic authorship; for the book based its message to the churches
of Asia concerning the “resurrection and judgment’ on an alleged
divine communication received by the martyred apostle “in the
Spirit”’ on the Island of Patmos (Rev. 1:9-11).

Debate raged for more than a century after Papias over this claim
of apostolic authorship for the Apocalypse of John. The question is
indeed important for the understanding of Papias and his times, but
may be disregarded in our present enquiry. The moral issue was re-
garded as more immediately pressing and turned largely on the true
meaning of the Lord’s words (I Tim. 6:3). These in Papias’ time are
no longer referred to as mere ‘“‘words,” but being ‘commandments
delivered by the Lord to the faith” (¢f. Jn 14:21; 15:10; Mt 28:20;
Ignatius ad Eph. ix, 2), and “derived from the truth itself” like the
commandments uttered from Sinai, are called, like the Mosaic, “ora-
cles.” 7

It is very important to observe that Papias’ enquiries were di-
rected toward obtaining light on the meaning of the accepted “‘ora-
cles,” not toward collecting unknown sayings, a pursuit which could
scarcely rise above the level of the “vain talk” and the “alien com-
mandments’ which he deplored. Among the “books” he deemed of
relatively small value we can imagine him as including the Gospel of
Lk (which Basilides had treated as “the’” Gospel), or the Gospel of
Jn, which he seems to have known but does not mention. More
probably his disregard of these later Gospels is due simply to his full

¢ On the true application of the fragment commonly used as a testimony to the
fourth Gospel, see the present writer’s articles “Latin Prologues to the Fourth
Gospel” (JBL, XXX1I, 3, 1913) and “Marcion, Papias and the Elders” (JThS,
Jan., 1922). See also Appended Note III.

7 See Appended Note II, “Meaning of the Term Logia.”
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reliance on Mt, which contained, as he believed, the complete, au-
thentic, and properly ‘“ordered’’ teaching of the Lord, committed
to writing by one of the Twelve. His sole concern was ‘‘the command-
ments delivered.” As we shall see, he felt at liberty to make some use
also of the “sayings and doings of the Lord” recorded by Mark from
his recollections of the preaching of Peter; but for such resort to an
authority not directly apostolic he feels it needful (much to our ad-
vantage) to advance special reasons. Mt, for Papias (and apparently
for his readers as well), is the standard, unquestioned, complete,
authoritative, apostolic “compend of the Lord’s commandments.”’
It does not occur to him that it needs defense or authentication any
more than contemporary rabbis would think of authenticating the
Torah of Moses.

This explanation of Papias’ environment, motive, and attitude
toward his sources is made needful by certain current misapprehen-
sions. Modern writers are prone to speak of Papias’ preference for
oral as against written sources as if he could be guilty of the folly of
paying more consideration to second- or third-hand report of the ut-
terances of Jesus, transmitted orally, than to a written record which
he believed to be from the hand of an apostle!

Almost equally surprising, considering the eminence of its source,
is Streeter’s extraordinary impression that Papias ‘‘disparages” (!)
Mt.2 This seems to stand connected with a view, perhaps derived
from Wernle, that the criticism of the “order’’ of Mk is based on that
of Jn (a gospel which Streeter attributes to the Elder John). This
view predates by some forty years the rise of controversy concerning
Johannine vs. Synoptic “order.” Papias apologizes for Mk’s lack of
‘““order” precisely because Mk so obviously conflicts with Mt on this
point. He cites authority for his use of Mk, with full explanation
of Mk’s deficiencies, for the very purpose of forestalling objections.
Peter, whose follower Mark had been, ‘“had no design of making
an ordered compend of the oracles (evvras 7év Aoylwv), but related
sayings and doings of the Lord as occasion required (wpds v xpetav).”
Thus Mark, when Peter’s personal witness was no longer accessible,
could do no more than record faithfully what he had heard. Matthew,
however, had made the required compend (cwéraéer vd Adywa) in
proper order. Lk and Jn are entirely unmentioned.

We come thus to Papias’ reference to his standard compend of the
‘““oracles’ he proposes to interpret, a brief statement because unchal-
lenged save on the obvious point that the compend was in Greek,
whereas the language of its alleged author had been ‘“Hebrew.”
Whether Papias’ statement came before or after that defending his
supplementary use of Mk, Eusebius, who makes the extract, does not

8 FG, p. 19.
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tell us. Its content indicates that the two are at least interrelated.
Papias shows what was current and uncontradicted belief in his time
concerning our first Gospel in the following sentence: ‘“‘Matthew
compiled the oracles in the Hebrew tongue but every man translated
them (adrd) as he was able.” ¢

A discussion of the Papias fragment concerning Mk will be found
in GM, pp. 22 ff. with incidental treatment of that concerning Mt.
The latter is central to the discussion in my article “ Why ¢ According
to Matthew’ ”” in The Ezpositor for October, 1920 (VIII, 120). Here
only the central facts need be stated.

If, previous to 140 A.p., there had been dispute regarding the
apostolic authorship of Mt no intimation of the fact appears in Pa-
pias. He is concerned only with the question of translation. He can-
not, as in the case of Peter’s ‘‘reminiscences,” give the name of any
individual whose translation could be regarded as specially author-
ized. But he makes the admission not unwillingly because it only
enhances the value of his own ‘“Interpretations’ (épuyveins). In
former times it had been the custom for preachers to give their own
rendering of the “oracles,” some better, some worse. Those now
given by Papias himself have the support of the living and abid-
ing voice of apostolic tradition. His readers, whose mother-tongue
is Greek, are naturally referred to the Greek Mt. (All his logia
which survive are in fact based on Mt.) Papias expects his own
“interpretations’” to be preferred to those of “alien’ interpreters
not because he is a better linguist but because of his access to the
indigenous and continuous tradition of the Church. Such is the
simple statement regarding Mt deemed sufficient by Papias’ con-
temporaries, coupled with his own explanation of the difference in
language.

Amplification sets in almost at once, after the manner of traditions,
supplying new details. From the last decades of the same century
writers begin to specify the date. Irenaeus avers that the Gospel was
composed ‘“while Peter and Paul were preaching and founding the
church at Rome.” Later writers aim to be more exact and at the
same time to give the Gospel greater antiquity. It was written on
occasion of the dispersal of the Twelve from Jerusalem by the persecu-
tion of Herod Agrippa I, “twelve years” after the Ascension (42
A.p.). This was a favorite epoch with the earliest church writers.
Matthew, it was said, in departing from Jerusalem with the other

9 Mar6alos uév ody ‘Efpalde drakékry T& Noyia cvverdtaro (al. ovveypdiparo), fputvevoe
& alrd s Ay duvards kasros. The oy resumptive shows that the immediately pre-
ceding sentence had dealt with some less closely related subject. The uév, 5¢ brings
into contrast the recording in ‘“Hebrew” with the rendering in Greek. The
object of the verb is not the Gospel, but the “oracles,” whether contained or
not contained in the writing.
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survivors of the Twelve, left behind him with his disciples as compen-
sation for his absence this record of the Lord’s life and teaching.

We need not delay with the later amplifications. As Irenaeus con-
fessedly draws from Papias, and as later writers merely develop the
same belief, it is enough to take it in its earliest known form and test
it by the internal evidence of the Gospel itself. Fortunately this proc-
ess of testing has been so thoroughly performed, with such uniform-
ity of general result that we need only record here by a few extracts
the verdict of representative scholars.

Criticism exhibits an extraordinary contrast in the attitude it has
been slowly driven to assume toward the two declarations of Papias,
(1) his utterance regarding Mk, in which he defends his resort to a
non-apostolic gospel by citing the opinion of ‘“the Elder,” and (2) his
utterance regarding Mt, for which he seems to consider authentica~
tion needless. Modern criticism was at first slow to accept the state-
ment regarding Mk, but has gradually come to admit that in sub-
stance it is surely correct. Less and less do we hear of the pleas for a
possible proto-Mk better meeting the implications of the Elder’s
words. When carefully considered in the light of second-century
interests the Elder’s cautious commendation of Mk appears to be
exactly what we should expect from one of the group of “elders the
disciples of the Apostles” when applied to for a valuation of the
Roman Gospel.’® It was known to Justin, Roman contemporary of
Papias, as “Memorabilia (Awouryuoveduora) of Peter” with the sub-
title “ According to Mark.”” The Elder endorses this belief with cer-
tain reserves. Modern criticism does the same.

Just the opposite has been the fate of the tradition which Papias
gives without reference to any authority as undisputed current
opinion regarding the first Gospel. Modern critics were at first almost
unanimous in’ endorsing his statement regarding Mt. It had in its
favor, to start with, the whole weight of fifteen centuries of undis-
puted acceptance. When questions at last began to be raised !* it
was defended ardently by the greatest New Testament scholars rep-
resenting by far the most influential school of criticism. Yet today it
has searcely a single defender in its original form. A modified form
almost tantamount to rejection is still defended by one, a veteran of
ninety years, seconded by a handful of allies.!?

Challenge to the ancient belief in the priority of Mt came first as
a result of enquiry into the literary relation between the first three

® See GM, pp. 22-49.

1t Erasmus seems to have led the way.

12 Zahn’s views appear to be shared by Schlatter and Dalman. See Appended
Note VIL
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Gospels, or the “Synoptic Problem,” for the solution of which the
first important theory advanced was that of Griesbach, wherein this
eminent philologist sought to prove “that the whole Gospel of Mk
is extracted (decerptum) from the writings of Mt and Lk.” Speaking
of the publication of this theory in 1790 Moffatt in his well known
Introduction (1911, p. 177) declares it the “unlucky and prolific
dandelion, which it has taken nearly a century of opposition (led by
Storr, Knobel, Lachmann, Wilke, Weisse, B. Weiss, Holtzmann,
Weizsicker, and Wendt) to eradicate.”” Griesbach had indeed the
whole weight of ancient opinion in his favor. He obtained the adhe-
sion of the Tiibingen scholars, the most important group of New
Testament critics during the first half of the nineteenth century.
Only by slow degrees, some of the most important contributions com-
ing from Tiibingen itself, was Griesbach’s theory shown to be false
as respects both Mt and Lk. These gospels are indeed in close
literary affiliation with Mk, but the supposed relation must be re-
versed. Both draw from Mk, but the dependence of Mt is much closer
and more complete than that of Lk, and hence is easier to prove.

In the list of great names cited by Moffatt perhaps the greatest is
H. J. Holtzmann, whose Synoptische Evangelien (1863, pp. 15-126)
clearly established this dependence. But we may add a few more
recent names because of the basic nature of the issue, and because the
strong resistance encountered has led modern scholars to a more com-
plete and exhaustive treatment of the question than could otherwise
have been expected.

One of the earliest and most notable was that of Scholten, whose
patient investigation of every aspect of the question, including study
of the editorial method of Mt and of his apparent motive in every
variation from Mk as respects order, omission, addition, and change,
appeared first in Dutch in 1868 and the following year in German
translation under the title Das Aelleste Evangelium. We would refer
the reader especially to pp. 14-178.

Passing over many of less thorough quality, or less specifically
directed to our immediate question, mention should especially be
made of Wernle’s Synoptische Frage (1899), of which pp. 109-195
deal more specifically with the relation of Mt to Mk, the whole ques-
tion being covered in the same methodical and exhaustive manner as
by Holtzmann and Scholten, but with greater conciseness.

English scholars were not less patient, and perhaps excelled in dis-
interested devotion to the clear testimony of the facts alone. The
first edition of Sir John C. Hawkins’ Horae Synopticae appeared one
year earlier than Wernle’s Synoptische Frage, presenting a simple tab-
ulation of all relevant data. A second edition was required in 1909
because the faithfulness to fact of the scholarly author had meantime
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made his book indispensable to every thorough student of the ques-
tion. The special “statistics and observations bearing on the origin
and composition of each Gospel,” particularly Mk and Mt, will be
found on pp. 114-168 of the second edition.

In 1903 appeared the first of the three successive volumes of the
monumental work of the late Canon V. H. Stanton of Cambridge
entitled The Gospels as Historical Documents. Volume I dealt with the
external evidence, or “the use of any of the Gospels in the sub-apos-
tolic age.” Its data therefore may be reserved for our discussion of
the process of canonization. Volume II appeared in 1909, and dealt
(on pp. 30-44 and 323-327), with that element of the problem which
more immediately concerns us now, the dependence of Mt and Lk on
Mk. ‘“This thesis,” says Stanton, “which is now one of the most
widely accepted results of modern criticism of the Gospels, cannot
claim support, it must be admitted, either from early tradition or
from long prescription.” Following this statement (on p. 30), Stanton
proceeds to show why it has, nevertheless, ‘‘increasingly commended
itself to students of the Synoptie problem during recent years.”

Reference to these detailed demonstrations of the priority of Mk
might perhaps be dispensed with were it not for the continued resist-
ance of one of the greatest scholars of our time, Theodore Zahn of
Erlangen, a veteran well designated ‘“the prince of conservative
critics.””® It is with particular reference to Zahn’s championship of
the ancient tradition of the priority of Mt, in the modified form given
it by Hugo Grotius, that we cite in addition the judgment of more
recent scholars, of whom several are not less noted than Zahn for
their opposition to all innovation. '

The scholar must indeed either renounce entirely the right to judge
of ancient writings by their form and content, or else admit that Mt
is not a translation from any other language, but originally composed
in Greek. Schlatter himself admits this. Even Zahn, as we have seen,
admits the dependence of our canonical Greek Mt on Mk. . The
general verdict of scholarship asserts in addition that Mt is not the
composition of an apostle or other eyewitness, but a relatively late
compilation, dependent for its entire narrative outline after the Pre-
amble upon our own Greek Mk, nearly all of which it takes up in
shortened and adapted form—dependent also for the better part of
its further material upon a Greek document shared by Lk which we
have designated S, dependent for the very little it further adds

13 See his Infroduction (Engl. transl. by Jacobus 1917), sections 54-57, espe-
cially pp. 601 ff. As noted above the views of Dalman and Schlatter resemble
Zahn’s on this point. Schlatter’s volume Der Evangelist Matthdus (1929) is con-
sidered in Appended Note VIL

14 See Preface.
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upon certain material designated N, which (whether oral or written
when taken up) is of highly apocryphal and legendary type, recalling
the fantasies of Jewish haggada, or the late legends of the Infancy
Gospels. 18

The grounds on which this general conviction of the Priority of
Mk is based have been recently summed up by Canon Streeter (FG)
in his chapter on “The Fundamental Solution”:

(1) Mt reproduces 909, of the subject matter of Mk in language very
largely identical with that of Mk; Lk does the same for rather more than
half of Mk. .

(2) In any average section which occurs in the three Gospels the ma-
jority of the actual words used by Mk are reproduced by Mt and Lk,
either alternately or both together.

(3) The relative order of incidents and sections in Mk is in general
supported by both Mt and Lk; where either of them deserts Mk, the
other is usually found supporting him.

In addition to these reasons from (a) content, (b) wording, (c), order,
Streeter proceeds to show: '

(4) The primitive character of Mk as respects both form and content.

(5) The distribution of Markan and non-Markan material in Mt and
Lk respectively, which “looks as though each had before him the Markan
material in g single document.”

The reader need only verify the evidence in the pages occupied with
Canon Streeter’s fuller exposition of this outline, or, failing such per-
sonal verification, note the tenor and authority of the pronounce-
ments cited below, to understand why the priority of Mk is commonly
spoken of today as the settled verdict of New Testament scholarship.

For present purposes we may limit our survey to the representative
Commentaries on Mt which have appeared in English since the publi-
cation of Zahn’s Introduction. Of these one of the most conservative
is the ICC of W. C. Allen (1907), which offers on p. Ixxx of the Intro-
duction an implied judgment of Zahn’s theory. Speaking of the an-
cient tradition “to the effect that the first Gospel was written by
Matthew the toll gatherer and Apostle in Hebrew” Allen notes that

)\_ the necessary inference must be that our canonical Gospel is a transla-
| tion of the original Apostolic work.

He continues:

This tradition (and inference) is, however, directly contradicted by the
testimony of the first Gospel itself, for that work clearly shows itself to
be a compilation by someone who has interwoven material from another
source or other sources into the framework of the second Gospel. This

16 See Streeter's characterization of this element of Mt, FG, pp. 502 f.
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renders it difficult to suppose that the book in its present form is the work
of the Apostle Matthew. It is indeed not impossible, but it is very im-
probable, that an Apostle should rely on the work of another for the entire
framework of his narrative. If he did so he certainly composed his work in
Greek, not in Hebrew, for the first Gospel has largely embodied the Greek
phraseology of the second Gospel. It is inconceivable that the compiler
should have rendered Mark’s Greek into Hebrew, and that this should
have been afterwards retranslated into Greek so closely resembling its
Markan original.

Allen sees as the only possible conclusion that the tradition of antig-
uity ‘““has here gone astray.”

The Commentary of Plummer, already cited, repeats (on p. viii) the
judgment of Allen in almost identical language.

More recent, and in many respects superior to both, is that of A. H.
MecNeile (1915), In discussing the question of authorship on p. xxviii
MecNeile points out that the evangelist '

had no knowledge, or at least made no independent use, of the Hebrew
Old Testament.'® He seems to have lived at some place in Syria where the
Christians were not in close touch with Jerusalem, and where the traditions
that reached him were of very varying value, ranging from those which
bear the unmistakable stamp of genuineness to stories of a purely legendary
character, which must have grown up outside the range of the control
which apostles or other eyewitnesses would have exercised. His archaeolog-
ical bent of mind made him collect freely from all quarters with very little
critical sifting.

These are judicious words which we must give due weight in consider-
ing later the question of provenance.

As regards the ancient tradition and its incompatibility with the
internal evidence McNeile’s verdict is almost a repetition of that of
Allen and Plummer. The author of the work, says McNeile,

was certainly not Matthew the Apostle. Apart from the characteristics
just mentioned, one who could write with the paramount authority of an
eyewitness would not have been content to base his work on that of a
secondary authority. It clearly exhibits reflection, not recollection; it is
a portrait of a Person rather than a chronicle of events. Moreover an
early tradition had it that S, Matthew wrote in ““Hebrew,” that is, Aramaie,
a tradition which led to a confusion between the canonical Gospel and
other evangelic records written in ‘“Hebrew.” But our Gospel is not a
translation. Though Hebraic to the core, it is quite clearly a Greek com-
position. If it were a translation its close dependence on the second Gos-
pel would involve the extreme improbability that the latter was translated
into Aramaic, that our author employed the Aramaic translation, which
was afterwards retranslated into Greek in the present Second Gospel, and

18 See Appended Note V, “Scripture Quotations in S.”
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that all the close verbal similarities between that and our First Gospel in
Greek were accidental, while the original Greek of the Second Gospel, as
well as its Aramaic translation, disappeared.

Further evidence of the general rejection on the part of even the
most conservative scholars of Zahn’s modification of the primitive
tradition is hardly required. It is rather in order that our list of recent
commentaries may not seem to overlook an excellent work that we
mention in addition the Commentary of P. A. Micklem in the West-
minster Series (1917) which pronounces the same judgment.?

Let it be observed that this general rejection of Zahn’s theory is
not due to mere superficial objection to its complicated nature. In
itself considered there is no insuperable obstacle to the supposition
that a writing of the Apostle Matthew in Aramaic should have sur-
vived until the times of Mk, been utilized by him as the basis of his
Greek Gospel, then have been again utilized by the author of our
Greek Mt, who in his translation assimilated his renderings to those
of Mk. The really fatal objection is that disclosed by minute and de-
tailed comparison of Mt with Mk along all three of the lines indicated
in our extract from Streeter. Systematic comparison proves a relation
of dependence both in form and content on the part of Mt upon Mk,
and this dependence extends to the very structure of our first Gospel.

But fas est ab hostibus docer:. Zahn’s argument is worthy of study
throughout. He is able to show among other facts dependence by
Mk on documents, some of them Aramaic, and to point to real phe-
nomens acknowledged by competent critics as demonstrating a cer-
tain Hebraistic element requiring to be accounted for in Mt. We have
given this element the provisional designation N because in our judg-
ment it is best accounted for by the survival in oral or written form
of certain haggadic traditions among Aramaic-speaking Christians
of northeastern Syria. This survival has contaminated that blend of
the Greek sources S and Mk which constitutes the substance of our
canonical Mt, just as in later times canonical Mt itself has suffered
a second, merely textual contamination in the *“Zion’’ group of Mss.

17 To be entirely accurate we should mention one other quite recent attempt to
rescue the theory of Griesbach. Such an ally as J. M. Robertson, well known
champion of the theory that Jesus had no historical existence, might be unwel-
come to Zahn even were the argument less fallacious. Truth compels us, how-
ever, to record, if only as the exception which ‘“proves the rule,” that in his
volume Jesus and Judas (1928) Robertson seeks to account for the general aban-~
donment of the doctrine of the priority of Mt by the vested interest of the the-
ologians (!). Reluctant to accept his theory of the mythical origin of gospel
story they have preferred as more defensible Mk’s story of ‘the beginning of the
gospel” to Mt's account of a supernatural birth. By the aid of a few warmed-
over extracts from Baur, Robertson finds it as easy to reinstate Griesbach as to
vindicate the noble aims of Judas Iscariot.



THE TRADITION OF MATTHEAN ORIGIN 13

by infusions from Ev. Naz. A priort it cannot be proved that the
source of the precanonical contamination was not an actual Aramaic
composition of the Apostle Matthew. Only detailed study of the
element N itself can determine its derivation. There will be few, how-
ever, of those who have made this study, to dissent from Streeter’s
judgment of the character of N expressed in the passage to which we
have already referred.®®

If the general verdict of New Testament scholars brings small
satisfaction to Zahn and his allies in their attempt to vindicate the
ancient tradition based on the statement of Papias and given currency
for nearly fifteen hundred years by Jerome and Augustine, the non-
agenarian scholar is entitled to reciprocate a fu quogque on his oppo-
nents in respect to a more modern tradition which has no better foun-
dation. My own article above referred to voicing protest against the
unlaid ghost of Schleiermacher’s theory is little more than an echo
of the disproof offered in section 54 of Zahn’s monumental Introduc~
tion, a disproof already offered long before by Zahn’s great adversary
Hilgenfeld.

But something more than disproof seems to be required. Let it be
shown by simple reference to the text that Papias had nothing to say
about any compilation of the ‘“oracles” save our own well known
Mt (almost equally well known in his times), the reply comes back,
“Well, if he did not, the Elder did.”’ Let it then be further shown that
Papias does not refer this tradition to the “Elder,” the reply is made,
“From whom else could he derive it?” This obsession represents
the second “idol of the cave” in the problem of our first Gospel.
A partial answer may be offered later to this demand. Meantime it
will be well to call renewed attention to that portion of the tradition
which receives most consideration from Zahn. In the section already
referred to he makes his third and most important observation upon
it as follows:

The fact deserves more attention than has been paid to it heretofore,
that Papias does not speak of the translation of Mt’s writing, but of the
words of Jesus which it contained. The idea that the words jpmijvevae &
adrd (sc. T& Adéywa) &aoros mean that a number of written translations or
revisions of Mt’s Gospel were made, can be arrived at only under the
presupposition already shown to be untenable, that & Adya was the
title of a book.

Zahn is unquestionably correct in maintaining that ‘Papias is
talking about oral translation, and, indeed, oral translation such as
was made in assemblies of Greek-speaking churches or copgregations
whose language was mixed.” He mentions the well known practice

8 F@, pp. 502 f. On the Hebraistic element of Mt see below, Chap. XI, and
Appended Note VII. On the Jewish-christian Gospels see Appended Note VI.
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of “targuming,” continued for the benefit of Christians who did
not know Greek in the Aramaic-speaking churches of southern Syria
as late as the fourth century. He does not mention the Nazarene
churches of northern Syria where the same practice continued at least
down to the time of the composition of the Aramaic gospels still known
to us through the extracts of Eusebius, Jerome, and Epiphanius.
Neither does he bring into logical connection with it the facts he him-
self adduces with great force in his KG II, 2, App. IX, 3 (pp. 665 ff.)
concerning the region of circulation (Verbreitungsgebiet) of the Ara-
maic Gospel of the Nazarenes. It is true that Jerome’s happy thought
of identifying this late and dependent composition with the “authen-
tic Hebrew” of the Apostle Matthew was long since proved 2 mare’s
nest. Both it and the Aramaic ‘“ Gospel according to Jn’’ and “Book
of Acts,” which Epiphanius found in use besides this ‘‘Hebrew Gospel
according to Mt" among the Christians at Tiberias in Galilee, were
(as Epiphanius distinctly says) ‘‘translations,” that is, targums of
the same type as the Synagogue targums of the Old Testament,
paraphrases embellished with edifying supplements and interpreta-
tions superimposed upon the original, which in the case of the Chris-
tian writings were simply our own canonical books. Jerome’s ex-
tracts from the ‘‘Hebraica veritas” are therefore of small value to
establish the true text of Mt. But they are of great value for the
light they shed upon the practice of “targuming’ in the zone of
Aramaic-speaking Christianity extending eastward from Antioch
beyond the Euphrates. This district included the tribes known to
Pliny as “Nazarenes,” located ‘‘across the river (Marsyas)’’ from
Apamea, and Beroea-Aleppo where Jerome c. 375 professed to have
seen ‘“‘the authentic Hebrew.”

For earlier than the written targum, (already known to Hegesippus
¢. 160, and “discovered’’ by Pantaenus of Alexandria on his famous
journey to ‘“the nations of the East” c¢. 180)® must be placed the
practice of oral ‘“targuming’ among the Aramaie-speaking churches
of this wide area. Its eastward limit may perhaps be fixed from the
travels of Abercius, Bishop of Hieropolis in Phrygia, who journeyed
about 190 “with Paul as guide” across ‘‘the Syrian plain,”’ welcomed
by the churches of ‘“all its cities” until ““after crossing the Euphrates”
he came to Nisibis. Josephus has much to tell of the Jewish popula-
tion in these regions. In the preface to his Jewish War he reveals their
language conditions. The book was originally written in his ‘“mother-
tongue” (Aramaic) for the benefit of the multitudes of his fellow-
countrymen dwelling at the time (80-90) in Mesopotamia and Adia-
bene as well as in Parthia and “furthest Arabia’ (ApdBuwv ¢ Tods
moppurdre). Adiabene had become Jewish in faith under Izates

19 See below, and ¢f. Appended Note VI.



THE TRADITION OF MATTHEAN ORIGIN 15

(40-64).” The border states to the west and southwest along the
great trade-route which from Trajan’s time connected the Parthian
Empire with the Roman province of Syria shared the vicissitudes of
Adiabene as respects race, culture, religion, and language. Portions
of this region between Damascus and Nisibis, the ‘‘ Arabia” of Jose-
phus and probably of Paul also (Gal. 1:17), were Christianized from
very early times. The new religion took root especially in the great
cities, whose language was Greek, Damascus being the starting
point (Acts 9:1-19; Gal. 1:17).

As an example of the spread of the gospel eastward from Antioch
in the earliest times into this bilingual region, where in the cities
Greek was still the dominant language, so that even synagogues of
the large Jewish population employed it in public worship, we may
take Edessa, metropolis of Osrhoene. This is the modern Urfa, on the
east side of the Euphrates, enclosed in its great western bend, and so
for the first century under Parthian suzerainty rather than Roman,
though just over the border. It was a trading center of very high im-
portance, and a seat of Greek culture. A few miles to the north on the
west bank of the river lay Samosata, whence came in the second half
of the second century the Dialogues of Lucian, composed in some of
the most cultured Greek since Demosthenes. Samosata was the capi-
tal of Commagene and in later times a great Christian center. Further
east, across the Tigris lay Nisibis, still more famous. Between Nisibis
and Edessa stretched the broad and fertile plains of Adiabene ruled
since 40 A.D. by a royal house converted to Judaism.

If, then, Antioch’s Christian conquests extended westward under
Paul and Barnabas to regions whose native tongues had in the cities
been submerged by Greek, we may be sure that they extended later
(or perhaps even earlier, during the unknown years which Paul speaks
of as spent “‘in Arabia” (Gal. 1:17), or as occupied by mission work
“in Syria and Cilicia” (Gal. 1:21)) to the cities along Antioch’s great
trade-route to the east. For in these cities Greek was still the domi-
nating tongue, but the submerged speech, destined within a century
to reassert itself as “Syriac,” was the Aramaic of the whole Semitic
world.

More is known of the Christianization of Edessa and Osrhoene
than of the adjoining regions, therefore we can form the best judg-
ment of conditions in “ Arabia,’’ or ‘‘Assyria’’ as the region came later
to be called, from this typical center of Grecized Semitic culture.
Let us treat Edessa as typical. The earliest beginnings of its Chris-
tian history are lost. They have left no trace besides the legend of
the letter of Edessa’s king Abgar the Black (a.n. 13-50) to Jesus,
followed by the king’s conversion by Addai, one of the Seventy

® Jos., Ant., XX, ii-iv.
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disciples. Eusebius relates the story as translated by himself from
the Syriac in the first book of his Church History (I, xiii). All it can
convey to us is the bare fact that the church which reassembled in
Edessa after the sack and burning of the city by Lusius Quietus in
the Parthian campaign of Trajan (116 A.p.), a church probably
Syriac in speech, which furnished a center for the mission-work of
Tatian (c. 170), and whose ‘“temple” was destroyed by the great
flood of 201, believed itself to have had a predecessor, and held the
name of “Trajan” in abhorrence as the arch-persecutor.

This church of northeastern Syria has thus a prehistoric period,
a semihistoric (covering just a century to the seizure of Edessa by
Caracalla), and a third in which it emerges into the full light of day
with a great Syriac literature of its own. According to Prof. F. C.
Burkitt, our great authority on the beginnings of Syriac Christianity,
Edessa “must have been a centre of literary culture long before the
coming of Christianity to it, and the earliest surviving writings have
an ease and fluidity which seems to reflect traces of Greek influence.” 2
But even in later, Christian, times the influences which gave rise to
this culture and literature came from the west. A break occurs in the
local episcopal succession after the names of Addai and Aggai, the
traditional first founders of the church. The third bishop, Palut,
receives his ordination not from his predecessor Aggai, but from Sera-
pion, Bishop of Antioch (!) about 190-211 A.p. As Professor Burkitt
puts it:

We are thus confronted in the Doctrine of Addai with two theories of
the rise of Christianity in Edessa. On the one theory, which is that main-
tained in the body of the work, Christianity was planted there in the first
century of our era; on the other, which is that of the epilogue, the third
president of the Christian society at Edessa was not ordained bishop till
about 200 A.p., and Christianity itself cannot have reached the district
much before the middle of the second century.

Professor Burkitt’s own conclusion naturally supports the latter
alternative, for he is concerned with that Syriac-christian literature
whose beginnings are marked by the Old Syriac Gospels (c. 160)
and later the introduction from Rome (of course again by way of An-
tioch) by Tatian, disciple of Justin Martyr, of the Diatessaron, or
four-fold Gospel Harmony. It is still within this second period that
the great figure of Bardesanes emerges, poet, philosopher, and church
leader, whom the church in northern Syria (to its own hurt) refuses
to tolerate, decreeing him Gnostic and heretic.

But we are interested in the other theory, that of an original first-
century planting. Not because it has any historical documents, nor

2! Early Eastern Chrisitanity, 1904, p. 7.
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because the Doctrine of Addaz can offer anything more to our purpose
than the bare attestation (in itself wholly probable) of a prehistorie
period in the cities of Euphratean Syria, a period when under Greek
culture, language, and institutions, among a Jewish population ac-
customed to use Greek even for its synagogue services, Christianity
found a foothold. This planting came, however, from the liberal,
Petrine community of Antioch; not, as in Transjordan, from the
Palestinian churches which looked to James as chief authority. The
Ebionite churches in Transjordan, it is true, used the Greek language,
in which their gospel, the Ev. Hebr., was written. But in their atti-
tude toward Paul and the Pauline writings the Ebionites stood at
the opposite pole from the “Nazarenes” of northeastern Syria.

We must defer to an Appended Note (No. VI) discussion of the re-
lation of Mt to the Aramaic gospels, but none will dispute the fact
that it is with the Ev. Naz. alone that it has close affinity; nor will
any modern scholar deny that the Aramaic is here translated from
the Greek and not vice versa. In the earlier time, shortly after Jose-
phus composed his Jewish War in Aramaic for the benefit of his fellow
countrymen in Adiabene, Parthia, and Arabia, if Christianity had
already made its way from Antioch eastward among the Greek-
speaking Jewish synagogues, these doubtless followed the Jewish
practice of oral ‘‘targuming” from such Greek gospels as reached
them. These early gospels, however, would not be Mt or Lk, but
S and Mk, from which Mt was soon compounded, a Greek gospel
tinged by Aramaic infiltration.

As Zahn observes, this process of “targuming” may have been
known to Papias by report. It can scarcely have been known to him
by personal observation in the Greek-speaking churches of Phrygia
and Asia. If, then, his statement possesses any value at all, it should
tend to throw much needed light on the source of his tradition.
Zahn, it is true, would have it understood that the practice was that
of the bilingual churches of Palestine. But, as McNeile makes plain,
the peculiarities of N are such as to make it almost impossible to
imagine this material originating within the sphere of Jerusalem, or
any other save a north-Syrian region beyond the control of apostolic
supervision.

Remoteness of writer and readers alike both in place and time
from the scenes described is indeed revealed in Mt not alone by the
apocryphal character of the supplements but also by the point of
view unaffectedly assumed by the evangelist. It is true that Mt
shows better geographical knowledge than Mk, and especially is
better informed concerning Jewish conditions and institutions. If
Rome be the cradle of Mk nothing else could be expected. But when
in 7:29 Mt substitutes *their seribes” for Mk's simple ““the scribes,”
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and follows this up in 9:35; 13:54 with “their synagogue(s)” (Mk
6:2 “the” synagogue) and in 11:1 “their cities”’—when in 9:26 and
31 he speaks of “that land” %2 and in 14:35 of “that place” the im-
pression the reader receives is not what one would expect from a resi-
dent of the country writing for residents. A resident would hardly
be apt to speak of the Syrophoenician as a ‘Canaanite” (15:22) or
remark that the field bought with the thirty pieces of silver “was
called the Field of Blood unto this day’’ (27:8), still less that the
charge of theft of Jesus’ corpse ““was spread abroad among the Jews
until this day”’ (28:15). “Gadarenes” in 8:28 and ‘“Magadan” in
15:39 are well meant, though dubious, corrections of the impossible
“Gerasenes’’ of Mk 5:1 and the unintelligible *“Dalmanutha” of
Mk 8:10, but the vagueness of ““the mountain’ in 5:1 (Mk 3:13), 15:29,
and especially ‘the mountain where Jesus had appointed’’ in 28:16,
and the vagueness of “that place” for an unnamed village of Gen-
nesaret (14:35) are incredible in an eyewitness and difficult to imagine
in a later resident of the country. Ev. Hebr. is a dependent and vastly
inferior writing, but its author at least shows local knowledge by
substituting ‘‘ Mount Tabor ’’ for the ‘“high mountain” of the Tempta-
tion whence one may see ““all the kingdoms of the world and the glory
of them.” R™* gets his geography largely from the Old Testament.

The question of provenance is thus inextricably bound up with that
of authenticity. Streeter argues (FG, pp. 500 ff.) for Antioch as the
birthplace of the first Gospel, as follows:

The Patristic evidence that Mt was written in Palestine in Hebrew is
impressive—until we reflect that all the Fathers had read the statement
of Irenaeus (either in the original or as reproduced by Eusebius), and that
Irenaeus himself had read Papias’ dictum on 7& Adyia. Thus the tradition
can be traced back to a single root; and, quite apart from the correctness
of our interpretation of Papias, it cannot be authentic, for our Gospel of
Mt being based on the Greek Mk cannot be a translation from the Aramaie.
At the same time the evidence of Irenaeus and Papias has a negative value.
It proves that Mt was not produced either in Rome or Asia Minor, but
was believed to have originally come from the East.

Let the “negative value” of this testimony pass for what it will.
Those who believed the Gospel to have been written by the Apostle
in “Hebrew’ would certainly believe it to have ‘“come from the
East” whether knowledge of its provenance had anything to do with
their acceptance of the title or not. Fortunately it is not necessary
to labor the point, as ancient and modern opinion are practically
at one on its Syrian derivation.?® Neither need we delay with the

22 On the expression, see McNeile ad 9:26.

23 Von Soden’s reference to Mt as a “Roman’ gospel (below, p. 71) forms a
great exception.
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sporadic suggestion of Egypt as a possible birthplace, which Streeter
justly dismisses as “impossible.”?* What concerns us more is his
novel argument from the original “anonymity,” of Mt, an observation
of real value, though given (as we believe) a false application in
Streeter’s argument for Antioch as its place of origin.

His argument is as follows:

We can be sure that Mt originated in an important church for the simple
reason that, apart from the title, which, of course, forms no part of the
original text, it is anonymous. The significance of this anonymity is apt
to be overlooked. The Apocryphal Gospels all try to claim authority by
definite and often reiterated assertions of Apostolic authorship in the text
itself. The spurious Gospel of Peter (2d century A.p.), for instance, goes
out of its way to introduce “I, Simon Peter,” just before the account of
the Resurrection. Mt is anonymous; it makes no claim to authority, gives
no hint of authorship.

The point is well taken. In the original home of the first Gospel it
required no special name or title. It circulated, like similar composi-
tions among Gnostic one-gospel men (followers of Basilides, or Mar-
cion, or Cerinthus), simply as ‘“the’” Gospel. It is actually thus
quoted by several early writers, though there is difficulty in deciding
in many cases whether Mt in particular or just the written record in
general is meant. The specific title ‘“‘according to Matthew,” with
the tradition which later developed on the basis of this title, was
created for the purpose of distinguishing it from other gospels cir-
culating simultaneously in the same church. For this very reason
Streeter’s proposal of Antioch as its place of origin is extremely im-
probable.

We must sharply distinguish between place of origin and focus (or
foci) of dissemination, the locality (or localities) which Streeter desig-
nates a “centre of distribution.”

For the wide acceptance of Mt a very large factor, if not the great-
est, was the title, which was early understood to imply apostolic
authorship. It is precisely this which is not likely to have been con-
ferred upon the Gospel at its actual birthplace, or where its origin was
best known (at least not in the sense of direct composition by the
Apostle). The title was prefixed in some other, perhaps neighboring,
locality, where the Gospel came into competition with older gospels
already in circulation such as Mk, S, or Lk.

Streeter’s argument for Antioch as the place of origin of Mt ignores
this distinction. His plea is that “the Gospel would not have been
generally accepted as Apostolic unless it had been backed by one of

%4 The first gospels known in Egypt appear to have been two, both, naturally,

composed in Greek. They were distinguished by title as (1) T'he Gospel according
to the Hebrews and (2) The Gospel according to the Egyplians.
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the great churches.” True enough. But “backing” is not needed for
composition, and leaves no mark on the pages of the work. Simeon
and Anna proclaimed the Christ-child in Jerusalem, but the birth-
place was Bethlehem,

“Backing” affects dissemination. And the foci of dissemination
are often not limited to a single church. We may suppose, for in-
stance, that Mt, having come into circulation at Antioch from some
more eastern locality of mixed Aramaic and Greek speech, received
in Antioch the title *“ According to Matthew” to distinguish it from
gospels already in circulation at that great metropolis of Gentile
Christianity. If in Antioch it acquired special prestige through the
favor of Ignatius the bishop, and was by him subsequently brought
to the favorable knowledge first of the churches of Phrygia and Asia
through which Ignatius journeyed to his famous martyrdom, and
ultimately to that of Rome itself, the ‘“backing’’ of Antioch, Ephesus,
and Rome would surely suffice to account even for the immense
prestige soon enjoyed by Mt, wholly apart from what it was called
or understood to be in its birthplace, whether important or obscure.

This question of the actual birthplace of Mt is vital because en-
vironment leaves its mark on literary products. It cannot, therefore,
be adequately discussed save in connection with the internal evi-
dence. We may, however, even at this point, advert once more to the
able and acute reasoning of Zahn, who cites evidence by no means
to be disregarded, even if adduced in support of a theory of origins
which is generally and justly dismissed as incredible. The birthplace
of Mt was undoubtedly in Syria, in some locality where Jewish tra-
ditions and even some remote influence from the Hebrew Old Testa-
ment still lingered. But, as McNeile correctly infers from the late
and apocryphal character of N, these circles, though ‘“Hebraic to the
core,” were “not in close touch with Jerusalem’ but ‘outside the
range of the control which apostles or other eyewitnesses would have
exercised.”

To what other region of Greek speech but Hebraic traditions shall
we look? It is Zahn himself who calls attention to another stream of
tradition as to the provenance of Mt, manifestly related to that which
comes to us through Papias, yet (if Zahn may be trusted) not derived
from it. This independent tradition comes from Alexandria, where we
have no reason to suppose Papias was known. Eusebius relates it 25
as derived from the visit of Clement’s predecessor Pantaenus from a
missionary journey made by the great churchman about 180 a.p.
to “the nations of the East.” The journey, whether begun by land
or sea, would take him through the flourishing regions already de-
scribed of Syria Euphratensis, east and southeast of Antioch, and so

BHE, V. x.
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down the Euphrates valley, for “he penetrated as far as India,”
though by “India” perhaps only the territory adjoining the Persian
Gulf is meant. The “nations of the East” inhabited a region sup-
porting, as we have seen, a huge Jewish population of great influence
among their fellow-Jews. At least in the more northern parts it was
bilingual, Greek and Aramaic being used in different proportions in
various localities. In the cities the Greek tended at first to eliminate
the Semitic languages, in the rural districts, and ultimately the cities
also, the reverse was true. Aramaic, as we know, was the language of
the Nazarene church in Beroea-Aleppo in Jerome’s time. It is still
spoken among the Nusairi mountaineers of northeastern Lebanon,
just as among the Mandean (Gnostic) “ Nazarenes” of Babylonia
the speech is still Aramaic in type. Naturally among these Christians
“of mixed speech” the practiee of oral ‘““targuming’ would prevail
until written Aramaic gospels based on the Greek came into circula-
tion, to be replaced in turn by the Syriac.

The point of present interest is that Pantaenus brought back to
Alexandria from his visit to “the nations of the East” the report
that he had found among the Christians there a gospel “written in
Hebrew characters and the Hebrew language” which they ascribed
to the Apostle Matthew, claiming that it had been left with them by
the Apostle Bartholomew, by whom their churches were said to have
been founded. Eusebius, to whom we owe the tale, hesitates to
recognize in this document a survival of the “authentic Hebrew,”
as well he might; but there is nothing against its having been a copy
of the Ev. Naz. here explicitly called by the name of “Matthew.”
Pantaenus’ experience merely anticipates that of Apollinaris of
Laodicea and Jerome in Chaleis between Antioch and Aleppo, just as
Jerome’s anticipates that of impressionable visitors to the library of
St. Mark’s in Venice or to the Synagogue of the Samaritans in Na-
blous. Stripped of its legendary features Pantaenus’ report merely
witnesses to an eastward spread of the same tradition which in its
western (Antiochian?) branch appears in Papias. The Aramaic Mt
shown to Pantaenus in Mesopotamia had not been brought thither
from Jerusalem by Bartholomew, but it may well attest the wider
circulation among Aramaic-speaking Christians of Jewish stock
eastward from Antioch of targums in written form based on the ca-
nonical Greek. Once more let it be said: These written targums
which we partly know, will have had, like their predecessors for the
Old Testament, an oral origin. But for the supporting main stock of
these Christian targums, oral as well as written, we should look to the
Petrine evangelic records of Antioch, where Mk and §, if not Lk
also, were already current.

We cannot here anticipate disoussion belonging to our study of the
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internal evidence, in particular the factor N. But in order that justice
may be done to the witness of Pantaenus and its possible bearing
on the question of the birthplace of Mt it may be worth while to call
attention to the experience of a region where the influx of Jews of
alien tongue and traditions within a generation has produced effects
surely not unlike those which gave birth to our first Gospel. In the
vicinity of New York Jewish immigrants of the first generation main-
tain their synagogue organization and practice. Newspapers are pub-
lished in Yiddish; Yiddish and traces of Hebrew continue to have
a limited currency among the orthodox. In the second generation
little of this remains, The ‘“liberal” synagogue rapidly eclipses the
orthodox, English takes the place of Yiddish even among those, who
remain ‘‘Hebraic to the core’” in matters of religion. The Bible used
is an English translation of the Old Testament; even the Prayer Book
has the Hebrew only on one side of the page.

In the progressive Hellenization of the cities of northeastern Syria
the Jewish synagogues must have experienced something similar.
Some became Christian. Semitic names would continue, and to some
extent Jewish forms, traditions, and speech. But the latter would
soon give way. The younger generation, at least in the cities, would
require the use of the Greek language. In all periods the dependence
of these Eastern churches has been mainly on Antioch. In 90-100
A.D. the supreme apostolic authority would be Peter, head of the
Antiochian succession. Their gospel writings would be those funda-
mental at Antioch, the Markan “Reminiscences of Peter,” and 8.
The same blend is fundamental in Lk also, but the blend Mk, Mt,
Lk, appears only in the Ev. Pelri, still used in 200 A.p. at Rhossus
near Antioch.

Between Damascus and the Euphrates some reflection of local
conditions would also be apt to make itself felt. The days of * tar-
guming,” when “oracles” of the Lord were translated orally according
to the preacher’s ability, would be apt to leave their mark. In the
exceptional case of actual survival of the Aramaic speech, as at
Aleppo, these Aramaic targums of the Greek Gospels would ulti-
mately take written forms, some of which we know. In other cases
the oral renderings of the Lord’s words, particularly fulfilments of
Scripture in the events of his life, would linger on to leave their
impress even on the Greek writings of (Christianized) synagogue
use.

So with our Gospels of Mt and Lk. The more characteristically
Palestinian traditions of Jewish type are reflected in Lk. Particularly
in Acts a Jacobean tradition is in evidence. Mt, though correct in
speech, is “Hebraic to the core’; but its distinctive material (P™¢)
suggests an environment ‘‘not in close touch with Jerusalem” and
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outside the range of control which apostles or other eye-witnesses
would have exercised.” For its birthplace we should look to the Greek-
speaking Jewish-christian communities of northern and northeastern
Syria, which took their type of Christian teaching from Antioch and
looked to Peter as sole arbiter of faith and practice, but retained
echoes from earlier days of oral *“targuming,.”



CHAPTER 1II
THE ROOT OF THE TRADITION

A vERrbpICT of competent judges so decisive as that recorded in the pre-
ceding chapter against the tradition of Matthean authorship would
seem at first to leave no room for further enquiry. If the first Gospel
is not the work of the Apostle Matthew, not a translation from the
“Hebrew,” and did not originate in Palestine, how can any further
use be made of the fallacious belief?

The answer is that even illusions have their razson d’éire, which
it is the duty of every critic to sound to the bottom. Critics are com-
monly classed as ““liberal” or ‘“conservative.” Every genuine critic
must be both. The difference is only that ‘‘ conservative” critics are
more sanguine than others of discovering some latent crumb of truth
in traditions that to their fellows appear hopeless. Every one of the
critics whose verdict against the Matthean tradition was cited in
Chapter I is commonly classed as a “conservative,” however coinci-
dent in their judgment of the Matthean tradition with scholars
classed as “liberal.” The “critic” owes his name to his function as
“judge” (xpirys). But he would be lacking in the very first of *“ju-
dicial” qualities if he failed to give sympathetic attention to the plea
against which the verdict has been ultimately cast. Moreover “No
thoroughfare” is marked over the road which he must take until
the last fragment of valid obstruction has been removed. What ac-
count, then, can be given of the mistaken tradition?

Behind the earliest known forms of the tradition of authorship lies
the story of its formation, which in the case of Mt ecan only be reached
through the indirect witness of extracts, employments, and echoes in
primitive writers apparently acquainted with this Gospel, but whose
estimate of it must be inferred from the amount and character of
their employment of the work in comparison with their employment
of other sources.

In dealing with Streeter’s attempt to make Antioch the birthplace
of Mt instead of its first great focus of dissemination we have had
occasion to take up in a preliminary way certain evidences of the
spread both of the Gospel itself and the report concerning its origin
almost a generation before the date of Papias’ Expositions. If now we
turn to the indirect evidence of unacknowledged employments in
earlier writers, there will be general assent to the statement that clear

24
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evidence of the use of Mt appears first in the letters of Ignatius,
Bishop of Antioch, whose journey to martyrdom in Rome about 115
A.D. carried him past the Pauline “churches of Asia,” with which he
had notable contact both orally, through delegates who attended
him while a prisoner, and also by letters written to the churches at
their request. One of the letters is addressed to Polycarp of Smyrna,
others to several of the churches of Phrygia and Proconsular Asia,
one addresses the church at Rome.

. All crities draw inferences from the undoubted employment of Mt
by Ignatius. Other employments of the period are either dubious
as respects their derivation from Mt rather than some other evangelic
record, as in the case of two citations of “words of the Lord” in
Clement of Rome (95 A.p.),! or occur in writings whose own date is
dubious, as in the reference of Ps-Barnabas (132 A.p. ?) to the “serip-
ture” (1) “Many called, few chosen.” With the latter group must
be classed quite a number of unacknowledged employments in The
Teaching of the Twelve,® several of which are certainly referable to
Mt, as where the writer exhorts his readers to regulate their prayers,
almsgivings, and all their deeds “as ye find it in the gospel of our
Lord.” Here a written record is referred to which can only be Mt,
no other gospel containing such directions as Mt 6:1-18. Unfortu-
nately we cannot be sure that the writer in speaking of ‘“‘the” gospel
would not also include the directions of Jesus “according to’’ any
other evangelist who might preserve them. Moreover judgments of
the date of Didaché vary from 90 to 140 A.p. It was probably a
church manual in use at Antioch in this general period, but whether
earlier or later than Ignatius is difficu]t to determine. Needless to
add that the name ‘“Matthew’ nowhere appears before Papias.
If, then, we would form any worth-while idea of the ‘‘root” of the
tradition of Matthean origin for Mt, careful scrutiny must be made
of these unacknowledged employments.

Zahn maintains, as we have seen, that there really was once a Pales-
tinian gospel written by the Apostle Matthew in Aramaic. This, he
believes, was unfortunately allowed to disappear after Mk had copied
from it the best elements of his Gospel, whereupon another unknown
writer constructed our present Mt out of the Greek Mk blended with
the original Aramaic gospel from which Mk had drawn. We shall
assume that enough has already been said in disproof of this apolo-
getic. It attempts to defend a statement of Papias made on entirely
unknown authority at the cost of the only truly ancient and trust-
worthy tradition we possess concerning gospel origins, that is, Papias’

1 Polycarp (115) cites the same logia, either employing Clement or else Clem-
ent’s compend.
2 Referred to hereinafter as Didaché.
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other statement concerning Mk, which he adduces on the authority
of “the Elder.” True conservatism would suggest the more docile
attitude toward the witness of the Elder, the more sceptical toward
that of Papias.

But we have also a considerable body of scholars, particularly those
of English speech, who refuse to admit the validity of Zahn’s inter-
pretation of Papias, and who, if forced to acknowledge that Papias
himself can only have referred to our own Mt as a compilation (ctvra-
&s) of the logia he (Papias) had in mind to interpret, continue to
maintain that at least his informant “the Elder” referred to another
writing. Streeter, for example, considers that the ‘“‘single root” of
the whole misreport of antiquity concerning our first Gospel was this
misunderstanding of Papias. “The Elder” told of ‘“Matthew” and
his compilation of “oracles of the Lord’’; but he was speaking of
another writing, a Teaching Source now represented by the element
SQ. If the Matthean tradition really has any such “single root” we
have the deepest interest to discover it. If not, it is almost equally
important to dispel the illusion, for it occupies the foreground in a
very large proportion of minds given to the tracing up of sources un-
derlying our canonical Gospels.

As already noted the illusion of “the Elder” as authority for the
Matthean tradition is entirely without foundation in the text. Papias
leaves his bare statement unsupported, giving not the slightest inti-
mation whence he derived it. ““The Elder John” is merely a modern
guess.

But it is not even a good guess, because Eusebius, who promises
his readers such information as he can find on these points, would
have been only too pleased to lend the support of the Elder’s author-
ity to the Matthean tradition had Papias supplied it. Since neither
Eusebius nor any of the ancient Fathers who ransacked the pages of
Papias for information of this kind, tells anything of the derivation
of the statement it is more probable that Papias adduced no author-
ity for it. Such is the conclusion of Meyer (Commentary on Mi,
transl. of Christie, 1884, p. 3, note 1) in answer to Sieffert, Ebrard,
Thiersch, Delitzsch, and others; a conclusion based not merely on
the silence of Eusebius but on the contrast in mode of introduction
of the two extracts. Eusebius refers to the former as “a tradition
put forward concerning Mark.”” As to the latter he merely says:
“But as concerning Matthew this is said” (sc. by Papias).

For we are rightly admonished by Zahn to observe the interest in
which Papias puts forward the statement. He is not concerned to
give information concerning the literary labors of the Apostle Mat-
thew, but only to forestall objections to his own use of a record of the
logia which though ascribed to the Aramaic-speaking apostle is ac-
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tually written in Greek. That is, the utterance is made solely on the
issue of language. Papias is not attempting to gratify the curiosity
of those who might ask how, and on what authority these “ command-
ments delivered by the Lord to the faith” were transmitted, but
those who asked why the Gospel is written in Greek if its author
spoke Hebrew. Papias explains that the well known compend of
the logia made by the Apostle Matthew now extant in Greek was
originally compiled in “Hebrew,” a fact which he considers to be
attested by the former practice of targuming in bilingual churches.

Accordingly we must limit ourselves, if we would reach a reliable
conception of the tradition as it came to Papias and is assumed by
him to be familiar to his readers, to a minimum which cannot be due
to mere inference on his part. Papias knew that the language of Jesus
and the Apostles was Aramaic, or, as he and most of his Greek-speak-
ing contemporaries call it, “ Hebrew’’; whereas Mt, the compend of
the logia in his hands, is written in Greek. If he had information,
authentic or otherwise, that the book had the Apostle Matthew as
author, he would almost inevitably infer that the Greek was a trans-
lation. The converse is inadmissible. It is incredible that Papias
should make the former statement as a mere guess, naming ‘‘Mat-
thew”’ by conjecture alone as the particular apostle concerned. That
portion of the statement at least comes to him from current report.
It is repeated without special emphasis as commonly admitted tra-
dition. Contrariwise it would be almost inevitable that Papias or
others should draw from the title “According to Matthew” as an
obvious corollary that the original language of the book had been
‘“Hebrew.” Since, then, this secondary statement is demonstrably
contrary to fact it is likely that Papias adds it to the tradition by
simple conjecture.

We therefore have no assurance of anything more in the tradition
as it came to Papias than simply the title, superscribed as now, “Ac-
cording to Matthew.” In Papias’ age, though not necessarily in the
earlier generation, this would be understood in the sense of personal
authorship. If this title had ever encountered opposition Papias
seems unaware of the fact. Mt was to everybody then, as to the
multitude now, just “The Gospel according to Matthew.” If Mat-
thew spoke “Hebrew” then of course this was a ‘““translation.”

One other item of the tradition may be added to the title of the
book as having possibly come to Papias by report. The mere state-
ment that the Apostle Matthew in making his compend had used
the “Hebrew” language cannot be relied upon as traditional. It
could equally well be, and probably is, mere inference. But the
reference to “targuming” as a practice once prevalent in the churches,
a reference made in support of the translation theory, can hardly be
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drawn from Papias’ personal experience. It is true to fact among the
bilingual churches whether of southern or northern Syria, but there
is nothing to show that it prevailed among those of Phrygia or Pro-
consular Asia. Zahn may be straining the distinction between aorist
and imperfect when he insists that the aorist fppivevoe (“‘trans-
lated”’) in Papias’ statement implies a practice to which he could not
personally testify; but the actual environment, and Papias’ seeming
ignorance of the difference between Hebrew and Aramaic, make it
more probable on other grounds that he is speaking by hearsay only.

Whence, then, does this somewhat vague information come? As
before, ‘““the Elder” is an improbable source. Reference to him would
probably have been explicit. If the explanation which serves to fore-
stall objections to the Matthean tradition on the score of language
comes from the same sources as the tradition itself we may look for
this source to the foci of dissemination and the “backing’ which
gave to Mt its extraordinary prestige. If an individual name be
demanded, Ignatius, who twenty-five years before had passed through
Phrygia and Asia, using this Gospel in his letters and almost cer-
tainly commending it orally as an antidote to the heresies he so
vigorously denounces, is much more likely than John the Elder to
have first given currency to the statements on which Papias relies
for his confident but mistaken assertions regarding Mt.

We have still to enquire whether the predecessors of Papias, in
whose hands Mt must have circulated under the same title it still
bears, understood the preposition ‘‘according to” in the same strict
sense as he. Obviously when such titles as Gospel according to the
Hebrews, or Gospel according to the Egyptians, were given, it was not
so taken. In fact Faustus, the Manichean opponent of Augustine in
the fifth century, pointed out that the preposition xard as here em-
ployed is ambiguous and does not necessarily imply personal author-
ship. The real facts in the case are admirably stated in the opening
sentence of Plummer’s Commentary already referred to:

In no case is the title to a book of the New Testament part of the original
document. It was in all cases added by a copyist, and perhaps not by the
first copyist. Moreover, in all cases it varies considerably in form, the
simplest forms being the earliest. The ‘“according to” neither affirms
nor denies authorship; it implies conformity to a type, and need not mean
more than ‘“drawn up according to the teaching of.” But it is certain
that the Christians of the first four centuries who gave these titles to the
Gospels meant more than this: they believed, and meant to express, that
each Gospel was written by the person whose name it bears. They used
this mode of expression, rather than the genitive case used of the Epistles,
to intimate that the same subject had been treated of by others; and they often
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emphasized the oneness of the subject by speaking of “the Gospel” rather
than “the Gospels.” This mode of expression is accurate; there is only
one Gospel, “the Gospel of God” (Rom. 1:1) concerning His Son. But
it has been given us in four shapes (edayyéwov rerpdpopdpov, Iren. IIL
xi. 8), and “according to” indicates the shape given to it by the writer
named.

Let us apply to the case of Papias the distinction thus clearly and
correctly drawn. Stripped of unwarranted inference and later strained
interpretation the tradition which Papias reports contains nothing
beyond the ordinary designation of the book. It was in his time, as
now, “The Gospel according to Matthew.” Papias takes the prepo-
sition “according to” in the strict sense common among his con-
temporaries.> Consequently he assumes the Greek gospel which he
holds in his hands to be a translation, and supports his inference by a
reference to the practice of ““targuming.” When he avers that “ Mat-
thew compiled (the force of the ovv in both variant readings cwéraée
and owéypayer should not be overlooked) the logia’ he means the
“commandments (évrodal) delivered by the Lord” and recorded in
Mt (¢f. Mt 28:20). The brevity of the expression ‘‘the logia’ is due
to the fact that these same logia had been previously spoken of —were
in fact part of the title of Papias’ own book. He believes (mistakenly)
that the compilation was the personal work of the Apostle Matthew,
doubtless identifying this apostle (again mistakenly), as does the
Gospel itself, with Levi the publican, son of Alphaeus.

But these strained interpretations and wrong inferences should
not properly be charged to the account of the tradition itself as it was
current in earlier days. Much has been, and continues to be imported
into the ancient text whose only foundation is “the desire to connect
Papias with the traditional Hebrew original of the Gospel of Mt.”
Antiquity also imported its own meanings into titles. What really
remains to be accounted for is simply the title ¢ Gospel according to
Matthew,” current in Papias’ time as in ours. This is that “single
root’” we are in search of, for whatever it may convey. Neither the
preposition “according to’’ nor the name “ Matthew” stands supe-
rior to question. ‘‘According to,” as we have seen, need not at first
have been applied in the strict sense of personal authorship. ‘““Mat-
thew” is one of the commonest of Jewish names. As Origen already
saw and as has been clearly shown in my Ezpositor article entitled
“Why ‘according to Matthew’ ? ”’ the identification with Levi the
publican, son of Alphaeus, is fallacious. There is nothing incredible
in the understanding that some Greek-speaking Jewish convert of
this name actually did compile and give his name to our first Gospel.

3 The composer of the Gospel according to (xard) Peter (130-1407) introduces
Peter as speaking in the first person “I, Peter, and Andrew my brother.”
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The only incredible thing is that it should have been Matthew the
Apostle. The tradition, then, is still in need of elucidation as respects
both preposition and proper name. If there is further light to be had
on this “single root” it must come from the unacknowledged employ-
ments before the days of Papias.

We turn, then, to Ignatius, admitted borrower from our first
Gospel, and ask whether the amount and character of his unac-
knowledged employments shed any light upon the form and meaning
of the tradition as it wasin 115 A.D.

Actual mention of the name “Matthew” as authority for early
statements derived from the Gospel is more than we can reasonably
expect. Perhaps it is too much to expect that if Ignatius believed
himself in possession of such an apostolic writing he would avail
himself to larger extent of its record of the sayings and doings of
Jesus, just as he avails himself of “commandments” of Paul with
explicit reference to the Apostle’s authority. The amount of Igna-
tius’ quotation from Mt on the assumption that he took the preposi-
tion “according to’’ in the same strict sense as Papias, is certainly
surprisingly small.

But no less surprising, on this same assumption, is the character of
the dependence. By far the largest part of that which Ignatius takes
from Mt is concerned with the story of the star seen by the Magi and
the Virgin birth.* Surely if Ignatius took the apostolic authorship
of Mt in a strict sense we should expect him to adhere somewhat
closely to the canonical form of the birth story. Such, however, is by
no means the case. He introduces a mass of legendary accretion,
telling us how the “mystery wrought in the silence of God was made
manifest to the aeons.”

A star shone forth in the heaven above all the stars; and its light was
unutterable, and its strangeness caused amazement; and all the rest of the
constellations with the sun and moon formed themselves into a chorus
about the star; but the star itself far outshone them all; and there was
perplexity to know whence came this strange appearance which was so
unlike them. From that time forward every sorcery and every spell was
dissolved, the ignorance of wickedness vanished away, the ancient kingdom
was pulled down, when God appeared in the likeness of man unto newness
of everlasting life.

But if we have no right to expect a convert from heathenism (as
Ignatius seems to have been)® to abstain from a certain exuberant
admixture of mythological fancy in his citations from the record of
an Apostle, there is a further characteristic of Ignatius’ gospel em-

4 Ad Eph. xix.; of. Mt 1:18-2:12,

5 His surname feoppépos (ad Eph. i. 1) is more likely to have been acquired in
pre-Christian days; ¢f. ad Eph. ix. 2.
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ployments which on the theory of strict interpretation of the Mat-
thean title appears stranger still. Ignatius, like Polycarp and Papias,
is especially concerned to defend the crude doctrine of the “resur-
rection. of the flesh”’ ¢ against the “deniers of the resurrection and
judgment.” It is true that Mt’s account of the resurrection appear-
ances fails to emphasize this factor, which is clearly brought out in
Lk 24:39 f.; but if Ignatius regarded Mt as in the strict sense apostolic
it is surely strange that he should ignore entirely Mt’s extended proofs
of the disappearance of the body of Jesus in favor of a story which is
not even Lk’s, but derived, as Origen informs us, from The Doctrine
of Peter. In his letter to the Smyrnaeans (iii. 2) Ignatius proves his
point that Jesus “was in the flesh even after the resurrection” solely
by the parallel to Lk 24:39 {. in this Petrine apocryphon:

When he came to Peter and his company he said to them, Lay hold
and handle me, and see that I am not a demon without body. And straight-
way they touched him and believed, having contact with his flesh and his
blood.

The inference seems reasonable from the amount and character of
Ignatius’ quotations from Mt (a Gospel surely in his hands because
of the reference in Smyrn. i. 1 to Mt 3:15), no less than from his dis-
regard of it in favor of uncanonical report, that the Bishop of Antioch
did not take the preposition xard in its title in any such strict sense
as Papias, though he would hardly do otherwise than employ the
ordinary title if he had occasion to distinguish this Gospel from
others.

On the other hand there is little to show, even in the earliest em-
ployments, whether the name “Matthew’’ was first superscribed
by mistaken conjecture, or was actually the evangelist’s real name
which later readers took to mean the Apostle. This alternative will
be considered in Chapter III. For the present we must limit ourselves
to the unacknowledged employments.

We cannot subscribe to Streeter’s unusually early dating for Dida-
ché, but even were Didaché shown to have been current in the region
of Antioch before 115, and to use by preference Mt as “the” Gospel,
as Basilides and Marcion speak of Lk, no material addition to our
knowledge would be gained. Streeter advances, indeed, a highly
dubious theory in support of his doctrine of Antioch as the birthplac
of Mt. He tells us (FG, pp. 500-507) that :

when Mt was written, the author, or committee of authors, who produced
it aimed at producing a new and enlarged edition of Mk, that is to say,
Mt was intended to supersede Mk; and in the Church of its origin it no
doubt did so for a time, though later on Mk would be reintroduced (!

¢ So in the * Apostles’ Creed,” 77s capkés, not rod oduaros.
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as part of the Four Gospel canon accepted by the whole Church. Hence
as soon as Mt was published the title “the Gospel” would naturally be
transferred to it from Mk,

This theory of transfer and retransfer of title is contrary to known
fact. The truth is Mk never did disappear. On the contrary its con-
tinued currency in all the great centers in spite of the superiorities
of Mt and Lk is the very thing which made it unavoidable to adopt
the distinguishing titles which all four now bear. No statement of the
case could be better than Streeter’s own (FG, p. 559):

We are so used to the idea of there being four Gospels, known always by
their authors’ names, that we are apt to forget the earlier period when no
church had more than one Gospel, and when this was commonly spoken
of, not by its author’s name, but simply as “the Gospel.” But the moment
two such works began to be current side by side in the same Church it
became necessary to distinguish the Gospel “according to Mark” from
that “according to Luke.” Indeed, it is probably to the fortunate circum-
stance that Mk and Lk were so early in circulation side by side that we
owe the preservation of the names of the real authors of these works.

Thus we are again recalled to the theory of the Antiochene origin
of Mt, which Streeter seeks to reinforce by evidences of unacknowl-
edged employments in the Didaché, maintaining for this probably
North-Syrian church manual a date earlier than Ignatius.

It is probably true that Mt is more nearly ‘the’” Gospel for Didaché
than for Ignatius, whatever the relative date. This is quite what we
should expect if Didaché were the later, because the progressive eclipse
of Mk after the appearance of Lk, and still more after the appearance
of Mt, is one of the most conspicuous and generally admitted phe-
nomena of post-apostolic times. But passages found only in Mt are
still quoted by Justin (142-150) as written in “‘the” gospel. The
most, then, that can be inferred from the usage of Didaché is that the
predominant use of Mt, so strikingly manifest in 120-150 A.p. had
already begun.

Far more significant for its bearing on the beginnings of the Mat-
thean tradition is the relation of our first Gospel to Lk. The two
principal sources of each are the same, giving some color to the belief
that both emanate from approximately the same region. Von Dob-
schiitz, in a recent scholarly article,” even argues for a remote and
indirect dependence of Mt on Lk from their opening chapters. For
it is manifest that we do have here in both, in however discordant
forms, the same alteration of Mk’s “beginning of the gospel”’ by an
epiphany of the heaven-born child, in the one case to ‘‘Magian”
astrologers, in the other to shepherds; on the other hand the two

7« Matthaeus als Rabbi und Katechet,” ZNW, XXVI, 3/4, 1928, pp. 338-348.
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Gospels are not merely independent, but divergent to the point of
irreconcilability. What Lk thinks of Magians may be gathered from
his account of Simon of Gitta, the ‘““gall-root of all bitterness” of
Acts 8:23, or of Elymas the “Magian” at the court of Sergius Paulus,
smitten by Paul as a “son of the devil and enemy of all righteousness.”
What Lk thinks of the Galilean tradition of the Resurrection, adopted
by Mt to the complete exclusion of the Jerusalem tradition, may be
gathered from the last chapter of his Gospel and the opening chapter
of the Book of Acts. Stanton and Streeter agree in the conviction
that these two Gospels are not only independent of one another, but
that they must have seen the light at approximately the same date,
since otherwise one would almost eertainly show some degree of ad-
justment to the other. As respects closeness of date Stanton and
Streeter are doubtless right; but what, then, of the question of prove-
nance?
Canon Streeter holds (p. 533) that the fact that in Acts

the connection of Peter with Antioch—the proudest boast of that Church—
is completely ignored is fatal to the theory of some modern scholars that
the book (Lk-Acts) was written in and for that Church.

He thinks, therefore, that the ancient tradition recorded by Eusebius
and the Monarchian Prologue, that Luke was of Antiochian parent-
age, (CAvroxels 7§ yéve)® may either be set aside, or at least inter-
preted in a sense agreeable to that other group of modern scholars
who maintain, contrary to the ancient tradition, that Lk-Acts was
written in and for Rome; or to others still who would substitute
Greece as the region of Luke’s ultimate abode. But was not the con-
nection of Peter with Rome the ‘‘proudest boast’’ of that church?
And if the “complete ignoring” of it in the case of Antioch is fatal
to the claims of Antioch to be the birthplace of Acts, how can the
equally complete ignoring of it in the case of Rome be any less fatal
to the claims of Rome? Surely we cannot say that the writer who
makes Antioch the mother church of all Gentile Christianity including
Rome, and mentions no other name in connection with the planting
of Christianity at Rome save Paul, the Apostle of Antioch (Acts
13:1-3; 14:14), has allowed the claims of Rome to eclipse those of
Antioch in his mind.

“Boeotia,” of whose Christianization nothing is known, may serve
the better for that reason as a neutral zone. Perhaps the bones of the
beloved physician do still rest there in peace. But however this may
be, the ancient tradition of Antiochian parenfage for Luke is not so

8 The Breading of Acts 11:28 “when we were gathered together”” and late variants
on “Lucius of Cyrene” in Acts 13:1 are probably not without relation to this
second-century belief.
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easily disposed of. Granted that the meaning is not that Antioch
was the birthplace of the book, but only of its author, or even only
that of Luke’s parents, there must have been some reason for making
the statement. And what other reason could be of interest to readers
of the Book of Acts, save its perpetuation of Antiochian data? Among
these were the claim that the Christians were first given this name at
Antioch, that the group which launched it were the ““prophets and
teachers” who are enumerated by name in Acts 13:1-3 as leaders of
this mother church of Gentile Christianity, and that the final settle-
ment of the great dispute which for a time threatened to disrupt the
entire brotherhood of believers was obtained on the instance of An-
tioch, which made representations on the matter to ‘“the apostles
and elders which were at Jerusalem”’? Surely the tradition of Anti-
ochian parentage for Lk has no little support from the internal evi-
dence of his work.

But let it be supposed, for argument’s sake, that the book Lk-Acts
was actually written at Rome, or in Achaia. At all events its traditions
were not gathered either in Greece or Italy. True, the earliest of all
Lk’s material, the so-called “We” document underlying Acts 15:35—
28:31, might have been obtained at Rome. This second part of Acts
constitutes an extension of the original story, the first part being mainly
centered on Peter. It includes the further conquests of the gospel
under Paul in the West, after the settlement of the great question of
the times in the Apostolic Council. Second Acts (to adopt Torrey’s
convenient term) is Pauline and Greek from the bottom up, with
only a superficial veneering from the hand of the editor. But whence
does Lk derive the oriental narratives of First Acts? All this, from
Lk 1:4 to Acts 12:25 with slight exceptions, is Petrine in point of
view and Aramaic in sources and language-coloration. We are not
now concerned with the minuter source-analysis of Lk-Acts, but by
and large the statement will meet general approval that the main
sources of First Acts are Petrine and Syrian. Many insist that it is
possible to demonstrate that the entire mass Acts 1:1-15:34 is trans-
lated direct from Aramaic documents. But Aramaic documents
certainly did not originate in Rome or in Greece. Moreover it is these
which furnish the substructure. The Greek material, which centers
upon Paul’s later missionary career expanding the diary of some
travel companion, however prior in date, is attached as supplement.
Probably earliest of all Lk’s sources in origin, it is obviously super-
imposed as the latest addition to his book.

Wherever, then, we place the final composition of Lk-Acts the
dominant and basic sources of the writer are Petrine and Syrian, at
least for the Gospel and I Acts. Taking these internal phenomena into
consideration along with the ancient tradition we have a very strong
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case for the origin at Antioch of at least the type of gospel story repre-
sented in Lk. 1:4-Acts 15:33.

How then account for the development af the same place and approz-
imately the same date of a type of gospel story also Petrine and Syrian,
but irreconcilable with Lk’s in many important particulars? How,
above all, will it be possible to maintain that ‘“the author or com-
mittee of authors” who produced the anonymous Gospel of Mt
toward the close of the century at Antioch were able completely to
silence the claims both of Mk and the Antiochian-Petrine type of tra-
dition current in that church to be “the Gospel”’? What gave them
power to set in circulation their own anonymous compilation as alone
entitled to that exclusive claim? At Rome it is not surprising to find
a later, fuller, better written story partially supplanting the cruder
“Gospel according to Mk’ under the distinctive title ‘“Gospel ac-
cording to Lk.” This had already taken place before the Marcionite
disruption in 140. But both Mk and Lk seem to have been in turn
eclipsed at Rome by the still higher prestige of a gospel from the
East claiming to be “according to Mt.” That also is undisputed.
Rome is a focus of dissemination for both. But it is something else,
and far more improbable, that Streeter imagines as taking place at
Antioch. We are asked to believe that in this ancient home of Jewish
and Gentile Christianity, where at least the Gospel of Mk was al-
ready known and honored; also the writing known to modern critics
as the Second Source; also the Teaching of Peter and (later) the Gospel
according to Peler; besides such ‘“narratives” (8yijoeas) as Lk re-
fers to in his preface and utilizes to make up much of his Gospel and
the larger part of Acts 1-15, an author or committee of authors was
able to introduce a new compilation nof under the name of any
apostle, but quite “anonymously,” and that this work immediately
leaped to such pre-eminence as to require no name at all to distin-
guish it from its predecessors, but became at once “the” Gospel par
éminence. It was already such, we are told, “not later than A.p.
100” (1) to the author of the Didaché. Less than a score of years
thereafter it was still such, it is claimed, to Ignatius.

How any author or committee of authors could accomplish this
feat without the aid of any ascription to an apostle Canon Streeter
does not explain. Neither does he offer any explanation how the false
ascription came to be subsequently attached. If, however, we are
willing to take Antioch not as the first but the second stage in the
history of this Gospel’s rapid advancement, holding that ascription
to the Apostle Matthew (not necessarily in the narrower sense of
later times) formed part of the appeal which gave it rapid ascendancy
in the Church Catholic, difficulties will disappear. In our discussion
of the two prefatory chapters of the Gospel, chapters prefixed to the
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story of the public ministry as related by Mk, further reasons will
be set forth for the belief already avowed, that the original birthplace
of this compilation was among “the nations of the East,” perhaps
at Edessa, perhaps in the neighborhood of that community of Ara~
maic-speaking Jewish Christians eastward of Antioch at Aleppo
(Beroea~-Chalybis) known as Nazarenes. Its superimposed tincture
of Aramaic tradition would thus be accounted for.

Streeter cites as ‘“an infinitesimal point in favour of an Antiochene
origin” for Mt that while the stater varied in weight and value in
different districts “the commentators say that only in Antioch and
Damascus (italics ours) did the official stater exactly equal two didrach-
mae, as is implied in Mt xvii. 24-27" (p. 504). Between Damascus,
home of dissident Jewish sects in pre-Christian times, whose Christian
community antedates even the conversion of Paul, and Edessa,
capital of the first Christian kingdom, there was a whole realm of
cultured Greek cities such as Apamea on the Orontes, where Greek-
speaking Christian communities toward the close of the first century
must have had relations on the one side with Antioch, on the other
with the Nazarenes. For the origin of our anonymous first Gospel
we must move backward along the line which its author traces as the
approach of the Magi, guided by the miraculous star which led them
“from the East” to Bethlehem. Among Greek-speaking Christians
of Jewish descent in such a city as Apamea, or Edessa, where star-
worship was the principal heathen cult, we might find an environment
which would account for the peculiarities of Mt, whether as regards
contents or traditional title and dissemination. At Antioch the only
document we can imagine for one moment as having come into circu-
lation anonymously under the simple designation “the’” Gospel, is
that precanonical source blended with Mk by both Mt and Lk which
in the judgment of nearly all critics is at least older than any of our
canonical Gospels, if not actually employed by Mk as well as Mt and
Lk. This document S was almost certainly anonymous and non-
apostolic. When used by Mt and Lk it was a Greek document,
though bearing marks of translation from Aramaic. This writing,
which furnishes the modern critic his best evidences for the teaching
of Jesus under the artificial symbol Q, may well have circulated at
Antioch before the adoption of the Gospels entitled ““According to”’
Mk, Mt, or Lk as simply “the’”” Gospel. We are still at a loss to at-
tach to it any author’s name. Those who insist upon the exercise of
historical imagination in this direction may apply to S the name of
Philip “the evangelist” of Caesarea, the friend of Paul.



CHAPTER III

ASCRIPTION TO MATTHEW AND EARLY
DISSEMINATION

Tuus far we have not accounted for the most vital and important
element of the whole tradition, the single clause ““ According to Mat-
thew,”” which as understood by men of the period of Papias really in-
volved all the rest. We are now driven to ask, even before we take
up the problem of the Gospel’s acceptance in Asia Minor and Rome:
In what sense was this title originally intended; and how came it
to be applied to an anonymous writing which does not purport
to be from Matthew, and certainly was not the composition of any
Apostle?

In my article written in 1900 for The Expositor (VIII, No. 118) en-
titled “ Why ¢ According to Matthew’?”’ it was shown first (pp. 247~
305) that the common assumption that the name ‘“Matthew’’ was
transferred to our canonical Gospel from some earlier, incorporated
source known as “the Logia” is unfounded and improbable. Such
was not the meaning of Papias, for neither he nor his contemporaries
had the remotest suspicion of the existence of any other Ur-Maithaeus
than simply the Greek Gospel in “Hebrew” dress. Nor can escape
be found from this undeniable fact in the conjecture of a misunder-
stood utterance of “the Elder”; for Papias does not mention “the
Elder” in this connection, nor does he give any reason to suppose he
derives his statement regarding Mt from the ‘ Elder.” Had acquaint-
ance with such an apostolic writing been evinced earlier students
of Papias than nineteenth-century eritics would have discovered the
fact. Modern critics have indeed demonstrated the existence of a
Second Source (8) independently employed by Mt and Lk to supply
the deficiencies of Mk as regards teaching material. But the name
“Matthew’” cannot have been transferred from this forgotten source,
because had it borne this name the Source would not have been for-
gotten.

The fact that S was not an apostolic writing, and did not bear the
name of an Apostle, can be doubly proved. (1) The internal evidence
of the Q material testifies convincingly that it was not, and did not
purport to be, the writing of an Apostle or other eyewitness. On this
ground even so ardent a supporter of the theory of an incorporated
Book of the Logia as the veteran Godet would prefer to speak of

37
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its author as “not an apostle, but the apostolate.” Taking up this
question on p. 217 of his Introduction to the New Testament, Vol. I1
(Engl. 1899), he gives his judgment as follows:

As regards the book of the Logw I think that, properly speaking, the
author was not a single individual. There was no smgle man, or even single
apostle, to whose memory and intellect the composition of such a document
could have been exclusively confided.

(2) Whatever we may think of this theory of joint authorship of S
by “the apostolate,” the external evidence of Lk 1:1-4 is fatal to any
idea of its having been composed by Matthew or any other Apostle,
or even by any official body of first-hand witnesses. Lk is explicit in
distinguishing his own narrative, as well as those of certain predeces-
sors on whose work he hopes to improve, from the testimony of the
“‘eye-witnesses and ministers of the word.” These had “delivered”
it by word of mouth. Under the term “ministers of the word’’ Lk
almost certainly means to include Mark, whom he describes as
“minister’”” to Barnabas and Paul in Acts 13:5. The implication is
that Mark’s testimony, like that of the other ‘‘eye-witnesses and
ministers” was oral. We must therefore infer that Lk understood
the title “Gospel according to (xard) Mk’’ in the sense “drawn
up according to the teaching of”’; for his employment of this writing
is beyond dispute. It is not such, however, as we should expect him
to accord to the first-hand written testimony of an eyewitness.

But Lk also uses in common with Mt the Second Source. In fact
S is to him, and still more to Mt, distinctly “second’’ to Mk. Even
as respects “order,” which was regarded as early as “the Elder’s”
time as the weak point of Mk, both our canonical evangelists treat S
as of inferior authority. Unless S is ignored altogether in his Pre-
face Lk classes it among the “narratives” (8uyyjoeas) drawn up by
men of the second generation who received what they relate from
‘“eye-witnesses and ministers of the word.” It is therefore insuppos-
able that either Mt or Lk can have regarded S as the work of an
Apostle or eyewitness. Internal and external evidence taken together
exclude absolutely the idea of Matthean authorship, reputed or real,
for the Second Source of our Gospel. A fortior: the idea of a transfer
of the title from source to incorporating work is excluded. S cannot
have imparted what it did not possess.

Disproof of this form of attempted rescue for the tradition by a
theory of transfer of the name from some nuclear source leaves us
under all the greater obligation to account for the application of the
title ““ According to Matthew” to the writing that has come down to
us under that designation. In the Exzpositor article above mentioned
an explanation was attempted. Itsform was dictated by the challenge
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of Zahn expressed as follows at the beginning of section 54 of his
Introduction (Engl., Vol. II, p. 506):

The tax-gatherer Levi must be identified with the Apostle Matthew . . .
because there is no conceivable reason (italics ours) why a writer should
identify the Apostle Matthew, in whom later he shows no particular in-
terest, inasmuch as he is not mentioned again anywhere in his book, with
a man of another name, the account of whose call in the other two reports
which have come down to us is in no way connected with the apostles.

Zahn refers, of course, to the curious phenomenon of the text of
Mk. 2:13-17 (=Mt 9:9-13=Lk 5:27-35), where the tax-gatherer
Levi, son of Alphaeus, appears to be called as a fifth apostle after
Andrew and Peter, James and John; and yet in the list of the Twelve,
subjoined but a few verses below (Mk 3:13-19), Levi entirely fails
to appear!

Lk at this point takes over Mk unaltered, corroborating the strange
text as given by our best Ms. authorities. But the early, though ar-
bitrary, Western text of Mk attempts a correction. Noting that a
“James son of Alphaeus” appears in the list, of whom nothing fur-
ther is said, it substitutes the name “James” for “Levi” in the story
of the call, an obvious bit of harmonization which every textual critic
must reject as secondary. Zahn agrees, of course, in rejecting this
harmonization attempted by the B text of Mk 2:14; but he thinks
the (probably) derived reading of Mt 9:9, which dismisses entirely
“Levi son of Alphaeus” and substitutes ‘“Matthew,”” should be taken
to represent historical fact. My article gave reasons for holding that
in reality Mt 9:9 is itself dependent on the Western reading adopted
by the same writer in Mt 10:3. The real question is, Why do we find
6 Te\dvys attached after the name “Matthew”” in Mt 10:3?

For “Levi son of Alphaeus” is not so easily dismissed. In my
article it was pointed out (p. 307) that no example exists of two cur-
rent Jewish names, such as Joseph and Simeon, or Levi and Mat-
thew, being given to the same individual. It was also pointed out that
even if an example could be found of such a substituted name we
should expect mention of it by the evangelist, who reports the sur-
names of Peter, James, and John. This observation would seem to be
fatal to Zahn’s explanation of the Matthean substitution, an explana-
tion commonly adopted by modern apologists for the tradition.
Origen was certainly right in refusing the attempted identification
and maintaining that Levi the publican was one individual, Matthew
the Apostle another.?

My Ezpositor article undertook further to explain how the name
““Matthew” came to be substituted for ‘“James son of Alphaeus”

L Cir. Cels. 1, 62.
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in Mt 9:9. The change is probably not arbitrary, but rests, as stated,
upon the List of the Twelve adopted in Mt 10:2-4. This Matthean
list at least differs widely from the Markan, if it be not actually taken
from a separate source. However this may be, as now incorporated
in Mt it has been adjusted to Mk by certain comments. Among these
the words ‘“the publican” (6 reddwys) are inserted after the name
“Matthew” in the form of a gloss. But, as often happens with ex-
planatory glosses, its position is open to some question. If originally
written on the margin it may well be simply a reflection of the well
known and extremely early Western reading of Mk 2:14 just referred
to. In that case it was not originally intended to attach to the name of
“Matthew,” but to that which immediately follows it, “James son
of Alphaeus.” 1In other words the gloss merely incorporates the
“Western” variant of Mk 2:14.

With these conclusions the late Canon Stanton in a private letter
to the writer expressed a disposition to agree. But he expressed dis-
sent from the application of them to the origin of the title * According
to Matthew.” Objections from such a source cannot lightly be dis-
missed.

In answer to Zahn my article had offered it as a ‘‘ conceivable” ex-
planation that the remarkable difference between the Gospels as
respects the call of the fifth apostle had been noted in antiquity, and
that ancient scribes drew from it precisely the same inference which
Zahn and the apologists for tradition draw today, viz., that the evan-
gelist was as it were ‘whispering in the reader’s ear: ‘I am the real
Levi of whom Mk relates this; I had two names, one Levi, the other
Matthew.” ” Zahn’s assertion was that ‘“there is no conceivable
reason” save identity of the persons why the change should have been
made in Mt 9:9 from “Levi son of Alphaeus” to ‘“Matthew.” Simply
as an answer to Zahn the explanation offered should suffice. The
equivalence Matthew=Levi is improbable if not impossible. Sur-
names, nicknames, and names drawn from another language offer
no analogy. It is, therefore, “conceivable” that the title “ According
to Matthew” rests solely upon ancient conjecture making the same
unwarranted inferences as modern apologetic. Conceivably the change
in M+t 9:9 might have given rise to the theory of authorship.

But Stanton was justified in drawing a distinction between * origina-~
tion”’ and ‘“defense.” The critic may well query whether conjecture
would suffice to originate the tradition, however conducive to its es-
tablishment after promulgation on other grounds.

For this reason the question ‘“‘ Why according <to Matthew”’? must
be regarded as still open. We cannot indeed any longer attach to the
name ‘‘ Matthew” any of the cherished inferences concerning occupa-
tion, and hence of qualification for his task as evangelist; for the
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tax-gatherer’s name was really ‘“ Levi son of Alphaeus,” as both Mk
and Lk attest, to say nothing of the corroborative testimony of the
Gospel according to Peter. (Closing words of fragment.) Matthew
and Levi are not identical, and the substitution in Mt 9:9 must be
regarded as mere early harmonization, whether along the line above
indicated or some other. This means that the name ‘“Matthew” is
for us simply a name and nothing more.? It is far from probable that
it was ever attached in any sense to S. When originally attached to
our first Gospel it may have referred to some primitive Jewish Chris-
tian, to us totally unknown, who bore this quite common Jewish
name. Again, if it referred to the Apostle, this need not have been in
the sense of individual authorship but, as Plummer suggests, in the
sense ‘“drawn up according to the teaching of.” In that case we
may imagine the existence of a ‘tradition, since forgotten, of some
activity of the seventh (Mt 10:3 eighth) apostle in the region whence
this writing comes. Indeed some confirmation of this has been sought
in the fact that late and dependent Aramaic gospels also make play
with the name of “Matthew.” But the dependence of the heretical
gospels which make “Matthew” or ‘“Matthias” their authority on
our canonical Mt is so evident that no inference can be drawn from
the fragments to support the idea that independent traditions existed
at the time regarding evangelistic activities on the part of either
apostle. Conjecture, and conjecture based upon the passage Mt 9:9,
is the most probable source of the title. But the process was probably
less direct than at first suggested. The transfer from Mt 9:9 to super-
seription was more roundabout, involving an outside factor. A para-
ble from nature may illustrate.

The destructive insect which attacks the white pine passes the
first stages of its life as a parasite upon the wild currant or goose-
berry. Only at maturity is it conveyed to the stately pine. Just as
the lowly shrub intervenes in the life-cycle of the pine-blister so may
we trace the probable course of the pseudonym prefixed to Mt. Its
origin must be sought primarily among the dependent heretical
gospels which sprang into being early in the second century in answer
to the.sweeping conquests of Mk, Lk, and Mt. Full discussion of these
postcanonical gospels, in so far as they are related to Mt must be
reserved for an Appended Note (Note VI). But something may here
be said regarding the Ebionite writing which among other designa-
tions applied to it by the orthodox was also known as “The Gospel
according to Matthew,” later writers explaining that it was not the
authentic Mt, but “garbled and mutilated,” as was indeed the fact.
But let us again resort to analogy.

Among vivisectionists and educators the operation of headgrafting,

2 See Wernle, SF, p. 229.
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or transplanting of gray heads to green shoulders, has not as yet been
attended with success. At least if, to use medical parlance, “the
operation was a success’” the patients failed to survive. However,
among the restorers of antique statuary substitution for lost or
damaged heads has often been effected with general satisfaction.
Results would naturally be even more gratifying if the transfer
affected only literary headings, which do not require the same nicety
of adjustment. The question next to be considered is whether we have
not sufficient evidence to warrant the belief that our canonical Mt has
undergone such a process of caption transfer at an early date in its
history. In fact there is some reason, as we shall see in Ch. IV, to
believe that the operation did take place at Rome about 120 A.p. at
the hands of a group of biblical experts. Of the two patients concerned
the older and stronger survived, the younger and weaker succumbed
to the process of decapitation.

These things are spoken in allegory. In reality councils never take
the initiative, they either attempt to suppress or else make permanent
through official endorsement some suggestion whose origin is traceable
only to the elusive on dit of irresponsible popular belief. The alleged
council de recipiendis libris at Rome in 120 A.p.,3 if it really occurred,
merely tipped the scales in favor of what was on the whole a true
judgment. As between the two claimants, canonical Mt and the
apokryphon which based its claim to be known as ‘“According to
Matthew’ on a logion borrowed from Mt 9:9, canonical Mt was both
the older and (from the doctrinal standpoint) the more deserving.
But we must again turn to the situation as it stood in the age suc-
ceeding to that of the Synoptic writers.

The reference to “Matthias” as a iraditor of gospel material as-
cribed by Hippolytus to Basilides (125-135) only serves to illustrate
the tendency of the times to seek attachment for evangelic story to
apostolic names. Much more to the point is the statement twice
made by Irenaeus (Haer. I, xxvi. 2 and III, xi. 7), that the Ebionites,
who “repudiate Paul, calling him an apostate from the Law,’’ use as
their only gospel “ that which is According to Matthew.” The state-
ment probably rests on Justin, who in turn must have drawn from
Palestinian authority, for neither Irenaeus nor Justin could personally
have had knowledge of the obscure sect seated at Xokaba in Basani-
tis. It is repeated almost verbatim by Eusebius (HE, II1, xxvii. 4) and
naturally recurs with variations and attempted explanations in sub-
sequent writers.

3 In pre-Christian Rome such councils were no novelty. A board of fifteen mem-
bers had custody over the sacred Sibylline books. In the reign of Tiberius the
board and the Senate were reprimanded for admitting a writing to this canon on
insufficient grounds.
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But the intensely Jewish-christian, anti-Pauline sect of Ebionites
certainly did not use our canonical Mt. Nor can their gospel have been
Ev. Naz., for the Nazarenes of North Syria were chiefly distinguished
from the Ebionite Jewish-christians of South Syria just by their
hearty endorsement of the mission work of Paul and their tolerant
attitude toward Gentile Christians. For the Nazarenes admitted to
fellowship those who did not, like themselves, observe the ritual
precepts of Mosaism.? If the late and confused evidence of Epipha-~
nius can be accepted this Ebionite gospel (which like other compo-
sitions intended to supply local needs would be known among the
Ebionites themselves simply as “the’”” Gospel) was the same else-
where called ‘“ the Gospel according to the Hebrews” (Ev. Hebr.).

Deferring other problems connected with it to Appended Note VI,
the question to be raised here is only, Why was the Ebionite gospel
also called both by Irenaeus (in two passages) and by others down to
Theodoret of Cyrrhus, who either depends on Irenaeus or on the
common source of both (Haer. Fab. I1, i. bis), ‘“ The Gospel according
to Matthew”? The answer to this question not only bears upon that
of the nature and date of the so-called Gospel according to the Hebrews,
but may also serve to explain the present difficulty regarding the
application to the canonical Mt in the earlier decades of the second
century of a name which certainly does not properly belong to it,
yet which (in the judgment of well-qualified scholars) cannot have
originated in direct conjecture from Mt 9:9 compared with Mk 2:14.

Epiphanius among the rest states distinctly that the Ebionite
gospel, known to some as Ev. Hebr., was called by others “The Gospel
according to Matthew.” He declares the work, however, to be not
the true and authentic Mt, but “garbled’” (vevofevuévor) and “muti-
lated” (jkporgpaopuéor). Others met the difficulty by postulating
two kinds of Ebionite heretics, one branch using the authentic Mft,
the other the spurious!

Epiphanius’ charge is abundantly proved by the citations he makes
from the work, showing the writing from which his extracts are made
to belong to the class which we may designate as “synoptica’ by dis-
tinction from the famous ‘“ Diafessaron’ of Tatian. For Tatian’s
work, dating from 160 to 170, was a mosaic of the four canonical
Gospels ingeniously dovetailed together. But Tatian’s was not the
first composite gospel. It had been preceded by certain secondary
products of the oriental method of book-making by amalgamation.
These composites blended together two or more of our Synoptic
Gospels in various heretical interests. Indeed our own Gospels of Mt
and Lk are themselves products of this same time-honored method

4Cf. Justin, Dial, xlvii. on tolerant (Nazarene) vs. intolerant (Ebionite)
Jewish Christians.
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of amalgamation, since both consist of a combination of Mk with a
Second Source (S). In both Mk is basic, this outline together with
SQ supplying the mass of the book while the evangelists themselves
each add a small amount of other material (P), though Mt’s sup-
plements are greatly inferior both quantitatively and qualitatively
to Lk’s.

Of these “synoptica’ of the period before the Diafessaron the
best extant example is the Gospel according to Peter, still used at the
close of the second century in the church in Rhossus near Antioch.
Ey. Petr. combined Mt with Mk and Lk, adding traces from other
gospels, but was excluded from church use by Serapion the metro-
politan bishop about 195 A.p., on account of certain traits indicative
of docetic heresy. A large fragment, covering the whole passion
narrative and ending with the opening sentences of a resurrection
story probably based on the lost ending of Mk, was recovered in
1887 from a tomb in Akhmim.

But we must return to Epiphanius and his “garbled and muti-
lated” Mt which the extracts clearly show to have been a ‘“‘synopti-
con”’ of the type of Ev. Petr., but far less innocent. The following
extract will show that it actually did bear toward Mt a relation
similar to that of Marcion’s gospel to the authentic Lk. (Panar.
XXX, 13):

There was a certain man named Jesus, he was about thirty years old,
who made choice of us. And he ecame down to Capernaum and entered
into the house of Simon surnamed Peter. And he opened his mouth and
said: Passing along by the Sea of Tiberias I chose for myself John and
James the sons of Zebedee, and Simon and Andrew 5 and Thaddeus and
Simon the Zealot and Judas Iscariot; and thee Matthew, sitting at the toll-
booth, I called and thou didst follow me. 1 therefore intend you to be twelve
apostles as a testimony to Israel.

After this followed an account of the baptism of Jesus by John related
in the Synoptic form and language, but with certain sectarian pecu-
liarities.

Clearly, from its beginning (always the source of book designations
in Semitic practice) this writing, whatever its nature, would inevitably
be designated, wherever it came into comparison with other gospels,
either ‘“Gospel according to the Twelve Apostles,’” or (since Matthew
is specially selected to play a distinctive part, probably connected
with his ability as tax-collector to handle the pen) ‘“ Gospel according
to Matthew.” From the limited group of Jewish Christians among
whom it circulated in Transjordan and near the Dead Sea it would

& Two pairs of names from the *twelve’ appear to have fallen out at this point
in transcription.
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naturally be known to the Christians of northern Egypt as “The
Gospel according to the Hebrews,” for a provincial gospel of Gnostic
type, also Greek, was distinguished from the Ebionite writing by the
designation “The Gospel according to the Egyptians.”

We must defer for consideration in an Appended Note (No. VI)
the question whether (and if so when and from whom) this Ebionite
second-century apokryphon received the appellation “Gospel accord-
ing to Matthew.” Certainly this could only occur at a very early
date, not later than the second decade of the second century. More-
over the appellation cannot have been given by the Ebionites them-
selves to their gospel; for it is explicitly stated in repeated references
that the community in question tolerated no other. To them, conse-
quently, the writing would be known simply as ‘“the” Gospel. Again,
no outsider acquainted with the canonical Mt, if this latter then bore
the name, would have dreamed of applying to the crude heretical
amalgam the same name already attached to the much more highly
esteemed and earlier Gospel from which it obviously draws much of
its material. Why, then, should the name “Gospel according to
Matthew” have been applied to the Ebionite writing? Two alter-
natives appear equally inadmissible. We may dismiss as erroneous
all the testimony, including the two passages from Irenaeus, which
declares that this designation was applied to it, or we may hold that
the Ebionites themselves, abandoning their exclusive attitude toward
the canonical Gospels, changed their mode of reference, and instead
of speaking of their gospel as “the”’ gospel, began to give it a designa-~
tion which however apostolic made the work nevertheless only one
of several. The extreme improbability that the Ebionites themselves
are responsible for the designation “according to Matthew” will be
apparent.

Let it be assumed, then, for the argument’s sake, that Irenaeus and
the second-century informants on whom he depends (for Irenaeus
personally can have had no knowledge of the Ebionites) were quite
in error, and that the designation “according to Matthew” was not
applied by anyone to the Ebionite composite. In that case we at least
have a conspicuous example of precisely that kind of conjecture for
which Stanton maintained there was no evidence. For it is quite
evident from the fragment above-cited, (be the work a second- or a
fourth-century product), that the compiler of Ev. Hebr. is using Mt 9:9
with the purpose of suggesting that the Apostle Matthew whom Jesus had
called from the collection of taxes could and did serve the appointed
body of the Twelve as the recorder of their “testimony to Israel.” The
Ebionite compiler himself doubtless wished and expected his work
to be called ‘“the’” Gospel. But he also manifestly wished it to be
understood that its contents had been committed by Jesus personally
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to the Twelve, with special designation of *“Matthew” as their quali-
fied scribe and recorder. Readers not of the Ebionite circle, and not
acquainted with any other gospel claiming this name, would inevitably
ascribe its (reputed) authorship to the Apostle Matthew.

On the other hand the assumption of error on the part of Irenaeus,
while it avoids the immediate difficulty, does so only at the cost of
involving us in new perplexity. We shall still be under obligation to
find a primitive reporter of Ebionism so ignorant of the facts as to
suppose that these bitterly reactionary and intensely anti-Pauline
heretics used as their only gospel our canonical Mt, rejecting all
others.

Consider, then, a further alternative. At some period so early that
our canonical Mt had not yet become generally known by its present
title, but still late enough to be used along with Lk by the Ebionite
compiler, unknown persons who read this paragraph of the heretical
composite took the writer at his word, so far as finding a distinctive
name for the writing was concerned. It was called “according to
Matthew” just as the Gospels of Judas Thomas and others were
called by the names of particular apostles, without necessary ac-
knowledgment of their authenticity. Previous to the unwarranted
claims of canonical Mt to this title (claims not even suggested by any
part of its contents) it may well have been sometimes conferred upon
the Ebionite composite which did purport to be written by Matthew
in fulfilment of the intention of Jesus himself. Of course neither
canonical nor uncanonical gospel has any historical claim to the
name, nor is Matthew any more likely than Bartholomew or Thomas
to have had skill with the pen. However, so far as priority of con-
jecture is concerned as between Mt and Ev. Eb. it can only be awarded
to the Ebionite composition, dependent as it is. The title fits here,
and can be completely accounted for by the writer’s use of Mt 9:9.
It does not in the least fit the canonical writing, and can only have
been taken over from some other. If the process of transfer can be
dated late enough to allow for dissemination of the rumor that the
Ebionites possessed a gospel purporting to have been written by the
Apostle Matthew the transfer is easily explained. On this question
we refer to Appended Note VI.

The outcome of our search for residual truth in the tradition of
Matthean authorship is meagre. It is indeed certain that the title
“ According to Matthew” was not at first attached to this Gospel.
Neither did it come to it from 8, which certainly did not possess it.
In the next chapter an attempt will be made to determine somewhat
more closely when and how the transfer may have been made per-
manently effective.

Let us turn meantime from the difficult problem of the origin of
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the title to the momentous consequences entailed. For to the title,
affixed to Mt at some period probably later than Ignatius, we must
largely ascribe the triumphal march of this relatively late and Jewish-
christian Gospel across the whole mission field of Paul from Antioch
to Rome, a conquest which made Mt within a half-century after we
can first positively identify it in church use, the dominant and pre-
ferred authority throughout the Greek-speaking Christian world.
This advance over the ground evangelized by Paul is a phenomenon
of much more than academic interest. Significant for the history of
the development of Christianity in this obscure post-apostolic age
it is of even greater concern in practical application. For the reaction
which it connotes from the inspired insight and freedom of Paul
toward post-apostolic neo-legalism has left its impress on the Church
catholic down to the present day. Of this reaction the growing in-
fluence of Mt was perhaps more a symptom than a cause. Yet the
predominance this neo-legalistic gospel so quickly attained has not
been without lasting effect in swerving nascent Christianity back
toward the spirit, beliefs, and institutions of the Synagogue.

The long struggle against Gnostic heresy, the “acute Helleniza-
tion of Christianity,” as Harnack calls it, was already beginning.
To our evangelist, as to his contemporary, Jude, it takes the form of
a battle against ““lawlessness” (dvoula), a battle for the command-
ments ‘‘once for all delivered to the saints.” Perhaps the course of
events admitted no such alternative as a justly proportioned Helleni-
zation, but compelled a choice between Gnostic theosophy and a
reversion toward Judaism disguised under Christian forms. If so,
doubtless it was better that the Church catholic should become neo-
legalistic and apocalyptic, rather than antinomian and theosophic.
Our evangelist fulminates against the hypocrisy of “scribes and Phari-
sees,” but the ‘righteousness” which he commends is little more
than that of seribes and Pharisees raised to a higher scale. His concep-
tion of the teaching of Jesus is a Torah of Moses made over in prep-
aration for the messianic age about to dawn. His ideal evangelist
isa ‘“scribe who hath been made a disciple to the kingdom of heaven,”
who brings out of his treasury of teachings *things old and new.”
Mt’s idea of a gospel of world-redemption is ‘‘ the law and the proph-
ets” of former generations plus the new commandment of Jesus.
His apostolic commission is the task of teaching all men everywhere
to obey it.

The danger of “acute Hellenization,” or ‘lawlessness,” was
averted; but at the cost of surrender of much of the ground which
Jesus and Paul had won from Synagogue biblicism. The wild and

¢ Cf. the article of von Dobschiitz above referred to (ZNW, XXVII, 3/4) “Mat-
théius als Rabbi and Katechet.”
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fantastic protest of Marcion produced only disruption. It made
real appreciation of Paul harder rather than easier for a Church-
catholic bent on ecclesiastical organization and authority. Thus for
fifty years Greek Christianity, outwardly bitter in its opposition to
Judaism, imbibed inwardly its spirit, and copied its beliefs and insti-
tutions.

To follow the spread of our first Gospel, well fitted as it was to the
demands of the times and supported by an ill founded, but undis-
puted and unrivalled claim to apostolic authority, is to gain new in-
sight into that complex of movements and influences which have made
the historic faith what it is. From the eastern border of Greek-speak-
ing Christianity, the region nearest in contact with Judaism, whether
as respects outward polemic or latent affinity, it followed the foot-
steps of Paul to Greece and Rome. Within a decade or so after
Ignatius’ journey from Antioch through Asia Minor to his martyrdom
in Rome we find it advancing in all quarters toward a position of
unrivalled primacy. Only by slow degrees, toward the close of the
second century, does the fourth Gospel attain in some regions to
similar standing, this too only after a period of opposition so intense
as to lead some in the Church to reject the entire body of writings
ascribed to John.

Even after Irenaeus had made acceptance of the ‘Fourfold
Gospel” (edayyéhov Terpdpopdov) the touchstone of orthodoxy, any
other position for Mt than at the head of the group is highly excep-
tional, and the exception appears to be based on doctrinal valuation
rather than any question of Mt’s claim to be first in order of date.
Moffatt (Introd., p. 14) lists seven different arrangements of the
Gospels found in manuscripts or implied in patristic references. In
only two of these does Mt take any other place than first, and in
these two it is preceded only by Jn. The Coptic versions have an
order logically commendable in that it does not break the connection
between Lk and Acts but places the Gospels in the order Jn, Mt,
Mk, Lk. Chrysostom and minuscule 19 have the order Jn, Mt, Lk,
Mk, an order according to valuation. Irenaeus, who in point of date
places Mt first, has an order Jn, Lk, Mt, Mk in Haer. I1I, xi. 8, to
agree with his idea of the symbolism of the four living creatures of
Rev. 4:7. But these orders giving precedence to Jn are highly excep-
tional and can usually be accounted for. In general the common or-
der of today, the official Roman order of the Muratorianum (c. 185)
reflects the feeling and practice of the second century. Papias (pace
Streeter) is anything but an exception to the general rule from his
time to the end of the century. It is scarcely too much to say of the
common practice in Papias’ time that Mt is always the Gospel em-
ployed, unless the particular quotation wanted is not to be found
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in it. Even on the moot point of “order’’ the same holds true. Critics
who ask us to believe that Papias is using Jn (1) as a standard when
criticizing the order of Mk (he is really defending Mk against the
imputation of “the Elder’’) confuse the issues of 140 A.p. with those
cf 190. It is certainly the order of Mt, which (however artificial and
incorrect from the point of view of modern criticism) was regarded
by Papias as the order of an apostolic eyewitness. It is this which
was made the standard by early harmonists.” Stanton’s well-con-
sidered judgment (GHD, I, p. 276) that “In the case of our first
Gospel the signs of early use are specially abundant” is easily within
the demonstrable facts.

7So Ammonius (¢f. Zahn, Introd., sec. 50, p. 420) and Tatian.



CHAPTER IV
STEPS TOWARD CANONIZATION

WE have already observed (p. 47) as “one of the most striking phe-
nomena of 120-150 A.p.” the rapid advance of Mt toward an undis-
puted predominance in the slowly forming canon of the four Gospels.
Its intrinsic adaptation to the special needs of the Church catholic
in this period of struggle against “acute Hellenization’’ accompanied
by dangerous moral laxity, most of all the bold claims made on its
behalf to apostolic authority, go far to explain this advance, apart
from any special evidences accessible to modern enquiry of particular
stages in the process.

Nevertheless two data of significance survive which are worthy of
special notice for their bearing on probable steps in this process of
quasi-canonization, before passing on to inferences deducible from
the text itself. The first of these is a curious group of synchronisms
attached to a fifth-century Syriac document concerned with the
controversy in which Epiphanius had borne a conspicuous part re-
garding the Perpetual Virginity of Mary. The other is a quotation
from Claudius Apollinaris, suceessor to Papias in the see of Hierapolis
in Phrygia, dealing with the so-called Paschal controversy, a fragment
preserved in the Paschal Chronicle which mentions “Matthew” by
name as an apostolic and authoritative writing, and implies a method
(not clearly defined in the fragment) by which Apollinaris felt able
to harmonize what to some members of his flock appeared (and to
moderns still appear) the conflicting statements of “Matthew’’ with
some other Gospel not named. This other of course, can only be the
fourth, our Gospel of Jn.

Both of these items are significant of the advancing claims 6f Mt
to paramount authority; but their bearing on the case requires further
elucidation, especially as regards the Syriac synchronisms, which can
only be brought into relation with our canonical Mt on the supposi-
tion that the Syriac writer drew them from some record no longer
extant; for as he employs them they apply only to the late legend he
advances in support of his fifth-century contention that Mary re-
mained a virgin to her death.

In my Introduction to the New Testament (1900, p. 38) reference
is made to this Syriac manuseript, published with translation in the
Journal of Sacred Literature for Oct., 1866, by W. Wright, as well as
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to the discussion of its significance by Hilgenfeld (“Das kanonische
Matthaeusevangelium” in ZWTh for 1895, p. 449). My more recent
article “Toward the Canonization of Matthew” in the HThR for
April, 1929 (XXITI, pp. 151-171), gives the results of more complete
and careful studies. The nature and purpose of the manuscript are
shown in its title: “ As to the Star: showing how and by what means
the Magi knew the Star, and that Joseph did not take Mary as his
wife.” An extract from my Introduction will show the bearing on our
present enquiry of a section forming its close.

The visit of the Magi to Bethlehem (Mt 2:1-13) is declared to have been
“In the [three hundred] and eleventh year (Seleucid era=1 B.c.) in the
second year of our Redeemer” (¢f. Mt 2:16). The incident itself is declared
to have been authenticated by a council assembled for the purpose in
Rome “in the year 430 (=119 A.p.), under the reign of Hadrianus Ceasar,
in the consulship of Severus and Fulgus, and the episcopate of Xystus
(Sixtus I), bishop of the city of Rome.”

Other critics, including Nestle and Zahn (Inirod. § 54, p. 527), had
not failed to call attention to the fact that dating by synchronisms
with this degree of exactitude is quite beyond the unaided powers
of a Syriac scribe of the fifth or sixth century, and that his datings
at least must have been derived from some older source, perhaps one
which recorded an actual council at Rome held at the date specified
for the purpose of passing on the assertions of Mt 2, so novel to
readers of the Roman Gospel of Mk.

Zahn, in particular, is emphatic on this point:

The exactness of the fourfold dating is surprising. If we change the
first figure 430 to 431 (Oct. 1, 119-120 A.p.), all four dates agree, a great
rarity in chronological notices of this sort. In the year 120, then, and
primarily in Rome, as the manner of dating shows, the question in what
year the Magi had come to Bethlehem was actively discussed. We are
reminded of discussions like those concerning the census of Quirinius and
of the fictitious Acts of Pilate (Justin, Apol. i. 34, 35). If there is anything
in this remarkable statement, then in 120, in Rome and “in various places,”
men were occupied in a scholarly fashion with M# ii., that is, of course,
with the Greek text of this chapter of our Mt.

We may add that the consistency of dates in the fragment extends
over a fifth not counted by Zahn. For it begins with a reference to the
nativity as occurring in the year (three hundred) ‘“and eleven.”
The equivalent of this date of the Seleucid Era, used in Edessa at
the period of our document, is 2 B.c. The datings are all taken con-
sistently from the fifth-century Consularia Constantinopolitana, as
can be easily proved by slight errors of text such as the spelling of
the names of the consuls. The question still remains, however, from
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what source, or sources, a Syriac writer of the fifth century could
have hit upon the device of a council of “great men in various places
acquainted with the Holy Secriptures,” assembled af Rome to pass
upon the authenticity of a book, and recording their decision in
writing ‘“‘in their own language.” Had the affirmation been framed
originally in support of our author’s own composition we should
expect not only errors in the synchronisms, but reference to the
language and authorities of his own country.

Earlier scholars such as Nestle, Hilgenfeld, Zahn, and Harnack,
have hesitated to treat this Syriac fragment as embodying the record
of an actual council, a council de recipiendis Uibris, held at Rome in
120 A.p. to pass upon the claims of our Gospel of Mt. But hesitation
is abandoned and the plunge taken by Streeter in his recent volume
(FG, 1925, p. 525). Speaking of the opinion of “Harnack and others”
that the dating used by the Syriac writer is authentic Streeter adds:

I hazard the conjecture that it is the date of a conference at which the
Roman Church accepted the First Gospel as Apostolic on the testimony
of representatives of the Church of Antioch. The martyrdom of Ignatius,
Bishop of Antioch, in the Coliseum was then an event of recent memory.
His letter to the Roman Church, which became, as Lightfoot shows, a
kind of martyr’s handbook, had attracted great attention; his enthusiastic
admiration of the Roman Church, his emphasis on ecclesiastical discipline,
based on obedience to the Bishop as a safeguard against heresy, would
have specially commended the Church of Antioch and its traditions to the
consideration of the authorities at Rome. Once a favourable hearing was
secured for the tradition of Apostolic authorship, the Gospel on its merits
would seem worthy of an Apostle. At any rate by the time of Justin
Martyr, the Gospel of Mt, alongside that of Mk and Lk, is firmly estab-
lished as one of the accepted Gospels of the Roman Church.

Without further tracing back of the Syriac synchronisms to their
actual source, or at least the indication of some line of transmission
by which they might naturally reach a sixth-century writer in Edessa,
the conjecture, however attractive, must indeed be classed as “haz-
ardous.” Such a tracing back I have endeavored to give in the article
referred to above under the title ““As to the Canonization of Mat~
thew.” The Syriac writer, as already stated, draws his dates from the
Consularia Constantinopolitana, the latest date-book of his time.
But the date-book was not his only source, much less the inspiration
of his work. His impulse comes through Epiphanius, whose treatise on
the Perpetual Virginity of Mary had been translated into Syriac not
long before our document was composed. This appears from his
title, curiously attaching an argument on the Perpetual Virginity to
a seemingly unrelated discussion of the Magi and the Star. He also
knows (as we should naturally infer from the false ascription of his
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material) the Church History of Eusebius, translated into Syriac be-
fore 400 A.D., if not the Chronicon also. These writings would of course
inform him, if not already informed, of the two great contemporary
chronographers of the third century, Hippolytus of Rome and Afri-
canus of Emmaus-Nicopolis in Palestine. Even if the writer were
not directly acquainted with either of these (and such acquaintance
is unlikely) the contents of his work show its general derivation. It
consists of an attempt to trace the visit of the Magi to its Persian
origin in a tradition transmitted from Balaam’s prophecy of the
Star through successive reigns synchronized with the Old Testament
kings. Attached at the end is the proof (?) that Mary lived in her own
house in Nazareth, apart from Joseph. Most of this supplemental
demonstration has been purposely excised by some owner of the Ms.,
leaving only the appended synchronisms. The earlier portion, dealing
solely with the question “How the Magi knew the Star,” shows that
its author relied upon some one of the numerous World-chronicles,
or attempts to bring all the events of world history into adjustment
with the Bible. These were based upon Hippolytus in the West, but
more reliance was placed on Africanus in the East. The datings of
our Syriac writer favor, as we should expect, Africanus rather than
Hippolytus; but his dependence is probably indirect. Pseudo-Africa-
nus, or that form of the World-chronicle which included an apoeryphal
story of the Magi as despatched by the king of Persia “ the star show-
ing them the way” is perhaps the middle link.

Now Epiphanius, writing his long chapter on the Alogi and other
deniers of Gospel agreement in Cyprus c. 375 A.D., begins his demon-
stration of their exact harmony by a reconciliation of the apparent
discrepancy between the early chapters of Mt and Lk, following the
lines of Africanus’ famous theory of the two genealogies of Joseph,
the husband of Mary. He brings it to a close with a much more
elaborate reconciliation of the fourth Gospel with the Synoptics
along the lines of Hippolytus’ no less famous defense of this Gospel
against the Alogi, one of whose principal objections was the conflict
between Jn and the Synoptics in point of chronology. Epiphanius
therefore transcribes (with conjectural modifications of his own) the
entire section of the Hippolytean consular lists covering the “thirty
years” required by Lk 3:23 between Jesus’ birth and baptism. Epi-
phanius’ corrections then come to be adopted in the Consularia Con-
stantinopolitana, and so are passed on to our Edessene writer, to the
Chronicon Paschale, and to others.

But the World-chronicles founded on the chronographies of Afri-
canus and Hippolytus did not lose sight of the harmonistic interests
of their inspirers. The date of the Nativity was accompanied by a
note referring to the visit of the Magi, and that of the consulship of
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the two Gemini with similar reference to the crucifixion and ascension.
Particularly the successions of the Persian kings from Balaam to the
visit of the Magi offered a favorite method for the authentication of
Mt.

It would be difficult today to identify the particular World-chron-
icle which links our Syriac writer to Africanus, whose datings he
generally adopts. His lists of Persian kings, however, could undoubt-
edly be carried back, if necessary, to some such third- or fourth-century
thesaurus.! With his Roman material better headway can be made.
He is certainly dependent on Epiphanius, and Epiphanius, as is well
known, rests chiefly on Hippolytus, especially in this particular
division of the Panarion. As respects Hippolytus’ refutation of those
who objected to the fourth Gospel because its chronology conflicted
with the Synoptic we know something. Hippolytus’ chief opponent
was the “learned” Gaius, Bishop of Portus. This controversy took
place in the period of Irenaeus, who makes clear reference to it,
writing ¢. 186. The Muratorian Canon embodies the decisions of the
Roman church on the books permitted and forbidden to be read from
its pulpits. But had not Rome taken action similar to that implied
in the Muratorianum when previously called upon to decide between
similar conflicting claims? Its home-Gospel of Mk offered a very
different ‘“beginning” from that of the new-comer Mt, a gospel intro-
duced not long before the coming of Ignatius, and certainly brought
into great prominence by his use of it. For it is just the item of the
Magi and the Star which chiefly interests Ignatius, and is at the same
time that in which Mt stands most conspicuously out of line with Mk.
If a “conference” was held at Rome in 120 A.p. to settle this question,
is it likely that the memory of its date and its decisions survived
until the time of Hippolytus, so that reference could be made to it
in his Chronology, and thus pass on into the World-chronicles on
which our Syriac writer depends? Two things are favorable to the
idea that such was actually the case.

(1) We have already noted that the interest of Hippolytus in
chronography is apologetic. He aims at harmonization of the Gospels.
Africanus and the 8 text of the Genealogy in Lk give abundant proof
that the discrepancy between Mt and Lk had by no means been over-
looked in the second century. Porphyry is one of those who threw
scorn upon it. Epiphanius does well to start his chronological defense
with this. Probably those from whom he so freely draws, Hippolytus
included, had not been silent on the subject.

(2) Councils de recipiendis libris were no new thing at Rome in

! See Bratke (U, N. F. IV, 3, pp. 130 and 172) on Jewish and Christian Apoc-
rypha connecting Persian and Magian astrology with the star of Balaam. Cf.
also Origen, Cir. Cels. I, 60.
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Hippolytus’ time and before it. They were really pre-Christian in
origin, as already observed (above, p. 42, note). Our most conspic-
uous Christian example is the Muratorian Canon, which, as Harnack
has recently pointed out, represents not the opinion of any single
individual (the author speaks of what “we” and ‘“the Church
catholic”’ receive), but the decision of some representative and
authoritative body. But even the Muratorianum is not all. Tertul-
lian has further implications. True, he may be using some of his not
unaccustomed hyperbolic diction; he may be referring to councils
held after that which gives us the Muratorianum,; but his language
in protesting against the public reading of The Shepherd of Hermas
implies' more than the condemnation imposed on the book by the
Muratorianum. Tertullian writes in the De Pudicitia, addressing the
Bishop of Rome, “By every assembly of your churches’” this writing
has been rejected. Moreover he is speaking not of general councils, but
provincial, Italian “conferences,” in which the African churches had
not joined. To how much earlier a date than the first protests against
the public reading of Hermas (154 A.D. ?) this practice of holding local
councils de recipiendrs libris can be carried back in the Roman church
we can only conjecture. Still there is nothing improbable in the sup-
position advanced by Streeter that such a “conference’ took place
not long after the coming of Ignatius; nor is it insupposable that
Hippolytus or Africanus, impelled by their apologetic and harmo-
nistic interest, may have somewhere preserved the memory and date
of the favorable decision. What the Muratorianum itself had to say
regarding the canonicity of its “first”” Gospel is unfortunately missing,.

Further support for the belief that such a local council was actually
held at Rome in 120 A.p. may be found in what we know to have taken
place in Phrygia not more than a generation later. We have already
seen that Papias, Bishop of Hierapolis in 140 A.p., makes our Gospel
of Mt his principal authority, accepting without question, and in
the strictest sense, the title which aseribed it to the Apostle Matthew.
On the other hand Papias is certainly acquainted with First Jn and
almost certainly with the fourth Gospel, though he gives no sign of
ascribing to either of these any apostolic authority. Only the Revela-
tion, which explicitly and boldly claims the name of the Apostle
(Rev. 1:9-11) is ardently defended in this claim by Papias as well as
by all the later succession of Chiliasts who take their cue from him.?
If Papias had given to the fourth Gospel even such indirect and sec-
ondary authority as he claims for the second Gospel because of its
author’s relation to Peter, his testimony in its behalf would certainly
have been quoted on one side or the other of the controversy which
raged a generation later over the admissibility of the Johannine

2 See Appended Note III.
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canon; for western conservatives objected that the fourth Gospel
conflicted with the accepted three, whereas the ‘Phrygians” de-
fended it. A leading feature of the dispute was the conflict in chronol-
ogy, particularly where ritual practice was involved, as in the differ-
ing date for the observance of Easter.

In this celebrated “Paschal controversy” the *Phrygians’ must of
course have had some standard method of harmonizing the Johannine
date with the Synoptic, or Matthean; for in 150-180 Mt, rather than
Mk or Lk, was naturally appealed to by both sides as of ‘“apostolic”
authority. Exactly how the feat of harmonization was accomplished
we are not told, though it was probably along the same lines fol-
lowed by Clement of Alexandria in his contribution to the contro-
versy, viz., the theory that the Passover supper of Mt. 26:17 ff. was
eaten by Jesus and the twelve a day earlier than the official date.
However, our interest in the subject is not with Clement, early in
the third century, but with Claudius Apollinaris, the successor of
Papias at Hierapolis about 160. For the beginning of the contro-
versy was earlier still, our first information coming through the mis-
sion of the aged Polycarp to Rome ¢. 150, when he was permitted
by the Roman bishop Anicetus to celebrate the annual feast after his
own fashion, Roman observance notwithstanding. This exercise of
Christian toleration unfortunately did not prevent a fresh outbreak
in Laodicea, three miles across the river Meander from Hierapolis,
shortly after the death of Papias. To this second outbreak Claudius
Apollinaris makes his contribution in a fragment preserved in the
Paschal Chronicle side by side with that from Clement, showing
incidentally how the acceptance of “ Matthew” as authoritative had
produced a clash in the diocese over the question of the proper date
for observance of Easter. Apollinaris wrote as follows:

Some there are, however, who because of ignorance raise dispute about
these things, being afflicted after a well known manner; for ignorance
does not merit denunciation but calls for instruction. Now these men say
that the Lord ate the lamb with his disciples on the fourteenth (Nisan),
but that on the great day of Unleavened Bread he himself suffered; and
they declare that Matthew affirms the matter to be in accordance with
their opinion; so that their doctrine is contrary to the Law (Ex. 12:17 ff.)
and brings the Gospels into apparent conflict.

In Asia Minor the mode of observance of Easter had been from
“the times of the Apostles” Quartodeciman, that is, in accordance
with the fourth Gospel. Polycarp, as we have seen, bore witness to
this in a journey to Rome at the age of eighty or more. Consequently
those anti-quartodeciman members of his diocese whom Apolinaris
treats so contemptuously for their alleged “ignorance,” are the in-
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novators. They maintain that “Matthew,” the Gospel which Apol-
linaris’ predecessor Papias had given such unique authority, demands
the Roman and not the Phrygian, or Asiatic, mode of observance.
A little “instruction,” their Bishop declares, would have shown them
two things: first that the Mosaic law really requires observance on
the fourteenth, as the Jews maintain, not the fifteenth; second that
conflict between the holy Gospels is unthinkable.

The point which interests us is not what particular mode of mis-
interpretation the Bishop applied to Mt to make it agree with Jn, but
the implication of the controversy itself. For if the supporters of
“Matthew,’”’ are the innovators (and these, we know, do not misin-
terpret Mt, but take it in its real and unperverted sense), and if the
harmonizing misinterpretation of the Bishop had to be invented in
order to accommodate the more recently received Gospel of Mt to
Phrygian festal observance, then the arrival of the Gospel of Mt in
Phrygia must have been comparatively recent in Papias’ day, for
the indigenous tradition was certainly Johannine. Papias would
hardly have ventured to change the mode of observance practiced
throughout Proconsular Asia “since the times of the Apostles.”
Hence in adopting Mt he was surely unconscious of the conflict, a con-
dition which in the nature of the case could not long endure. For
when Polycarp went to Rome, probably for the very purpose of bear-
ing his testimony in the controversy, the discrepancy could not re-
main hid. The dispute once raised—say in 150 A.p.—the bishops
responsible for the adoption of Mt would naturally find at once a
method of harmonization. But naturally also not all the flock could
be immediately “instructed.” Those who accepted Mt but still re-
mained ‘““ignorant” were for disregarding the Johannine chronology
and coming to agreement with Rome. If ‘‘quarrelsome” they re-
mained unconvinced by their bishop’s explanation of the ‘““apparent
conflict.” Of course the generality of believers in Phrygia continued
their Quartodeciman observance as before. Two centuries were to
elapse before agreement was reached between East and West.

The fact that the Gospel of Mt, distinctly mentioned as “Mat-
thew’s” by both Papias and Apollinaris, is thus involved in the earlier
stages of the long Easter controversy enables us to determine some-
thing regarding its spread. Incidentally we observe how impossible
it would be for this unquestionably Syrian Gospel to take a place at
Rome alongside of the indigenous Gospel of Mk and the Antiochian (?)
Gospel of Lk without some action of church officials corresponding
to that implied in the Paschal T'reatise of Apollinaris. At Rome there
would be no conflict on the score of Easter observance, because Mt
follows Markan, that is, Roman, observance. But there would be
inevitable conflict at Rome as regards the adoptionist beginning of
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Mk. The story of the Star and the Magi involves an Epiphany at
birth difficult to reconcile with the Epiphany by vision and voice from
heaven at the Baptism of John. Cerinthus may not have brought
his protest to bear until a later time, but there were adoptionists at
Rome before Cerinthus, loud in their protests against any other
“beginning’’ than the old-time tradition which made the “beginning
of the gospel’’ coincide with ‘‘the baptism of John.”” Streeter is there-
fore likely to be correct in postulating the necessity of some kind of
official action at Rome early in the second century to enable Mt to
circulate there on a parity with Mk.

We may distinguish accordingly three stages, not two only, in the
history of the origin and dissemination of our first canonical Gospel.
Its origin was certainly in (northern?) Syria, probably in some bilin-
gual region northward of Damascus and eastward of Antioch, where
Nazarene traditions were current. From thence it spread southward
(in Aramaic targum) down the Euphrates toward India and (in the
original Greek) westward toward Antioch, where Ignatius accepts it,
most likely along with a claim that it was (perbaps in some broad
sense) “according to’”” Matthew. The third stage of the Gospel’s
advance toward canonization is a consequence of Ignatius’ journey,
and of the immense effect of his martyrdom at Rome about 115.
His epistles, collected by Polycarp not later than 115, and almost
canonized from the start, make prominent use of the Matthean
Epiphany story of Magi and Star. Rome, not Antioch, nor Ephesus,
after due deliberation and consultation, put the final stamp of its
unparalleled authority upon the book as authentic and apostolic.
Under this aegis its further triumph was assured.

But the beginnings of the process were earlier. In 140 we already
find Papias and in 167 his successor Apollinaris in Phrygia using Mt
with the same assurance as Ignatius, and even surpassing Ignatius
in their strict interpretation of the “according to” of the title. This
is unlikely to have been out of mere deference to the verdict of Rome
in 120. The visit of Ignatius to Phrygia in 115 had borne fruit here
also, and even earlier than in Rome. Lay difficulties were encountered
still where Quartodeciman observance entailed the necessity of ad-
justment to the chronology of Jn. Controversy continued for at
least a half-century. But Rome and the bishops together could not
but prevail, even in Asia. Shortly after 167 the same objections are
echoed by opponents of the fourth Gospel in the famous resistance of
Caius at Rome. But here the situation is reversed. It is Mt which
now stands secure in every quarter, whereas ‘‘ Phrygian”’ supporters
of the fourth Gospel must find some harmonistic interpretation or
see the writings of their (Johannine) canon rejected. In the Mura-
tortanum, and all later canons based upon Roman usage, Mt is the
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foundation of everything, a long defense of “John” proves that
“although varying ideas may be taught in the several books of the
evangelists, there is no difference in that which pertains to the faith
of believers,” in particular as regards “the nativity” and “the
passion” of Jesus. The popular verdict endorses this harmonistic
interpretation down to our own day, without understanding why the
Nativity and the Passion should be the special points of dispute.

We have now followed up to its remotest possibility of serviceable
content the ancient tradition as to Mt. Its “single root”” can be
traced back of Papias solely in the title “According to Matthew,”
which Papias takes in the strict sense, but which, as Plummer points
out, “need not mean more than ‘drawn up according to the teaching
of.” ” Our study of its spread suggests the following event as the
probable source of the remarkable re-enforcement given to its “back-
ing” a score of years before Papias wrote. A Roman provincial
council was held under Sixtus I about 120 A.p., whose verdict en-
dorsed the title “According to Matthew’’: on what grounds, or in
what sense, can only be conjectured. It is “conceivable,” Zahn to
the contrary notwithstanding, that the apostolic name was originally
applied at Antioch because of the curious difference in Mt 9:9 from
Mk 2:14. More probably the step was first taken in Ev. Hebr. In
either case, the conjecture has no value whatever. It is certain that
the name “Matthew’ is wrongly attached to the Gospel. Just when
and where the title was first prefixed is uncertain, but at all events
this was at some other than its place of origin. The name was prefixed
in order to distinguish it from other gospels circulating in the same
region concurrently with it.

Nothing whatever can be made of the epithet “the publican.”
It does not properly apply to Matthew, but to Levi the son of Al-
phaeus; and Levi and Matthew cannot be the same person. The title
was not transferred from the Second Source, which is not an apostolic
writing and was never treated as such by any writer to whom we can
look as having made use of it. It is not likely to have been trans-
ferred from those peculiarly “Matthean’ traditions of late origin
and apocryphal character from which Mt derives his element N.
They would contribute little to the apostle’s reputation, and can only
have “grown up outside the range of the control which apostles or
other eye-witnesses would have exercised.”” Transfer from the Ev.
Hebr. is easily conceivable, but the claim of Ev. Hebr. is itself mere
conjecture based on Mt 9:9 which adopts a false reading of Mk 2:14.
For real information concerning the background and origin of Mt we
are thrown back upon the internal evidence.
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CHAPTER V
(1) INFERENCE FROM SOURCES TO DATE

HisTORICAL interpretation of any ancient writing demands as chief
prerequisite all available information concerning date and place of
origin. Our scrutiny of the tradition regarding Mt has resulted in a
fairly definite and almost unanimous verdict as to the general region
of its provenance, and an approximate agreement as to the terminus
ad quem of its date. It is certainly Syrian, probably North Syrian,
in origin, and earlier than Ignatius. The ferminus a quo of its date
must be determined as in every other case of disputed antiquity from
the internal evidence; that is, the knowledge displayed by the evan-
gelist of writings or events whose date is better known.

Modern criticism with practical unanimity reverses the belief of
antiquity concerning the relation of Mt to Mk. The dependence is
not on the side of Mk, as imagined by Augustine and probably by
Augustine’s predecessors so far as they observed the literary connec-
tion, but on the side of Mt. As respects the extent and mode of this
employment more will appear presently. The fact is indisputable and
of course determines the relative date. What, then, is the date of Mk?

The ancients, beginning with Irenaeus (186), place the composition
of Mk ““after the death of Peter and Paul.” This seems to be an in-
ference from the testimony of ‘‘the Elder’’ quoted by Papias to the
effect that Mark was unable to supply the order of an eyewitness.
The inference is probably correct. Had the apostles, particularly
Peter, been accessible to our second evangelist, his failure to secure
a better order would be inexplicable. As respects chronological se-
quence Mk’s order is the best that survives and was so treated even
in antiquity, but critical enquiry makes clearer and clearer the truth
of the ancient judgment, that Mk has not given a biography, but a
mere grouping of stories of Jesus’ sayings and doings taken down from
the preacher’s occasional utterance.

How long after the death of Peter and Paul Mark wrote Irenaeus
does not attempt to say. Irenaeus makes no reference at all in this
connection to the fall of Jerusalem in 70 A.p., though many moderns
make this groundless assumption. He probably dates the death of
Peter and Paul in the last year of Nero (67-68), after a common
practice of the Fathers.! Inmaking the composition of Mk later than

1 The dispersion of the Twelve was dated “twelve years” after the Ascension,
i.e.,, 42 A.p. Peter’s stay in Rome was extended over twenty-five years, .., 42-67.
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this Irenaeus doubtless reflects the real meaning of Papias, though
later writers (Clement, Jerome), anxious to avoid a post-apostolic
origin for the Gospel, find various expedients to account for Mk’s
neglect in the matter of “order.”

Within the last few decades some eminent modern scholars have
based on particular passages in Mk arguments in favor of a much
earlier dating. But at most these inferences from internal evidence
could establish no more than an earlier date for the individual pas-
sages concerned. The ancient dating of the Gospel, placing it after the
close of the apostolic age as defined by Clement (the age of apostolic
teaching, including specifically that of “Peter’’ and Paul, “ends with
Nero” Strom. VII, xvii.), would still stand for the work as a whole. My
own enquiry 2 substantiates the ancient view, dating the work in =80
A.D. The Gospels of Mt and Lk would then have appeared about a
decade later, sufficiently near to one another in date to account for
their mutual independence, and long enough after the Roman Gospel
to account for its wide dissemination and apparently high valuation.
But since the date ¢. 80 for Mk is disputed, corroboration of the pro-
visional date 90-100 for Mt must be sought in the Gospel itself to
disprove recent attempts to carry back the entire Synoptie literature
to a date before the overthrow of Jerusalem, and even into the midst
of the missionary activities of Peter and Paul.

A brief synopsis of the evidence given by McNeile (p. xxvii.) for
the date of Mt individually will serve as a starting point for our
enquiry. After adopting the quotations of Ignatius as fixing a terminus
ad quem in 115 as the best the external evidence can afford MeNeile
turns to the internal evidence for light on the ferminus a quo:

Internal evidence is hardly more helpful; 22:7 clearly presupposes the
fall of Jerusalem. The expressions éws dpre (11:12), éws s orjpepor (27:
8), méxpt Ths arjuepov fuépas (28:15) suggest no more than some lapse of
time since the days of Jesus. But a few indications point to a compara-
tively late date. Church government is alluded to (16:19; 18:18), and
excommunication (18:17). The apostles, as the foundation of the Church,
are so highly reverenced that their faults are often minimized or con-
cealed. . . . False Christian prophets had appeared (7:15, 22); ¢f. Did.
xi—xiii. Additions which are certainly apocryphal had begun to be made.
And the writer, though he had not abandoned the expectation, still found
in the 2d century, that the Parousia of Christ was near, and freely re-
corded the Lord’s predictions to that effect, was yet able to look forward
to a period during which the evangelization of ‘“all nations” (sc. of the
known world) would be carried on (28:19 f.). These facts, which are in
keeping with the impression produced by the Gospel as a whole, forbid
a date earlier than c. A.p. 80, but do not require one later than 100.

2GM, 1925.
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This statement of the case for a date between 80 and 100 could
hardly be improved upon for clarity, but its confident tone calls for
some justification, if not corroboration also.

Without the Lukan parallel Mt’s parable of the Slighted Invitation
(Mt. 22:1-14) scarcely reveals why McNeile relies upon it with such
confidence. The parable forms part of the Q material.? The versions
of Mt and Lk placed side by side enable us to restore the original
S when due account is taken of the style distinctive of Mt and Lk
respectively. The exact nature of the Matthean changes (printed
in italic), will then be apparent. Some of these merely exhibit this
evangelist’s habitual alterations of style and phraseology; others,
ineluding his two additions of verses 6 f. and 11-14, affect the sub-
stance of the parable. Of these two the latter (verses 11-14) belongs
to a type of Matthean supplements discussed elsewhere and may be
postponed. The former (verses 6 f.) proves its editorial character in
part by incongruous traits of allegory (guests invited to a banquet do
not in real life abuse and kill the bearers of the invitation, nor does
the “king” who sends the invitation retaliate by sending “armies”
to kill the murderers and ‘“burn their city”). It appears mainly in
the fact that the Lukan transecript of S shows not a trace of this
section, though Lk too has not hesitated to make additions of his own.
For Lk also supplements in verses 21b-23a by prefixing to the final
sending of the “servant’ (singular) a previous sending, carried out
after the pattern laid down in the preceding saying (verse 13). The
editorial changes in Mt will be best seen if we place the two reports
in parallel columns, giving Lk, as the more nearly authentic, the
position on the left. Editorial supplements are enclosed between — —.

Lk 14:16-24

But he said to him A certain man
made a great supper and invited
many. And he sent his servant at the
hour set for the supper to say to the
invited guests, Come, for all things
are now ready. And they all with
one consent began to make excuse.
The first said to him, I have bought
a field and must needs go forth and
view it. I pray thee, hold me ex-
cused. And another said, I have
bought five yoke of oxen, and I am
going out to test them; I pray thee,
hold me excused. And another said,

Mt 22:1-10

And Jesus answered and spake to
them again in parables, saying, The
kingdom of heaven is likened unto
a certain king who made a marriage
supper for his son. And he sent forth
his servants to invite the guests to
the wedding, and they would not
come. Again he sent other servants,
saying, Tell the guests, Lo, I have
prepared my banquet, my oxen and
my fatlings are slaughtered and all
things are ready; come to the wed-
ding. But they paid no heed and
went away, one to his field, another

3 Harnack, Betlr. II throws some doubt on this classification, but see below,

p- 94.
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I have married & wife, and on this
account I cannot come. And the
servant came and reported these
things to his master. Then the house-
holder was angry and said to his
servant, Go forth quickly—into the
streets and lanes of the city, and
bring in hither the poor and maimed
and blind and lame. And the servant
said, Master, what thou badest is
done, and there is still room. And
the master said to his servant, Go
forth—into the highways and hedges
and constrain them to come in, that
my house may be filled. For I say

‘to his merchandize.—And the rest

laid hold on his servants and mal-
treated and killed them. But the
king was angry and sent his armies
and destroyed those murderers and
burned their city.—Then he saith to
his servants, The wedding is ready,
but the invited guests were not
worthy. Go forth, then, to the part-
ings of the roads and invite all that
ye find to the wedding. So those
servants went forth into the high-
ways and gathered all that they
found, both bad and good, and the
wedding was supplied with guests.

unto you that not one of those men
that were invited shall taste of my
supper.

Mt has obviously quite rewritten the parable, giving it the form of
allegory and using as model that of Mk 12:1-9. We are not here
concerned with details of style, such as the change from ‘house-
holder” to “king,” ‘“banquet” to ‘“marriage supper for his son,”
or the curious insertion of the clause “both bad and good” after the
model of 13:24-30, 3643, 47-50, in preparation for the supplement
in verses 11-14. We note only as part of this process of allegorization
the insertion of verses 6 f., depicting the fate of Jerusalem as the
city which had rejected the messengers of God. Even so close a paral-
lel as this to the actual fate of the guilty city might not be wholly
unexampled in the warnings of prophets concerning the doom of the
disobedient. But we are not now concerned with Jesus’ original warn-
ing. It is the re-writing of a parable of Jesus o adapt it to the event
which makes the interpolated verses seem, in the judgment of crities
as conservative as McNeile, to ‘‘clearly presuppose the fall of Jeru-
salem.” Face to face with the supplements we cannot but concur
with this judgment of the relation of Mt to S.

A date later than 70 A.p. being thus established for Mt, all argu-
ments based on archaje forms or interests in particular passages fall
to the ground. For the date of a book is not that of its embodied
material, much of which may be derived from earlier writings, with
more or less editorial revision according as the special proclivities
of the excerptor are, or are not, involved. The date of a book s the date
of the latest thing inserted in it by the author. And no textual or higher
critic will venture to assert that the supplementary verses inserted in
the Matthean form of the parable of the Slighted Invitation are not
the work of the evangelist himself. The question of date, therefore,
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ceases to be ‘“Before or after the fall of Jerusalem?”, and takes now
the form “How much later” than 70 a.p.?

The considerations above cited, which induce McNeile in common
with the majority of critics to place the composition at ‘‘a compara-~
tively late date” are all germane and cogent; particularly so if on
independent grounds one have reached the conclusion that Mk, Mt’s
principal source, cannot be earlier than ¢. 80. Nevertheless the ex-
treme brevity of mention in McNeile’s discussion makes it advis-
able to offer some further comment, particularly with reference to
the Matthean eschatology, principally set forth in the Doom of
Jerusalem (24:1-51) and admittedly based for the most part on Mk.
The so-called Little Apocalypse of Mk is still our best reliance for
the dating of that Gospel, because from the very method adopted
by the apocalyptic writers the transition from vaticinia ex eventu,
with which they commonly begin, to real prediction, with which they
close, is relatively easy to trace.

In the case of Mk we had occasion to observe  that the incorpora-
tion (for substance) of an apocalypse of 40 A.p., independently at~
tested by Paul in I Thess. 4:15 and elsewhere, has no bearing on the
date of Mk apart from such modifications as the evangelist himself
can be shown to have introduced to adapt it to his own times. In
Chapter IX of the volume cited, entitled “The Markan Doom-
chapter in Matthean Adaptation’’ it was shown that the apocalypse
of the year 40 employed (with modifications) by Paul in 50 had under-
gone further modification in Mk 13 to adapt it to conditions after the
fall of Jerusalem. It was also shown that in Mt 24 the same Doom-
chapter had been still further modified and supplemented from
SQ partly to bring it into more exact agreement with “Daniel the
prophet,” but also to enhance its predictions of a second Coming
but shortly delayed; for such is the constant tendency of all the
Matthean transcriptions of Markan eschatology. As this tendency
is imperfectly understood, so that critics still occasionally argue for
the priority of Mt’s material over Mk’s in such passages as Mt.
24:29=Mk. 13:24, where Mt predicts the Parousia “immediately”’
after the Great Tribulation, while Mk only predicts it as ¢ thereafter,”
it will be well briefly to restate the conclusions of my former argument,

All characterizations of Mt by recent critics point to his tendency
to enhance passages of Mk predicting the Second Coming of the
Christ to judgment. Mk reflects on the contrary the Pauline teaching
of the Thessalonian Epistles directed to the holding in check of an ex-
cessive and perhaps fanatical millenarianism. Mt aims to rekindle
the hope of the Parousia, and makes his constantly repeated warn-
ings of coming judgment one of the main incentives of his Gospel

4GM, pp. 53-120.
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to the “good works’’ which in it are to be the ground of justification.
The passage of the Doom-chapter to which we have just referred is
one of the conspicuous instances of this enhancement, and (as above
noted) because of failure to understand the evangelist’s point of
view is still sometimes quoted as proof that in this instance at least
Mt must be reproducing the source in earlier and more authentic
form. Indeed there are not a few who discover in the word “immedi-
ately” a proof that the evangelist was writing very soon after, or
even before, the fall of Jerusalem. Apart, then, from the general
tendency let us consider the specific instance.

If the Great Tribulation, “immediately” after which the second
Coming should occur, still meant primarily to Mt, as perhaps it did
to Mk, the Jewish war, which culminated in that catastrophe, the
argument from it for an early dating of Mt might have cogency.
But to take this view of the context, especially of the immediately
preceding paragraph, one must wear the spectacles of Josephus, or
those of some modern historian to whom this particular event in a
long series of Jewish catastrophes stands out with much greater
prominence than to contemporaries. It is better to see with the eyes
of the evangelist himself.

As will be shown presently in greater detail the paragraph which
precedes the prediction of the End in Mt 24:29-31 is epexegetical.
The odv resumptive which Mt interjects at its beginning is intended
to indicate this relation to the preceding paragraph ending *“ And then
shall the End come” (24:9-14). Consequently we are not intended by
Mt to understand that there will be fwo periods of exposure of the
Church to the sufferings and temptations described in verses 9-14
(a substitute, largely of the evangelist’s own composition, for the
Markan equivalent which he had previously utilized in 10:17-21),
but the “tribulation” here described is the same set forth in greater
detail in 15-28, even the particular word “tribulation” (OAfjes) be-
ing borrowed from the Markan context in the latter passage (24:21
=Mk 13:19) as if to mark the identity. This ““Great Tribulation,”
accordingly, which in Mk begins with the Profanation and Jewish
war (Mt 24:15-22=Mk 13:14-20), and ends with the Great Apostasy
(Mt 24:23-25=Mk 13:21-23), a tribulation which Mt further en-
larges upon by adding from S9 verses 26-28 (=Lk 17:23 f., 37), is
understood by Mt to include both the persecution of the Church and
the apostasy caused by the “teachers of lawlessness’ described in verses
9 and 10-14. When, therefore, we read his encouraging assurance in
verse 29 of a Redemption to come ‘‘emmediately after the tribulation
of those days’’ we should realize that Mt is not speaking primarily,
as Mk perhaps does, of the “tribulation” of “those in Judea.” He
is speaking inclusively. He refers to the “tribulation’’ of the Church,
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a tribulation in which the sufferings endured during the Jewish war
are only a part, perhaps not the greatest. Moreover of this broader
period of “tribulation” the =Aaw#, or great Apostasy, is the culmi-
nating phase. 1ln other words Mt makes no prediction that the
Second Coming will follow “immediately” after the fall of Jerusalem.
He predicts (what is much more to the purpose for his readers) that
it will come immediately after the worst sufferings of the Church.
Indeed, he shows by his additions (verses 10 f., 14, and 26-28) before
and after Mk 13:14-23, that to his mind these sufferings do not cul-
minate in the period of the Jewish war, but at an indefinite time after
it, during which time all the experiences take place which are de-
scribed in verses 9-14, some of them again in greater detail in 15-28.
These experiences include not only the persecution and hatred of
the Christians by ‘“all the Gentiles”” (verse 9) but extend to a wider
horizon than Mk’s and a considerably later date. There must be, says
Mt, the Falling away of Many, because of the coming of False Proph-
ets and the Error of Lawlessness (11-13). There must also be the
Preaching of “this gospel of the kingdom in the entire inhabited
world for a testimony to the Gentiles” (verse 14).

Read thus, with some attention to the context, this altered Mat-
thean form of the Markan Doom-chapter can hardly be said to ad-
vance the time of the Parousia, though it unquestionably does change
the emphasis. In Mk we have repression of apocalyptic hopes, in
Mt encouragement and reassurance. In reality the shifting of sym-
pathy from “those in Judea,” as victims of the Great Tribulation,
to the world-wide Church as the real victim, carries us forward in
time, not backward. Thus Mt's modification of the Markan Doom-
chapter, rightly interpreted, only corroborates the long list of other
indications of a “comparatively late date.”

The relation of Mt to Lk also has a bearing on the question of date,
though the relation is much more difficult to appraise. Here too the
drag of fifteen centuries of wrong judgment has had its effect, though
less harmfully than in delaying our apprehension of the true rela-
tion to Mk. The burden of proof has been thrown upon those who de-
nied the tradition of Lk’s dependence on Mt, with the result of mak-
ing a genuinely critical judgment a much slower acquisition, though
in the end more sure.

The first step, whose grounds we need not restate from the careful
studies already cited,® was the demonstration, now generally ad-
mitted, that there is no direct literary relation between Mt and Lk.
Such minor resemblances as appear, apart from the common use of
the two principal sources S and MKk, are indirect; that is, they also

& See Appended Note IV. The Little Apocalypse of Mk and Mt.
¢ Above, p. 33.
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are due either to (1) textual assimilations by transcribers who tend
normally to make Lk agree with Mt, or (2) accidental coincidence
between Mt and Lk in improving the style of their sources, or (3)
remote effects of parallel traditions, in most cases merely oral, cir-
culating in the vicinity at the date of composition. The influences
last-named of course affect substance rather than the minutiae of
form.

The second step of emancipation from the drag of erroneous tra-
dition followed naturally upon the recognition of this mutual inde-
pendence of Mt and Lk. As already noted, Stanton, Streeter, and
others make the reasonable inference that the date of the two Gospels
cannot be far apart. Had either evangelist known of the other’s
work it is improbable that he would not have availed himself of it.
This argument is especially applicable to Lk, whose preface (Lk 1:14)
shows that he did not write without careful enquiry into the work
of predecessors; but it is measurably applicable to Mt also. Of
course this inference from the mutual independence of Mt and Lk
becomes more cogent in proportion as we trace the origin of the two
to regions geographically in closer proximity. As we have seen, tra-
dition, dissemination, and internal evidence favor the origin of both
Gospels in northern Syria, Lk embodying the traditions of Antioch,
Caesarea, and Jerusalem, Mt those of Antioch (including Mk and S)
but in a form, and with additions, indicative of a more easterly en-
vironment than that from which we derive our fragments of Ev. Naz.
We may be fairly certain that Lk did not know of the existence of
Mt when he wrote, and almost as certain that Mt had no direct
knowledge of the existence of Lk,

Another step away from the ancient tradition is taken by a small,
but increasingly important group of scholars who argue from even
the indirect relation of Mt and Lk, and on other grounds, that Mt is
the later of the two. Of these scholars one of the earliest was Pfleiderer,
who in the second edition of his Urchristenthum (Vol. I, pp. 601-614)
pointed to the often noted ‘‘contradictory” character of the elements
of Mt as significant of its late nature as a sort of primitive “gospel
harmony,” the relatively late character of its ““ecclesiastical” rules,
such as the “Trinitarian” baptismal formula (Mt 28:19) as com-
pared with the Lukan (Acts 2:38 and passim), and the apocryphal
character of its N element. These proved, in Pfleiderer’s judgment,
a later origin for Mt than Lk. He dated Mt ‘‘within the first half
of the second century.”

For von Soden also (History of Early Christian Literature, Engl.
1906, pp. 181-200) Mt ‘“marks the close of the primitive Christian
development of gospel literature.” Von Soden renews the argument
of Pfleiderer for Mt’s relatively later date from the diverse character
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of the ingredients of Mt, and from its ecclesiastical, ““catechetic”
nature:

Paul’s spirit is alien to it, though his language may be employed here
and there. It points onward to the development towards Catholicism;
hence it became the chief gospel, the work which took the lead in guiding
this development, and in so far no book ever written is of greater historical
importance. We Protestant Christians of today ought however to recog-
nize that we can gain from St. Mk and St. Lk a surer knowledge of the
essential nature of the gospel message than from this Roman (sic) gospel
of the third generation.

The most recent addition to the group of scholars who argue from
the indirect relation of Mt to Lk a date sufficiently later to allow of
some tincture of oral influence is von Dobschiitz, whose article
“Matthidus als Rabbiner und Katechet” in the ZNW for 1928 has
already been referred to.”

Von Dobschiitz is no less convinced than Pfleiderer that the pref-
ace of Lk “completely excludes’” the possibility of acquaintance
with Mt. He also agrees that direct acquaintance of Mt with Lk is
improbable, but finds it difficult to account for the prefixing to
MKk’s narrative of a genealogy (however inconsistent with Lk’s) and
a story of miraculous birth apart from indirect suggestion from Lk.
That is, he holds that the new doctrinal features affecting the Markan
outline would not have found acceptance in the circles whence Mt
comes had not Lk paved the way. In addition von Dobschiitz con-
siders that we have the possibility of direct dependence by Mt on
one of the earliest and greatest leaders in the reorganization of Juda-
ism after the catastrophe of 70 A.p. Mt, the ‘“converted rabbi,”
might well (thinks von Dobschiitz) have been a “disciple’” of the
famous Johanan ben Zacchai (10-80 A.p.), one of the original founders
of the rabbinic school of ‘‘teachers’ (Tannaim) at Jamnia.

Johanan, a reputed disciple of Hillel, took refuge along with his
disciples in the camp of Vespasian at the siege of Jerusalem, and was
distinguished not merely for his part in refounding the legalistic
Judaism of the Synagogue but for his leaning toward eschatology
of the apocalyptic type. A scripture passage twice introduced by
Mt in support of the action of Jesus (Mt 9:13 and 12:7) was a fa-
vorite with Johanan ben Zacchai to comfort his fellow-Jews for the
cessation of the temple services. Cited according to the typical
rabbinic formula from Hos. 6:6 the word would be “Go learn what
that meaneth: I will have mercy and not sacrifice” (¢f. Mt 9:13 and
12:7).

A single coincidence of this kind would not go far to support the

7 Above, p. 47.
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theory of dependence, however just the characterization of Mt as
a “converted rabbi,” and however congenial the special tendencies
of Synagogue leader and Church catechist. But it may be possible
to add a further parallel of greater weight.

‘We have seen above that Mt rewrites the SQ parable of the Slighted
Invitation, introducing in verses 6 f. an allegorizing reference to the
fate of Jerusalem. He also appends in verses 11-14 a supplement
in the interest of his favorite moral of good works (for the *“ garment
of good works” ¢f. Rev. 19:8), our indispensable safeguard against
judgment to come. Our transcription italicizes the Matthean phrages.

But when the King came in to behold the guests, he saw there a man
which had not on a wedding garment: and he saith unto him, Friend, how
camest thou in hither not having a wedding garment? And he was speech-
less. Then the King said to the servants, Bind him hand and foot, and
cast him out into the outer darkness; there shall be the weeping and the
gnashing of teeth. For many are called, but few chosen.

Some critics are disposed to regard this supplement as a second
parable drawn from oral tradition (in spite of its unmistakable Mat-
thaisms of language) on account of its maladjustment to the context
(for how are the wedding garments to be obtained?). Oral tradition
has probably played its part, because Mt has a minimum of real
originality. But M#t 22:11-14 is not drawn from any known Christian
source whether oral or written. Its affiliations are purely Jewish.
For in all the parallels from rabbinic tradition adduced by Fiebig
as examples of Jewish parabolic teaching there is none which can
compare in closeness with the parable of Johanan ben Zacchai com-
menting on the passage in Eccl. 9:8 ‘“Let thy garments be always
white.” Johanan made this text a command to fulfil *the command-
ments and good works of the Torah” “‘always”; that is, in constant
expectation of the Judgment. Judah the Prince (c. 200) tells the
parable in Johanan’s name in support of this interpretation:

To whom shall we liken the matter?

To a certain King who made a banquet and invited guests. He said to
them, “Go, wash, cleanse, and anoint yourselves; put on clean garments
and prepare for the banquet”; but he set no time for their coming. Now
the prudent lingered at the door of the King's palace, saying, “Will any-
thing be wanting (for a banquet) in a king’s palace?’ But the foolish
took no heed and were not observant of the King’s word. They said, ‘“We
shall notice in time the hour for the King’s banquet. Is there ever a ban-
quet without preparations?”’ Thus they talked with one another. And
the whitewasher betook himself to his lime, the potter to his clay, the
smith to his charcoal, the fuller to his laundry. Suddenly the King sent
word: “Let all go in to the banquet.” So they made haste; the one group
entered in their festal garments, the other in their disarray. But the King
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took pleasure in the prudent because they had honored the word of the
King; yea, because they had even had regard for his palace.® And he was
angry with the foolish because they had paid no heed to the King's word
and had dishonored his palace. Then said the King: These who prepared
themselves for the banquet may go in and eat at the King’s table, but
those who did not prepare may not eat at the King’s table; at the most
they may take their leave and withdraw. Nay; rather, let these sit at my
table and eat and drink, while the others stand up and take their punish-
ment; they shall look on and be envious.

So shall it be in the future; this is that which was spoken by Isaiah (Is.
65:13) ‘“Behold, my servants shall eat, but ye shall be hungry.”

‘Motive and standpoint of this parable of ¢. 70 A.p. are not wholly
alien from the authentic teaching of Jesus (¢f. Mk 13:33:37 and paral-
lels). But they are distinctive of Mt’s; even the form and style agree-
ing. Emphasis on inward vs. outward is distinctive in Jesus’ teaching,
Emphasis on “now’ vs. ‘“hereafter” is more characteristic of ‘““the
most apocalyptic of our evangelists.” On all grounds, non-appear-
ance in Lk, style, location, and motive, the supplement is Mat-
thean; though not, of course, without oral precedent. Shall we as-
sume without evidence that this was Christian tradition, handing
down a saying of Jesus elsewhere unrecorded? Or shall we hold that
Mt is here dependent on the tradition of the Synagogue transmitted
in the Jewish line from Johanan ben Zacchai (¢. 70) to Judah the
Prince (c. 200), through the medium of R. Me’ir (130-160) and R.
Eliezer (90-130)?

A closer approximation than 80-100, or more exactly 90-95, for
this Gospel is hardly required; because the purpose for which the date
is sought is to bring the writing into true relation with its environ-
ment, particularly the mental environment of contemporary Christian
literature. Now the history of the period is extremely obscure, and
few Christian writings survive from it, these few being themselves
in most cases difficult to date with precision. Enough, however,
are available to determine the atmosphere of the time.

The best assured as respects date is the Revelation of John, a
composite apocalypse which in its latest, or Ephesian form, prefixes
seven letters of the Spirit to the churches of Asia, and can be dated
“in the end of the reign of Domitian (c. 93).” First Clement is
probably not more than a year or two later. To this period belong also
the great “false prophets and false Christs,”” who come forward with
the self-deifying utterances which Celsus observed as characteristic
of the religious enthusiasts of ‘Phoenicia and Palestine,” “false
prophets” who said “I am God; I am the Son (wais) of God”; or

8 That is, by assuming that there would be no lack of supplies, and hence no
opportunity to take note of special preparations.
P p
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“I am the Spirit of God,”” ete. (Origen, Cir. Celsus, VI, xi. and VII,
ix.; ¢f. Eusebius, HE, III, xxvi.). Dositheus and Simon Magus (more
especially the latter) may well be referred to in Mk 13:22 f. Mt's
parallel (24:24 f.) might even tactily include in the Samaritan group
Menander of Capparatea, and in Transjordan El-kesi (the Hidden
One) whose apocalyptic prophecies were recorded in the early years
of Trajan (98-101).

Unfortunately it is not possible to date with precision the Pastoral
Epistles (90-95?), which are loud in their complaint against a growing
heresy of “vain talkers and deceivers, specially those of the circum-
cision,”” expressly foretold by the prophetic Spirit as typical of “the
last times” (Ti. 1:10 ff.; IT Tim. 3:1 ff.,, 4:3 {.; I Tim. 1:3 ff., 4:1-5).
The remedies recommended are the same as Mt’s, the “health-giving
words”’ of Jesus to counteract the “sickly’”’ questionings of the false
teachers (I Tim. 6:3 ff.), practice of his “commandment” (6:14),
“good works” (Ti. 3:8-11), and above all church discipline (I Tim.
passim, II Tim, 2:14-17, 3:13 ff.; Ti. 1:5-3:11): P. N. Harrison in
his volume The Problem of the Pastoral Epistles (1921) has given a
convincing philological demonstration that the particular elements
of the Pastoral Epistles with which we are concerned date from c.
90-95. There can be little doubt that the allusion to a prediction by
the Spirit of an apostasy in the last times refers to the Little Apoca~
lypse (Mk 13:5,21-23=M1t 24 :4 ., 23-25 and 24:11 {.). Unfortunately
the reference is too general to make practicable identification of
either its Matthean or its Markan form. Quite probably it reflects
a form earlier than either. We can only say that Mt, Revelation,
and the Pastorals confront the same perils of church demoralization,
but that the coincidence of remedies to be applied is not a matter of
literary dependence. Evil and remedy alike belong to the spirit of
the age.

Still more difficult to date exactly are the ‘“general” Epistles of
Jas. and Jude, both of which, but especially Jude, show close affinity
with Mt. Jas. is principally concerned with the growing worldliness
of the Church catholic, and the tendency to “vain talk” (rarawodoyia)
as a substitute for good works. Jude dwells more on the doctrinal
side of the heresy, which rebels against church discipline and mocks
at the threat of impending judgment at the Lord’s Coming. Both
church writers are emphatic on the rewards and penalties of ‘“the
last days” and ‘““the Coming of the Lord” (Jas. 3:1; 4:11 ff.; 5:1-9;
Jude passim). Jas. can only be dated with certainty between 75 and
125 (Ropes in ICC). It has been placed by the present writer less
certainly c¢. 90 (Introd., p. 165). Jude, which again makes specific
reference to the apostolic prediction of the wAarj (verses 17-19),
was placed “ not far from’’ the same date (¢bid., p. 170). Slightly later
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are the Epistles and Gospel of Jn, which deal with the heresy more
on the doctrinal side, while Ps-Barnabas (132?) with its pronounced
neo-legalism is later still. Ignatius and Polycarp (115) reveal the
game conditions and apply the same remedies. Second Pt (130-140?)
goes beyond Jude to plunge us into the midst of the Chiliastic con-
troversy, concerned with denials of “the resurrection and judgment”
(Polycarp vii.).

What, then, are the salient characteristics and perils of the Church
in Mt’s age? For, as we have noticed, his horizon, like that of the
“general”’ Epistles, is wide. He contemplates the spread of Christi-
anity “among all the nations,” and has in view the problems and
perils of a world-wide “Church” of Christ (16:19; 24:14; 28:19 {.).
He envisages a new Israel, a “nation” which brings forth the fruits
God expects from his “vineyard” (21:44), and encourages the apoca~
lyptic hope for an impending “ consummation. ”

The following features stand out strikingly as soon as we raise the
question of Mt’s implied environment:

(1) As respects conditions within the Church. It appears to be a
time of lassitude and moral relaxation. The love of many has “grown
cold.” Mt feels keenly the lack of “‘good works,” and spurs disciples
on to set an example to the world in this particular (24:12; 5:13-16).
He appeals especially to expectation of the coming Day of the Son of
Man, when “all nations’’ will be gathered before “the throne of his
glory”’ to receive “every man according to his deeds” (7:22 £.; 16:27;
25:31 ff.). The doers of good works will receive bliss in “the kingdom
prepared from the foundation of the world,” the empty-handed *ever-
lasting torment prepared for the devil and his angels.”

A further contemporary remedy for this demoralization in the
Church is stricter discipline. Mt approves this method. For while
the Church is forbidden to attempt a premature separation of the
good from the bad (13:36-43, 47-50) it must submit on most points
of conduct to authoritative rulings by its governors. “Peter” in
16:18 f., the body of disciples in 18:18, are given authority to “bind
and loose.” Excommunication, when unavoidable, must be carried
out according to fixed rules (18:17).

The conditions of the time as we have seen, are not reflected in
Mt only. The rebuke of the Spirit sent through Jn to the Church in
Laodicea in 93 A.D. reveals similar lassitude and lukewarmness (Rev.
3:15-22). This church, like that in Ephesus (Rev. 2:4 £.), had “left
its first love” and ceased to do ‘“the former works.” The Epistle of
Jas. deplores the prevailing lack of “good works,” the outcome of a
heresy of justification by faith only, apart from works” (1:12-2:26).
Jas. sees a religion of talk in place of deeds, and utters warnings of the
coming Day of the Lord, a judgment day which will bring reward
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to those who have patiently endured to the end (5:7-11), but condem-
nation to the worldly-minded (2:1~13; 4:1-17) and to the heartless
rich (5:1-6). Jude and I Jn are no less concerned than Jas. about this
moral relaxation, I Jn 3:17 f. repeating almost the language of Jas.
2:14 ff. against the kind of “faith”’ which makes words a substitute
for deeds. Jude makes the same appeal as Mt to fear of judgment
to come, indulging in similar denunciation of the teachers of “law-
lessness” and consignment of them to the “outer darkness” and
everlasting torments of Hell. Only, in Jude, and still more in First
Jn, the moral laxity and ‘‘lawlessness’’ denounced by all three is laid
much more distinctly than in Mt to the charge of a definite system
of false teaching.® Ps-Barnabas and I Clement belong to regions
relatively remote, but the neo-legalism of Barnabas and the emphasis
on church discipline of Clement are worthy of note as everywhere
characteristic of the time.

On Ignatius’ insistence on obedience to the bishop, and tightening
of church discipline, as chief remedy for the inroads of heresy, we
need not dwell. Polycarp (115) and Papias (140) echo the complaint
of the Pastoral Epistles against the “vain talk of the many’’ and the
false teachers, who bring in “alien commandments” and neglect
the “commandments given by the Lord to the faith.”” Polycarp,
particularly, specifies ‘perverting the oracles of the Lord to their
own lusts, and denying the resurrection and judgment’ as the dis-
tinctive marks of the false teachers. He is followed, as respects the
latter characteristic, by the supplements Second Pt thinks it desirable
to attach to the denunciation of Jude. With the partial exception
of the author of the Gospel and Epistles of Jn the writers even of
the Pauline churches seem in this period to have gone over to neo-
legalism and church discipline as their best weapons against ‘“acute
Hellenization.” Especially in Syria have those who were “of Ce-
phas” by this time well-nigh eclipsed in influence the followers of
Paul. Lk-Acts forms no exception, revolt came only with Marcion
in 140.

How far the Gospel of Mt contributed to, and how far it was itself
impelled and directed by this reactionary tide, it would be difficult
to say. In any event its dominant motives coincide with those of the
consolidating Church catholic of the post-Pauline age, and must be
understood and valued accordingly. The literature and conditions
of 90-100 A.p. give us no hold sufficiently definite for accurate dating,
but once this general date is determined the Gospel as a whole shows
itself the true product of its age, the age of Revelation, the Pastoral
Epistles, Jas. and Jude.

(2) External conditions as reflected in Mt are again such as char-

9 See, however, Mt 7:15 ff. and 24:11 f.
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acterize this same period. Nero’s onslaught on the Christians at
Rome no doubt produced local attacks elsewhere, though these were
held in check during the reigns of Vespasian and Titus. Systematic
persecution as an Imperial policy applied throughout the Empire
is first heard of under Domitian (81-96). Mt in his first employment
of Mk 13:9 in the Mission of the Twelve leaves unchanged Mk’s
generalizing prediction of hatred by ‘“all men” (10:22). In 24:9 ff.
he rewrites the prediction, taking pains now to specify that this
hatred will be shown by “all the Gentiles.” In borrowing Mk’s
description of demoralized conditions inside the Church (Mt. 24:10
=Mk 13:12) he attaches still another warning against the ‘“false
prophets’ (verse 11), in addition to those of verse 5 (=Mk 13:6)
and verse 24 (=Mk 13:22), holding their teaching of “lawless-
ness”’ responsible for the ‘“cooling of love” in the Church (verse
12). The recasting of the paragraph, changing the order of its
elements and adding to them, can only have taken place in an en-
deavor to define more exactly the course of coming events. Its
closing words ‘“‘and then shall the End come” define the evangelist’s
horizon.

We have seen that the olv resumptive with which Mt takes up
MK’s section describing the Profanation, the Judean War and accom-
panying Tribulation (Mt 24:15-22=Mk 13:14-20) should suffice,
apart from the “horizon’ just indicated, to show that this section
is epexegetic. Mk, after his well-known manner, digresses in order to
particularize certain salient and unusual features of the *tribulation”
to be endured, resuming his warning against the ‘“false prophets”
in 13:23-25. Mt follows suit. Hence when he in turn resumes after
his supplement from Q (26-28=Lk 17:23 £., 37) the point of attach-
ment is not to be sought in the digression, but just before it, at the
words ‘“and then shall the End come.” The description of ‘“the End”
in 29-31 is prepared for by the carefully rewritten paragraph 9-14.
This puts the order of events as follows:

Tribulation and world-wide persecution (verse 9)

Demoralization in the Church (verse 10).

The False Prophets and m\arj (verses 11-13).

World-wide Proclamation of the Gospel and End (verse 14).

There is a certain change of emphasis in this rearrangement of
MK’s perspective, as we should expect from Mt’s repeated insertion
of warnings against the teachers of ‘‘lawlessness” (7:15-23; 13:38~-
42), of which verses 11 f. constitute the third and last. The subject
of persecution has fallen somewhat into the background. The Profan-
ation and War section of Mk (Mk 13:14-20) is still retained, but
greater interest is displayed in the wAavy, Mt betrays thus an
affinity with the author of the prefatory Epistles of the Spirit in the
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Johannine Apocalypse. These later additions contrast with the main
body of the book. They look back upon a period of martyrdom
which in chh. 4-20 is brought vividly into the foreground. The Asian
introduction recalls the heroism of ‘‘faithful martyrs” (2:13) and
occasionally predicts further persecution; but it is far more deeply
concerned about the “false prophets’” and prophetesses who ‘‘teach
my servants to commit fornication and to eat idolothuta,” a subject
totally foreign to the main body of the book.

Clement of Rome at the same date (95) likewise looks back upon
the sufferings of the martyrs (v. 1-vi. 4); but his present concern is
with insubordination in the Church. He seems to be writing from a
period of Imperial toleration, after the great tribulation of Domi-
tian’s time has passed (i. 1). On the contrary First Pt. is solely con-
cerned with the “fiery trial” to which not only the churches of Asia
are subjected, but also their “brethren throughout the world.”
Even Hb., whose main purpose is to breathe courage into a church
formerly victorious in a ‘“great fight of afflictions”’ to meet an impend-
ing new onslaught, has but a single trace of apprehension for the
teachers of lawlessness, who like Esau would sell their birthright of
citizenship in Heaven to gratify a transient appetite (Hb. 12:15 f.).
There seems thus to be a decided change of emphasis between the
earlier writings of this period of the reign of Domitian, and the later.
The earlier are so preoccupied with the assaults of the devil going
about as a roaring lion that they ignore his subtler attacks as a
beguiling serpent.?

As between the conditions of the earlier time and the later Mt
unquestionably belongs with the later and Mk with the earlier. The
beginnings of heresy are not forgotten in Mk nor the persecutions
in Mt, but it would be difficult to deny that the reconstruction to
which Mt has subjected Mk’s Doom-chapter has brought the perils
of heresy into the foreground, while persecution, though still vividly
remembered, has retired to a less conspicuous place. The difference
is too slight to be relied upon as a means of dating, but once an ap-
proximate date is found in a “‘comparatively late” stage of church
development “after the death of Peter and Paul,” the environment
proves to be what the literature of the period would lead us to expect.
Mk might have been. written from the midst of the period of storm
and stress when Domitian was still demanding submission to the
tyrant’s formula dominus et deus noster, when Christians in Asia Minor
were girding up the loins of their mind to “sanctify in their hearts
Christ as Lord” neither fearing nor being troubled (I Pt. 3:14 f.).

0 Op this change of front from resistance against persecution to resistance
against “‘lawlessness,” its personages, date, and the practices involved, see espe-
cially Eusebius, HE, IV, vii.
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Mt could more easily come from that period of relief of which Hegesip-
pus tells, after the cruel Emperor had dismissed in contempt James
and Zoker (Zacharias), the grandsons of Jude, as harmless peasants;
the period when these ‘martyrs,” returning to Palestine, became
leaders of the churches against the new peril of heresy which now
began its assault from within (Euseb. HE, III, xx. 1-8, and xxxii.

6-8).



CHAPTER VI
MT’S USE OF MK
(2) STRUCTURE

It is fortunately no longer necessary to demonstrate the dependence
of Mt on Mk, but merely to observe its proportion, nature, and
method. We have observed how unanimous is the agreement among
scholars that our first Gospel is in substance an amplified edition of
Mk prefaced by a new Introduction and expanded by the addition
of large amounts of teaching material, most of which is commonly
designated Q because drawn from a source (or sources) largely shared
by Lk. The order of Mk is sacrificed in two of Mt’s subdivisions
(Books II and III), and everywhere narrative is abridged in favor
of discourse. In this one may recognize an attempt to correct the
two defects of the older Gospel which are pointed out by “the Elder’’
in Papias’ report of tradition current not much later than Mt’s own
date. Mk only related “some” (éma) of the sayings of Jesus, which
had now become the standard of orthodoxy (I Tim. 6:3) and already
in Papias’ time raised to the level of divine “oracles” (Aéyia). Again
Mk had been unable to give even these in their true order, because not
himself an eyewitness but only an attendant on the discourses of
Peter; and Peter’s discourses had not been given with the object
of constructing an orderly compend of the Lord’s oracles but each
“as the occasion required.”

Mt frames his Gospel as though expressly to meet this criticism.
It is an attempt so to supplement Mk as to make of it an “orderly”
syntax of the Lord’s logia; but “order” for Mt has reference to proper
arrangement of the commandments.

Lk shows a consciousness of the same defects in Mk, and uses al-
most identical remedies. He also writes a new Introduction (1:4-2:52)
and inserts masses of discourse material largely drawn from the same
source as Mt’s. Lk’s rearrangement of the order, however, is not
aimed at a olvrafis v Noviwv, but at a diufynois Aexbévrov 4
wpaxbévrwv such as the Roman evangelist had previously composed.
Consequently, while Lk makes an occasional self-evident change in
Mk’s order (e.g., Lk 3:19 f.) this is purely in the interest of better
chronological sequence. He limits himself otherwise on this score
to interjecting two large sections of non-Markan material in 6:20-8:3

80
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and 9:51-18:14, and superseding the greater part of Mk’s Passion
parrative by another of unknown derivation. The striking resem-
blances of general structure and sources between Mt and Lk lend
much cogency to the argument of Stanton and Streeter for a date so
pearly approximating these two revisers of Mk that neither can have
been aware of the undertaking of the other. At the same time we
should not forget the important differences involved in Mt’s under-
taking to make a systematic compend of the logia, and Lk’s to com-
pose a more readable “narrative’’ (dufynows) than his predeces-
sors of events “in their order.”

The governing principle of Mt’s revised version of the Reminis-
cences of Peter (dmouvnuovebpara Ilérpov)—fior so we may infer from
Papias and Justin the Roman Gospel was called—was to furnish
a full and “orderly’” compend of the Lord’s commandments. This
seems to be the judgment of Papias on the work, and if so the ancient
writer has correctly divined the evangelist’s intention. For, as we
have already seen, ! the Gospel of Mt, when compared with Mk, dis-
plays exactly this difference. Its compiler conceives it as the chief
duty of the twelve to be “scribes made disciples to the kingdom of
heaven” (11:52). Itis their function, in the words of Jesus, to evangel-
ize the world by “teaching all men everywhere to obey all things
whatsoever I have commanded you’’ (28:19 f.). Mt’s own task could
only differ from the disciples’ as respects method, his being indirect
and literary instead of direct and oral. He would be systematic. But
as respects system Mt’s idea is typically Hebraic. Unmistakably
he is of Jewish origin and training, with unbounded reverence for the
Law; consequently he cannot conceive of any arrangement of *com-
mandments to be observed” better than the Mosaic. The Torah
consists of five books of the commandments of Moses, each body of
law introduced by a narrative of considerable length, largely con-
cerned with the “signs and wonders” by which Jehovah “with an
outstretched hand and a mighty arm” redeemed his people from
Egyptian bondage. Mt is a “converted rabbi,” a Christian legalist.
Each of the “five books’ of his “syntaxis of the logia’’ of Jesus be-
gins - with an introductory narrative and closes with a stereotyped
formula linking its discourse to the next succeeding narrative sec-
tion. The formula ““and it came to pass when Jesus had finished
these,”” etc., seems to be derived, like many other formulae of Mt,
from S; for it occurs once in Lk also (Mt 7:28=Lk 7:1, 8 text),
and this at the same point where Mt first uses it, the close of
the great discourse on Filial Righteousness. So clearly marked is
this division that it has not only attracted the attention of modern
critics since ecritical study of the Gospel began, but had been

1 Above, pp. 47 fi.
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observed as early as the second century if we may thus date the
iambic verses above referred to, which speak of ‘“Matthew’ as
writing ‘“five books’’ against the ‘“God-slaying” people of the
Jews.?

No attempt to define the nature and purpose of Mt’s revision of
Mk is adequate which does not bring into true perspective this con-
structive feature of the work. It is not enough to take up seriatim
the particular changes effected by the evangelist in the order and lan-
guage of his model, though this has been done many times, notably
by Allen in his volume of the JCC. To understand why these changes
are made, more especially the changes of order in Books IT and ITJ,
one must gain some insight into the evangelist’s design as revealed
in the outline and structure of his compilation. For these five Books
are certainly not, as imagined by Godet and some of the older critics,
derived from an earlier composition such as the imaginary ‘“Logia
spoken of by Papias,”’ but with the single exception of the first (wholly
composed of S material) are uniformly built up on the basis of Mk.
They therefore belong strictly to Mt himself so far as structural
arrangement is concerned, and indeed can be proved by evidence of
phraseology and purpose to ‘be, even as respects material, the work
of his own pen to a much larger extent than is commonly realized.
This demonstration will naturally be reserved for our special chap-
ters introductory to each of the five Books. For the present we limit
ourselves to notice of the fact and its significance. The purpose of
our evangelist in revising and expanding the Gospel of Mk is to
furnish an ordered Compend of the Commandments of Jesus. His
method is to introduce large extracts of S material, also revised and
expanded, in the form of five discourses of Jesus, the first on Filial
Righteousness (chh. 5-7), the second on The Duty of Evangelists
(ch. 10), the third on The Mystery of the Kingdom (ch. 13), the
fourth on The Duty of Church Administrators (ch. 18), the fifth
on Preparedness for the Coming (chh. 23-25). Naturally the nar-
rative introductions are in most cases principally based on Mk,
though in III, A most of the material is from the Second Source,
and in I, A and V, A, Q furnishes considerable sections of the intro-
ductory narrative. In chh. 1 f. a general Introduction or Preamble,
derived neither from S nor Mk, is prefixed to the whole composi-
tion. Its material naturally calls for special study as throwing
most light on the particular standpoint and environment of the
evangelist.?

Deferring to the chapters of special introduction to Books II and

2 See my article ‘“The Five Books of Matthew against the Jews” in Ezpositor,

VIII, 85 (Jan., 1918).
3 Tor the divisions and nomenclature, see Preface, p. vi.
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III the discussion of Mt’s rearrangement here of the Markan order,
from which he scarcely deviates throughout the rest of the Gospel,
we may now turn to his peculiar use of the Roman Gospel which he
has made the framework for his entire work.

This arrangement has been exhibited at length with accurate sta-
tisties in the volume of Ozford Studies in the Synoptic Problem edited
by Canon Sanday (1911) ¢ but may be restated more conveniently
and briefly in the following extract from P. A. Micklem (Westminster
Commentary, 1917, p. xx. f.).

In Mt’s use of MKk, it may especially be noted that

(a) he incorporates nearly the whole of it: the omissions consisting only
of seven subsidiary sections (1:23-28, 35-39; 4:26-29; 7:32-37; 8:22-26;
9:38-40; 12:41-44): and presumably being made either for the sake of
abbreviation or because of some quality which from Mt’s standpoint
made them unsuitable for inclusion.

(b) Mt largely rearranges Mk’s order. This rearrangement is specially
noticeable in Mk 1-6=Mt 3-13:58, after which Mk’s order is followed
with more or less of closeness.

One instance of this rearrangement will suffice. In chh. 8, 9 Mt has
grouped together a number of our Lord’s works of healing without regard
to their chronological order. The following table will show how in this
section he has used in the main Marcan material but completely rear-

ranged it. .

The leper Mt 8: 1- 4=Mk 1:40-44
The centurion’s servant 5~13 not in Mk
Peter’s mother-in-law 14-17=1:29-31
The tempest and Gadarene

demoniac 23-34=4:35-5:20
Paralytic at Capernaum 9: 1- 8=2:1-12
Jairus’ daughter and woman

with issue 18-26="5:22-43
The two blind men 27-31 not in Mk
The dumb demoniac 32 f. not in Mk

(c) Mt largely conflates or groups together material derived from varied
sources or from varied parts of the same source.
“Mt 10, the charge to the disciples, furnishes an example:

Call and naming of the dis-

ciples Mt 10: 1- 5=Mk 3:13-19
Original charge and mission 7-15=6:7-13
Additional directions 16-42 from non-Marcan

sources

It may be noted in passing that in regard to all the points above noted

Lk differs from M# in his use of the second Gospel. He omits much more

than Mt, follows Mk’s order far more closely, and generally speaking
follows one source only at a time.

4 See especially pp. 145-151.
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(d) Mt largely abbreviates Marcan narratives and makes changes both
in incidental details and in phraseology in accordance with his own literary
style and stage of reflection. The following passage will serve to illustrate

Mt’s use of Mk in these respects:

Mt 8:23-27

18 Now when Jesus saw great
multitudes about him, he gave com-
mandment to depart to the other
side.

23 And when he was entered into
a boat, his disciples followed him.

24 And behold, there arose a
great tempest in the sea, insomuch
that the boat was covered with the
waves: but he was asleep.

25 And they came to him and
awoke him, saying, Save, Lord: we
perish.

26 And he saith unto them, Why
are ye fearful, O ye of little faith?
Then he arose, and rebuked the
winds and the sea; and there was a
great calm.

27 And the men marvelled, say-
ing, What manner of man is this,
that even the winds and the sea
obey him?

Mk 4:35-41

35 And on that day, when even
was come, he saith unto them, Let
us go over unto the other side.

36 And leaving the multitude,
they take him with them, even as
he was, in the boat. And other boats
were with him,

37 And there ariseth a great
storm of wind, and the waves beat
into the boat, insomuch that the
boat was now filling.

38 And he himself was in the
stern asleep on the cushion: and
they awake him, and say unto him,
Master, carest thou not that we per-
ish?

39 And he awoke and rebuked the
wind, and said unto the sea, peace,
be still. And the wind ceased, and
there was a great calm.

40 And he saith unto them, Why
are ye fearful? Have ye not yet
faith?

41 And they feared exceedingly
and said one to another, Who, then,
is this, that even the wind and the
sea obey him?

The words in bold-face italics denote changes in details of incident and

in phraseology made by Mt.

The bold-face roman type denotes details in Mk omitted by Mt.

We note (a) that, as the incident is given a different setting in Mt from
that in Mk, the introduction is changed to mark the change of circum-
stance—c¢f. Mt 8:18 with Mk 4:35.

(b) that certain details in Mk, which add picturesque colour to the
narrative but no more, are omitted by Mt for the sake of abbreviation.
The presence of the other boats 36, the place in the boat where the Lord
lay asleep 38, the direct address to the sea 39, are omitted in Mt’s more
concise account.

(c) that Mt adds “behold” 24, “came to” 25, phrases characteristic
of him.

(d) that Mt makes changes out of reverence partly for our Lord, and
partly for the disciples. In Mk verses 35 f. the embarking and crossing
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are proposed, not commanded, by our Lord, while the disciples take the
initiative in action almost forcible. In Mt verses 18, 23 our Lord is su-
preme. He gives the command, and after being the first to embark is fol-
lowed by his disciples. Again the half-reproachful “carest thou not . . .,”
Mk 38, becomes in Mt a cry for help, “Save, Lord,” 25. So again the
character and behavior of the disciples is set in a better light in Mt than
in Mk, The direct rebuke, “Have ye not yet faith?’, Mk 40, becomes the
characteristic Matthean phrase ‘“O ye of little faith,” 26; the words
“feared exceedingly,” 41, are toned down to the less reproachful “mar-
velled,” 27,

The effect of this concise and conservative statement will be height-
ened by a few supplementary observations under each of its four
heads.

(a) The “seven’ omissions of subsidiary sections from Mk will
be further reduced in number, and the significance of the one or two
which are really such will be enhanced, if it be observed that in almost
every case the apparent omission can be accounted for, Mt having
either compensated for it in some way, or else shown that he prefers
a different version of the same anecdote, or has so thoroughly re-
written it as to lead many to overlook or deny a basic identity. The
only one of the seven which gives color to the idea that it may have
been absent from Mt’s copy of Mk is the Widow’s Mites (Mk 12:41-
44). For the rest we note: (1) The abbreviation of Mk 1:16-39 in
Mt 4:18-25, following R™"® general practice with narrative material,
leads to the neglect of an exorcism (Mk 1:23-28) which to some
extent duplicates Mk 5:1-20=Mt 8:28-34. The view taken by Mk
1:34b, a view illustrated by the exorcism in question, is objectionable
to Mt.5 Nevertheless he compensates for the omission by doubling
the exorcism of Mk 5:1-20=Mt 8:28-34. The night retirement of
Jesus after the opening Sabbath in Capernaum conflicts with Mt’s
idea of the use of miracle and could be regarded as unimportant.

(2) The Parable of the Patient Husbandman (Mk 4:26-29) is not
“omitted” by Mt but rewritten in the same relative position, to
inculcate a lesson of peculiar interest to himself.!® The motive of the
added feature of the “tares,” with parallels demonstrating that Mt
himself is responsible for the change, is set forth in our chapter
introductory to Book III.

(3) Mk 7:32-37 and 8:22-26 constitute a pair of typically Markan
elaborations of the therapeutic method of Jesus. In such cases Mt
invariably abbreviates.” But for these omissions also he compensates,
if, indeed, we should not rather say he recognizes and avoids a

8 See my article “The Markan Theory of Demonic Recognition of the Christ”
in ZNW.VI (1905), pp. 153-158.

¢ Cf. OS, p. 432, note 3.
7 On this point ¢f. Allen, ICC, p. xxxii. f.
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Markan duplication. In GM (1925, p. 162 {.) I have shown that both
Mt and Lk betray a certain consciousness of this duplication. Mt, as
usual, clings much more closely to Mk, omitting only the companion
healings of 7:32-37 and 8:22-26; whereas Lk passes over Mk 6:45-
8:26. But in 9:27-34 Mt again makes his curious compensation by
reduplication. Jesus now heals two blind men. In 12:22, the Q equiva-
lent of Mk 7:32-37, the healing of the dumb man is also related, but
with the addition that he was also “blind.”

(4) Mk 9:38-40 is a striking instance of substitution rather than
omission. The logion of verse 40 is reproduced in the @ form (Mt
12:30=1k 11:23), which Mk inverts. The doctrine of toleration
which Mk supports (wonder-working in the name of Jesus by out-
siders not to be opposed) is emphatically condemned by Mt 7:21-
23. The passage is rewritten by Mt from Q material with especial
reference to his béte noire, the wonder-working ‘“false prophets.”
Acts 18:13-20 shows a similar reaction on Lk’s part toward the
“false prophets” who exorcise by the name of Jesus, coupling them
with the users of “Ephesian letters,” or magic spells. Mk agrees
rather with Paul (Phil 1:18).

The only remaining instance of omission by Mt of Markan ma-
terial is that of the Widow’s Mites, Mk 12:41-44, a disconnected
anecdote of Lukan type attached to the phrase “widows’ estates”
in Mk 12:40. Some reason exists for thinking this a tradition of the
Jerusalem “elders’’ related in Ev. Hebr. along with that of the Woman
taken in Adultery.® It is possible, therefore, that Mk 12:41-44 may be
a later attachment to the second Gospel which failed to make its way
into the text employed by Mt. We may of course disregard the late
texts which insert Mk 12:40=1Lk 20:47 as Mt 23:14.

(b) As will appear in our chapter introductory to Book II the
group of Ten Mighty Works in Mt in 8 f. is compiled with reference
to the Charge to the Twelve which follows in ch. 10, because these
are sent forth to preach and to heal (10:1). For the detail of Mt’s
arrangement the reader may also consult my article *Editorial
Arrangement in Mt 8-9”’ (Ezpositor, XIX, Eighth Series, 111, March,
1920, pp. 200-218). The displacement of the Markan section Mt
12:1-14=Mk 2:23-3:6 is of course due to the fact that this portion
of Mk’s group illustrating the Growth of Hostility (Mk 2:1-3:6) is
better adapted to Mt’s narrative section introductory to the Hiding
of the Mystery of the Kingdom than to that which introduces the
Charge to the Twelve. Apart from the composition of these two
groups, the narrative introduction to Book II, mainly based on Mk,
and that to Book III, mainly based on S, Mt makes no material
change in the order of Mk.

8 See Appended Note VL.
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(¢) Mt’s agglutinations, or “conflation”’ of “material derived from
varied sources or from varied parts of the same source,” should per-
haps be regarded as an exception to the statement just made as to
Matthean changes in the order of Mk. The two instances cited by
Micklem (Mt 10:1-5 and 7-15=Mk 3:13-19 and 6:7-13) would
inevitably form part of the Mission of the Twelve (discourse of Book
II) for any compiler aiming to form such a group. The process is
abundantly illustrated in the discourse of Book I, mainly formed
from 8% teachings derived from various contexts preserved in Lk.
We could hardly expect Mt not to subject Markan discourse to
similar rearrangement. However, the remaining discourses of Mt
(Book ITI, Mt 13; Book IV, Mt 18, and Book V, Mt 23-25) make no
change in the order of Mk.

(d) The abbreviation of the narrative material of Mk in favor of
discourse, whether derived from Mk or 8, is easily verified from any
synopticon. Micklem’s example from Mt 8:23-27=Mk 4:35-41 is
well chosen for the purpose specified. It shows not only the process
of abbreviation, but the great freedom of change “in incidental
details and in phraseology’ which Mt permits himself merely to
bring Mk’s language into ‘‘ accordance with his own literary style and
stage of reflection.” The selection is less well adapted to exhibit the
modification the later evangelist is able to accomplish, and actually
permits himself, in the meaning itself by slight but skilfully applied
touches of the pen.

For Mt is both skilful and bold in bringing out that which he re-
gards as the truth of the matter. Suawiter in modo, fortiter in re ap-
pears to be his motto. For these far more important and significant
changes the passage selected by Micklem falls decidedly short of
supplying adequate examples. Allen (JCC, pp. xxxi.—xxxiii.) has fur-
nished a long and convincing series of examples of ““alterations which
seem due to an increasing feeling of reverence for the person of
Christ,” and has followed this (pp. xxxiii.—xxxv.) with an account of
‘“similar alterations in favour of the disciples,” then of ‘“alterations
due to a desire to emphasize a fulfilment of prophecy,” then of
“changes or brief insertions made to qualify or explain the meaning”
of Mk, or “for the sake of greater accuracy,” including several
““changes in point of fact.” Allen has the aim of ‘“‘convincing the
reader that of the two Gospels, that of Mk is primary, that of Mt sec-
ondary.” Our own readers may be assumed to need no further con-
vincing on this score. It will be of greater interest to observe from an
example scarcely touched upon by Allen and often wholly disregarded,
how large liberty Mt permits himself in changes of doctrinal sense.

We have seen above that “substitution’ rather than ‘‘omission”
is the proper term to apply to Mt 7:21-23 in relation to Mk 9:38—40.
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It has also been pointed out in a previous volume (BGS, p. 90) how
by a minute touch in 15:22 Mt eliminates the whole (unhistorical)
journey of Jesus into Gentile territory, a feat more drastically ac-
complished by Lk by cancellation of the entire section Mk 6:45-8:26.
The following example will illustrate how by unobtrusive alterations
Mt succeeds not merely in removing an utterance of apparent self-
depreciation placed by Mk in the mouth of Jesus, but (far more
significant!) in reversing the sense of Mk’s teaching that Pharisean
obedience to the commandment, however lovable in itself, gives no
real claim to ‘““eternal life.”

Of course Mt does not assert that obedience to the Old Testament
law is sufficient, but he does make Jesus teach that by adding to-
gether “old and new” (¢f. 13:52) this end may be attained on the
typically Pharisean plan, obedience plus “good works.” As before,
we print in bold-face italics the changes of Mt, some of which effect
only abbreviation, improvement of style, conformation of Scripture

quotations to the Septuagint text, etc., but some go deeper.

Mk 10:17-22

And as he was going forth into the
way a man ran up and fell on his
knees and asked him, Good teacher,
what shall I do to inherit eternal
life? But Jesus said to him, Why
callest thou me “ good ”’? There is
none ““‘good” but One even God.
Thou knowest the commandments,
Commit no adultery, commit no
murder, commit no theft, bear no
false witness, commit no fraud, honor

thy father and thy mother. But he -

said to him, Teacher, all these things
I have observed from my youth.
And Jesus looked upon him and
loved him and said to him, One thing
thou lackest. Go, sell all that thou
hast and give to the poor, and thou
shalt have treasure in heaven, and
come, follow me. And his face fell
at the saying, and he went away
grieved, for he was one that had
great possessions.

Mt 19:16-22

And lo, a man came up and saia
to him, Teacher, what good thing
shall I do that I may have eternal
life? But he said to him: Why
askest thou me concerning that
which is good? One there is who is
“good.” But if thou wouldest
enter into life, keep the command-
ments. Of what sort, said he. And
Jesus said, The commandments
Thou shalt not kill, thou shalt not
commit adultery, thou shalt not
steal, thou shalt not bear false wit-
ness, honor thy father and thy
mother, and thou shalt love thy
neighbor as thyself. The youth
saith to him, I have kept all these;
what lack I yet? Jesus said to him,
Go, sell all that belongs to thee and
give to the poor, and thou shalt
have treasure in heaven, and come,
follow me. But when the youth
heard it he went away grieved, for
he was one that had great posses-
gions.

Allen and others naturally call attention to the change in verses
16 f. by which Mt escapes the implication of Mk that Jesus disap-
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proved the application to himself of the epithet “good.” These
critics properly enough class this change with others which show an
“increased feeling of reverence.” But too little attention is paid to
the changes in the rest of the paragraph, although, as already pointed
out, these invert the more Pauline doctrine of Mk that “eternal life”
is not the prize of obedience and good works but of self-surrender
without reserve after the example of Christ. Mt’s change produces
a neo-legalistic doctrine which only differs from that of the scribes
and Pharisees by the substitution of a ‘ righteousness’” which “ex-
ceeds” theirs by greater inwardness and greater emphasis on “good
works.” This doctrinal change is the more significant for our present
enquiry because we have the good fortune to possess a fragment of
the Ev. Naz. preserved in the translation of Origen’s Comin. in Mi
(XV, 14).°* Here this same Markan narrative of the Rich Enquirer
is altered in precisely the same direction. For the midrashic addi-
tions which we print in bold-face Roman type in the extract have
no other object than to make clear the teaching that ¢f the enquirer
had really ‘“kept the Law and the Prophets’” instead of neglecting
vhe “good works’ they inculcate toward his “brethren,” all would
have been well.

Another rich man said to him, Master, what good thing shall I do to
have life? He said to him: Man, obey the Law and the Prophets. He
answered him, I have done so. He said to him, Go, sell all that thou hast
and distribute it to the poor and come, follow me. But the rich man be-
gan to scratch his head, and it did not please him. And the Lord said to
him, How sayest thou, “I have obeyed the Law and the Prophets”; whereas
it is written in the Law, Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself; and lo, many
of thy brethren, the sons of Abraham, are clothed with filthy garments, dying
of hunger, and thy house is full of many good things, and nothing whatsoever
goes forth from it to them. And turning to Simon his disciple sitting beside
him he said, Simon, son of John, it is easier for a camel to enter through
the eye of a needle than a rich man into the kingdom of heaven.

We cannot claim dependence on the part of Mt from this Nazarene
version of the story, because the points of resemblance in style “Si-
mon, son of John” Mt 16:17, ‘‘kingdom of heaven,” “lo,” “Law and
Prophets” as in Mt 7:12, ete.), with others which recall one of Lk’s
sources (the address “Man”; ¢f. Lk 6:4 8 text; “sons of Abraham,”
Lk 13:16; 199, etc.) are indicative rather of dependence in the re-
verse direction. As Mt has rewritten Mk so the Nazarene Gospel
has rewritten Mt. But the freedom displayed in this targumic ren-
dering, joining the story to some other (that of Lk 16:19 ff. ?) and

N' The translator has probably taken the extract from Jerome. See Appended
ote VL.
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manipulating it with sole reference to the moral lesson, proves at least
that down to this second-century date Aramaic-speaking Christians
of the region of Aleppo were still composing such writings, and that
their neo-legalistic conception of gospel teaching was identical with
that of our first evangelist.



CHAPTER VII
THE EXTENT OF Q

Two points already established will make it easier now to approach
the difficult and disputed question of Mt’s second source of material,
much of which is shared by Lk. The chapters introductory to his
several “books” will afford opportunity to enquire in further detail
as to the particular contents and order of this source, or these sources;
whether Lk has another, or others, unknown to M#t, etc. For the pres-
ent we consider only the use Mt makes of S9.

The common attempt to connect this ‘“double-tradition” material
with the witness of Papias has been shown to be fallacious. Conse-
quently we are free from all preconceptions regarding its nature.
No sufficient reason exists for holding that it consisted of short say-
ings loosely connected (logia). We only know that both Mt and Lk
employ it mainly to supply the Markan defect of teaching material.
The fact that both these, but especially Mt, have made the narrative
of Mk fundamental, dovetailing in the supplementary S material,
merely shows that Mk enjoyed for both transcribers a certain (Pe-
trine?) authority which made supplementation of its narrative from
non-apostolic sources relatively inadvisable.

On the other hand much of the Q material does consist of discourse
introduced by a very slender thread of narrative, as in the case of
the “dialogues” of the fourth Gospel, the speeches of Peter in Acts
1-15, and those of the same apostle in the Clementina. Moreover,
it should be recognized that the discourses of S have the same
‘“atomic’ structure as the discourses of Mk 4, 9, and 13, and still more
conspicuously those of Mt and Lk; that is, they consist of aggluti-
nated logia, often strung together ad vocem rather than as logic and
intrinsic sense require. In other words the ‘“Spruchsammlung,” or
collection of loosely attached sayings, is the earlier type, not far re-
moved from catechetic oral tradition; and this earlier method of agglu-
tination actually survived as late as the formation of the Oxyrhynchus
collection of Aéyor. The composition of discourses by agglutination
of such “sayings,” an advance from Spruchsammlung to Redesamm-
lung, is the later process illustrated in different lines of development
by Mk, Mt, Lk, and Jn. But the object in view was not always
the same. Mt’s discourses aimed at ‘“commandments” grouped
topically, Lk’s at the pictorial or biographic ideal of &arpifal on
subjects of moral and religious interest.

91
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It is quite natural, expecially for critics who believe that the ex-
pression olwrabis 7éov Noylwy applied by Papias to Mt in distinction
from Mk can be transferred in some way to S, or who wish to carry
back the composition of S to the earliest possible date, to make the
utmost of the “atomic” structure of S9, and even to apply to
this material the question-begging designation *Spruchsammlung.”
Thus even Wernle not only (a) applies the term Spruchsammlung
(=abvrafis Taw Noylwv), but (b) reasons from it that narrative ele-
ments such as the Baptism and Preaching of John must be later
additions. Wernle differentiates, therefore, Q@ from Q/, Q", etc., on
the ground that the original document consisted exclusively of brief
logia (SF, p. 225):

The sayings mentioned (Markan logia such as Mk 1:40-3:6; 3:31-4:9;
12:13-44; Parousia sayings in Mk 13) are incongruous in the Spruch-
sammlung because of their narrative, anecdotal character. These are no
agglutinations of sayings, like all the discourses in Q, but in every case
single short logia which form the nucleus of little stories, with introduction,
appeal to Jesus, and close. Compare with this the discourses on Filial
Righteousness, on Confession, on the Baptist, etec. The story of the Cen-
turion obtained a place in Q only because of the important series (?) of
logia at its close. Only in proportion as this distinction between anecdotes
and discourses is observed or not is it possible to form a clear conception
of Q.

If even Wernle, who rejects the Papias-Logia theory, can employ
such circuitous reasoning as this it should cause no surprise to find
the same reasoning, even to the use of the same examples in identical
phraseology, in Harnack and Hawkins, both of whom approve a
modified form of Schleiermacher’s delusive theory.

But the real question is not whether diserete Aéyor be not the
older type of transmission; nor whether the S? discourses, like all
others known to us, give evidence of building up by agglutination;
both these points are irrelevant. The real question is: To what extent
does the Q material indicate that the agglutinative process had ad-
vanced in S? This question can be answered only by scrutiny of the
Q material itself, whose contents must be listed. For while many
partially satisfactory lists have been made many are also vitiated
by false methods of construction.

For present purposes it is unnecessary to go back to the earlier
attempts at reconstruction of S described and tabulated by Moffatt
(Introd., pp. 194-206). Any unprejudiced comparison of the sixteen
will suffice to show that the difficulties in the way are great, though
perhaps not insurmountable as Burkitt declares.! At least it is possible
by careful comparison of the editorial methods of Mt and Lk as

1GHTr, p. 17.
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applied to Mk to see “what inferences as to the nature and contents
of” (S) can be drawn from the Q material. It is this ““more humble
and limited task’ to which Sir J. C. Hawkins has set his ripe skill
in the essay entitled “Probabilities as to the so-called Double Tradi-
tion of Mt and Lk” (OS, pp. 96-138).

For the contents of Q the tabulation of Sir John under three divi-
sions A, B, and C, of the 84 passages which have greater or less claim
to the designation, must supersede the rougher lists of Wernle and
Harnack. Class A includes no less than 54 ‘“passages very probably
derived from”’ S, Class B 22 “passages ascribable to Q with a consid-
erable amount of probability” (marked with an obelus in later ref-
erences), and Class C 8 “passages the origin of which in Q is but
slightly probable.” These eight are marked with a double obelus.
Sir John finds natural satisfaction.in the close agreement of his list
with that of Harnack in Bir. IT published after his own was already
typed. Nevertheless the particular feature in which these two coin-
cide as against Wernle’s more general list (p. 224), or indeed most
of those tabulated by Moffatt, represents a weakness of method
found in both, a weakness which is the defect of its merit. The
method aims at objectivity, and to avoid all subjective judgments
uses for its classification of A, B, and C the somewhat mechanical
standard of word-counting. Hawkins employs for the purpose Rush-
brook’s Greek Synopticon, making coincidence of language the pri-
mary test, with subordinate consideration of collocation and re-
semblance of substance.

The method is characteristic of this painstaking, modest, and
cautious author. It won the outspoken admiration of Harnack, as
it wins our own, because the basic facts must be such as permit of
exact measurement. By such definite arithmetical data futile appeals
to the obsolete theory of oral transmission and the no less obsolete
theory of Lukan dependence on Mt are definitively barred. It is no
longer possible to explain the sections of S showing close ver-
bal similarity by direct dependence of Lk upon Mt, or vice versa,
while falling back on oral transmission to explain the rest. The
steady, inexorable logic of Wernle and Harnack, establishes first the
mutual independence of Mt and Lk, then, as an unavoidable corol-
lary, their use in common of a single Greek document (or possibly
more than one) to supply the deficiency of Mk on the score of teaching
material.

The use of the objective, statistical measuring rod is the strong
point of Sir John, and it is used by both himself and Harnack with
fatal results to the moribund oral-tradition and Lukan-dependence
theories. Particularly is Harnack’s discussion effective in showing
that the Q material represents at least one individual Greek docu-
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ment, inclusive of the greater part of S9, having clearly definable
characteristics of its own. Nevertheless this statistical measuring
rod has its limitations, as Sir John himself is prompt to acknowledge.

The volume of OS finely illustrates the characteristic motto of
English scholarship audi alteram partem. Minority reports are ad-
mitted from members of the Oxford group who dissent from the
majority. The most important of these is contributed by Prof.
Vernon Bartlet, who demurs to the Spruchsammlung theory and
endeavors to obtain a hearing for a view more consonant with those
of B. Weiss and the present writer. This will be considered in Chapter
VIII. Less important, yet having a significance we cannot disregard,
is the rejoinder of Allen to his critical opponents.

We have seen above that the attempt of Allen to account for 8%
partly by a revived oral tradition theory, partly by direct dependence
of Lk on Mt, breaks down. The force of his opposition is felt only
as a protest against the method of determining S.

Both Hawkins and Harnack divided the Q parallels into classes
by the word-counting method to avoid subjectivity of judgment.
A striking result is that both throw doubt on three sections two of
which Wernle had included as “certainly’” (sicher) from S. Harnack
places by themselves as doubtful the two parables of the Slighted
Invitation 2 and Entrusted Funds (Mt 25:14-29=Lk 19:12-26),
Hawkins places the latter in his Class B and groups the Slighted
Invitation and the saying on the Effect of the Baptist’s Preaching
(Mt 21:31 f.=Lk 7:29 £.) under Class C!

We have already seen why Mt and Lk diverge widely in their
transcription of the Slighted Invitation. Any standard of measure-
ment beyond the merely mechanical one of word-counting would
give a similar result in the case of the Entrusted Funds. Wernle and
Harnack are also clearly right in including the Effects of the Bap-
tist’s Preaching as true Q material in spite of verbal differences
obviously arising from difference of setting. A similar instance is
the saying on Thrones of Judgment, quite recast by Mt in 19:28,
but surely the same saying as Lk 22:28-30. In short, some account
must be taken of motives and methods affecting our two transcribers,
which make them, each in his own way, something more than mere
copyists. Mt in particular shows by his treatment of Mk that he
can use on occasion the broadest freedom of recasting and relocation.
It is due to overemphasis of the mechanical side in transcription,
with failure to appreciate the liberties of recasting and supplementa-
tion which Mt and Lk have allowed themselves, liberties which at
the same time can be checked and discounted by study of their re-
spective motives and methods, that unnecessary difficulties have

z Above, p. 651.
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been thrown in the way of the reconstruction of S. In particular
we must lay it to this cause that Streeter feels obliged to assume a
complete new document M in addition to the element N (treated
separately by Streeter) and to Mk and 8, in order to account for
the wider variations of Mt from Lk in the Q material.®

Allen’s objection, then, to the standard of measurement is partly
justified. The expectation that in utilizing documents writers who
stand in such relation to their sources as Mt and Lk will invariably
make a verbally coincident transcript is not justified. These writers
stand too near the period of dependence on living oral tradition to
act as mere copyists. There will indeed be enough verbal transcrip-
tion where any document of considerable extent is utilized to enable
the critic in cases of independent parallelism to prove, as Wernle,
Harnack, and Hawkins have proved, that the parallelism is due to the
use of a common document 8.4 But the parallelism will not be equally
close in all parts for the reasons illustrated in Mt’s treatment of Mk.

Certain kinds of change will indeed be approximately uniform in
all parts, as when both Mt and Lk make changes throughout for the
improvement of style and rhetorical form, not infrequently coinciding
in some small correction. But changes affecting the substance do
not occur in all parts alike. They occur only in such passages as
awaken the special interests of the transcribers. Moreover, the tran-
seribers’ motives being diverse, changes will be limited to groups
of passages of a certain kind, Mt interposing at one point, Lk at
another.

Again, it is a universally recognized phenomenon that the tran-
scriptional changes affect narrative more than discourse, so that as
a rule Mt and Lk show less divergence in their Q material than their
Mk material. This may be in part because of the reverence felt for
all words of Jesus even when reported at second hand; in part it is due
also to the fact that both transeribers use S for the sake of its teaching
material, and, finding this, have less motive for change. Mk, who
uses to some extent the same material, makes far greater change,
because his object is different. Again relocation, especially of short
sections, will lead to a larger relative amount of verbal change.

As we bave seen, and as Wernle had observed in more than one
connection, parable is to be classed with narrative rather than with dis-
course in the degree of exemption from transcriptional change. The
reason is simple. Parable, from its very nature as illustrative fiction,
suggests freedom of adaptation to the lesson in view. To it applies the
Synagogue rule which gives large liberty to haggada (‘‘narrative’),

3 See Appended Note VIII.
¢ See Burkitt's caution against “vague talk about the marvellous achievements

of Oriental memories” (GHT'r, p. 145).
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as against halache (‘‘walk,” i.e., ethics, conduct of life), for only
“commandments’ require the maximum of precision and author-
ity. In the case of anecdote or parable, the lesson in view being
differently apprehended by different catechists, changes are made
accordingly; usually (for the parables) in the direction of allegoriza-
tion, or moralizing extension. An example of the Matthean use of
both has already been furnished within the limits of a single parable,
that of the Slighted Invitation.® We shall see reason presently to
hold that the Matthean parables and smaller supplements not de-
rived from Mk or S may often be ascribed to Mt’s own rabbinic or
catechetic resources, which of course include ‘‘things new and old”
from both Synagogue and Church.

Allen’s plea for oral tradition has, therefore, a certain validity
against Harnack and Hawkins. In the period of Mt and Lk we must
look for a partial survival of oral tradition side by side with use of
S and Mk. Indeed the very familiarity of Mt and Lk with these
written sources will tend to make their citations freer than otherwise.
Who does not use greater freedom in transcribing a document whose
contents are very familiar than one to which he is an entire stranger?

Our designation for oral tradition in Mt will be O, but it should
be clearly understood that the symbol does not exclude non-Christian
material. In application we must use greater freedom than Streeter,
who in his OS article on “The Original Extent of Q” (VI, pp. 196-
201) justly classes the two parables of the Slighted Invitation and
the Entrusted Funds as Q. Mt has indeed ‘‘turned the (former)
parable into allegory.” It is also true that he ‘“has appended as if it
were part of the same parable 22:11-14, the Man without a Wed-
ding Garment.” But the attempt to connect this supplement with
S, conjecturing reasons why it might have been omitted by Lk, is
futile. As we have shown, the supplement merely attaches (very
incongruously, but from characteristically Matthean motives) one of
the commonplaces of rabbinic teaching credibly ascribed to Johanan
ben Zacchai. Again, Streeter rightly rejects Harnack’s attempt to
find a combination of “two separate parables” in the Lukan form
of the parable of the Entrusted Funds. He admits allegorization by
Lk,® but shrinks from Wernle’s frank recognition that Lk uses as
much freedom as Mt or the Ev. Naz. in such “improvements.”

In 19:11 Lk clearly states the lesson he finds in the parable. It is
not that suggested by the parable itself. Why, then, should the
critic throw upon Jesus responsibility for the present confused mix-
ture of motives, rather than hold Lk responsible for “retelling a well-
known incident in the life of Archelaus in such a way as to make (the

§ Above, p. 65f.
8 See his footnote on p. 199.
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parable) point a double moral”? Caution in treating as unauthentie
any material transmitted by our evangelists is commendable, but
conservatism may be carried to the extent of defeating its own ends.
In treating such parables as the Slighted Invitation and the En-
trusted Funds application may better be made of the principle none
has better expressed than Streeter himself. (OS, p. 197):

It seems not unreasonable to surmise that an editor would feel justified
in taking more liberties with a parable than with a ““commandment” of
the Master, since its bearing lay not in its precise wording but in its gen-
eral effect, and again more liberties than with the account of an action
or scene in His life, drawn from Mk, since the scene or action of the parable
was not supposed to be the description of an actual occurrence, and there-
fore to vary the details was not to distort history. Indeed this is not mere
surmise, for Mt and Lk reproduce the Parables of the Sower and the
Wicked Husbandmen with much less exactitude than they do such other
utterances of our Lord as are given by Mk.

Comparison of Mt’s method wlll show that we should extend the
principle still further. Under the head of (1) Editorial allegorization
(R) we must place the rewriting by Mt of the Mk parable of the
Patient Husbandman (Mk 4:26-29). Idf the corresponding position
of Mt 13:24-30 this becomes the parable of the Tares in the Wheat,
presenting by means of its incongruous trait of the *“enemy sowing
tares” Mt’s favorite moral of Judgment-sifting (¢f. Mt 3:12=Lk
3:17 and Johanan ben Zacchai on Ecel. 9:8), in particular his habit-
ual warning against the teachers of dvoula. But (2) we must further
add under the designation O material such as Mt’s general supple-
ment to his last great discourse, pointing the moral of all the teach-
ings. It is his closing description of the Last Judgment (25:31-46),
improperly called the ‘“parable’” of the Sheep and the Goats because
of a single incidental comparison. Even Allen (ICC, p. 266) admits
that “this splendid ending of the long discourse (Mt 24 f.) reads
like a Christian homily.” It reads so because it is nothing else. Mt
shows his idea of ““the things which Jesus commanded” by composing
as their climax a Christian homily on Judgment to Come of the type
to be heard in many a Christian ‘“synagogue’ at the close of the
first century (¢f. Jas. 2:2 and 5:1-8). Study of what Mt rewrites and
supplements in Mk is the best guide to his rewriting and supplementa-
tion of S; but study of his supplements, allegorizing changes, and
moralizing applications at the close of each of the four preceding
great Discourses should also guide our judgment in the case of the
fifth and last. Oral tradition (including Synagogue homilies) sup-
plies something of these supplementary exhortations to “good works”
in view of coming reward or penalty; but motive, interest, and phrase-
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ology alike point to our canonical evangelist himself as chief con-
tributor.

What, then, are the limits of rewording and supplementation of
discourses of Jesus by Mt and Lk? On this question we must observe
the comment of Hawkins above cited based on the proleptic employ-
ments by Mt of Mk material. These anticipated passages show
such mental mastery of the contents of Mk as would be impossible for
an ancient writer unable to consult an index ‘““‘unless he knew his
material practically by heart.” Undoubtedly he did. To Mt cer-
tainly, perhaps also to Lk, the contents of Mk and S were “known
by heart,” and could therefore be introduced at any point, with what-
ever verbal modification seemed advisable.

The weakness of any mere word-counting method for determining
the extent of Q comes out very clearly when thus appraised. A wiser
valuation of it is expressed in Burkitt’s GHTr, where in the chap-
ter on “The Teaching of Jesus Christ” (V, pp. 143-183) he uses the
“doubly attested sayings’’ (i.e., not Q but Mk plus S) to show that
coincidence of wording was not regarded as essential to true witness
in apostolic times, and need not be today. The portrait of Jesus is
only marred when we introduce a standard devised to make the
least possible concession from former claims of verbal inerrancy for
our evangelists:

The aim of the early Christians was practical; they aimed at making
saints, not historians. The memory of Jesus survived among His servants,
His presence was still felt in their midst, and we must be prepared before-
hand to find that a clear distinction was not always drawn between
what He would have said and what He really did say. “The laborer is
worthy of his hire” (or “of his food”) said Jesus, according to Mt and
Lk; with S. Paul this has become the formal statement that the Lord
ordained that they which preach the gospel should live of the gospel (I
Cor. 9:14)—an example which clearly shews how sayings detached from
a historical context harden into rules from which most of the distinctive
phraseology of the speaker disappears. Another instance of the same kind
is to be found in the Sayings about Divorce. In Mk 10:2-12 we have the
whole story in its historical setting, and the saying of the Lord takes its
color from the events of the age and the circumstances of the place where
the saying was uttered. In Lk 16:18 we have much the same principle of
conduct laid down, but the historical setting is gone: it belongs to Christian
Ethies rather than to our Lord’s Biography.

The distinction is the same to which we have drawn attention as
current already in Papias’ time between ““gnomic’ and “biographic”
order. But the most important feature of Burkitt’s observation
lies in his correction of the disposition to undervalue coincidence in
substance in comparison with coincidence which is merely verbal.
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Our evangelists were justly conscious of being to some extent compe-
tent to tell what Jesus would have said, in addition to what he ac-
tually did say, and their report must be judged accordingly. The
‘““double attestation material”’ adduced by Burkitt in a series of
logia from Mk and 8, of which the first two are Mk 3:4 (copied in
Lk 6:19)=Lk 14:5 f. (compare Mt 12:11) and Mk 3:22-26=Lk
11:15-18 (compare the non-Markan portions of Mt 12:24-26), shows
clearly enough the difference of design between S and Mk, a cate-
chetic and a biographic compilation. Neither word-counting nor
contextual position furnishes an adequate standard for determining
the extent of @ if this distinction be ignored.

We must defer for a little our criticism of Streeter’s answer to the
question why Mt contains so relatively few of the “story-parables”
of Lk in order to consider this scholar’s treatment of another reserva-
tion of Harnack and Hawkins in their determination of the extent
of Q. Both of these again list as very doubtful the Effect of the
Baptist’s Preaching (Mt 21:31b, 32=Lk 7:29 f.). The reason ap-
pears to be, partly, as before, insufficient agreement in language,
but mainly difference in location. Hawkins himself, however, appears
to have scruples about excluding this passage (¢f. “f”’ on pp. 126
and 136), while Streeter, on grounds of, Lukan collocation, declares
Lk 6:20-7:35 to be “solid Q, with the one short interpolation, the
Widow of Nain, 7:11-17.” This time, clearly, the criterion to be
tested is that of order. To what extent can we rely upon the prin-
ciple enunciated by Burkitt and Streeter against Harnack, that “It is
Lk rather than Mt who preserves the original order of his authorities,
and his order is to be presumed as Q’s (¢.e., S’s) order unless for some
special reason the contrary appears in some particular instance’’?

The general demonstration of this proposition in Streeter’s essay
“On the Original Order of Q” (0OS, pp. 141-164) is convincing.
Mt’s complete reallocation of the series of Mighty Works which
forms the A division of Book II proves that this evangelist felt no
scruples whatever about changes of order in Markan narrative.
Moreover his motive was not better chronological sequence, but
simple edification, a strong indication that Mt had not yet fully
emerged from the period of oral preaching to which Papias refers.
Of course if we go back far enough we shall undoubtedly reach a
stage in the development of the record where the Q material stood
in this disjointed sequence. But the question before us is not: Which
of our two informants, Mt or Lk, shows the apostolic order and which
is responsible for the dislocation? The question is: To what extent,
and on what principle, has either of the two deviated from the non-
apostolic source S in this respect? In the case of Mt the effort to
produce a complete and “orderly” compend of the teachings has
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entailed complete rearrangement of Markan narrative in the A
division of Book II. It has also entailed rearrangement to even
greater extent of the order of teaching material, whether from Mk or
Q, to build up the five great discourses. For Mt has not scrupled
to rearrange sections when, as in I, B, he made up the discourse
from a single document. Lk’s procedure as respects Mk was different.
He interjects his Mk material in practically unaltered sequence
in three considerable blocks. His Q material falls of course into the
alternate blocks. Burkitt, followed by Hawkins and Streeter, infers
from this general method that the Q blocks are left (with some
exceptions) in the order of S. The inference is not warranted. Mk
was a dufynais ) Nexfévrov 4 wpaxfévrwv like Lk’s own. Even if Pe-
trine authority did not weigh unduly upon an evangelist who seems
to take kard in the broader sense when considering Mk’s rela-
tion to Peter, there was every reason why Lk should leave the order
of Mk’s narrative comparatively unchanged. But S was not a
narrative (Su}ynouws) in any such sense as Mk. Its object, as critics
agree, was chiefly didactic. It aimed to put together the teachings.
Have we any reason then to assume that Lk made no attempt to
improve upon the order of S? Is it not indeed more probable that
Lk’s predecessor, who compiled this S, had already rearranged the
mass of current anecdotes still largely in oral form to suit Azs ideas
of order? In short, we stand, once more, before the alternative of
primitive conditions of “detached sayings and groups of sayings”
in oral tradition or the developed conditions represented by our
canonical Gospels. How far had S progressed toward the literary
form when utilized in Greek dress by our two later evangelists?
Instead of starting with the proposition: “ A mere Spruchsammilung
(obvrakis 7Gv Noyiwv) cannot have had an order of any kind” we
should disregard what Papias had to say about a different writing,
and set ourselves to the task of ascertaining the actual order of S, re-
membering that there are two types of order, represented respectively
by Mt and Lk, the gnomic and the biographic; and that the Gospel
of Mk shows examples of both; for its narratives (as the Elder cor-
rectly maintained) are put together mpds 7ds xpelas, while its dis-
courses (as clearly shown by their expansions in Mt II, B; III, B;
IV, B; and V, B) represent an inchoate form of gnomic aggluti-
nation. This arrangement aims at convenience of religious instruction;
sometimes it displays the typical rabbinic style of collocation ad
vocem. If the precedent of Mk has any value we should expect Q
(and consequently S) to show examples of both kinds of agglutination.
We have taken as an example of disagreement of the critics on
this question of the value of collocation for determining the extent
of Q the section on Effects of the Baptist’s Preaching (Mt 21:31b f.
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=Lk 7:29f.). Wernle, most determined advocate of the Spruch-
sammlung theory, ignores this passage entirely, while Harnack and
Hawkins rank it as B or C; but Burkitt at least sees no objection
to it on the score of order, for in his chapter on “The Gospel in Mt
and in Lk” (GHT'r, pp. 184-217), after pointing out the freedom of
Mt in recasting and supplementing the language of Mk, he con-
tinues with the following judicious characterization of Mt’s method
as regards order (p. 187):

I do not think that Mt aimed at being a Chronicler. This statement
would not be true of all the evangelists. Mk and Lk are, in a way, Chron-
iclers; that is, a very great part of their intention is to tell the story of
the events more or less as they came to pass. With Mt the case is different.”
He is not especially concerned to paint the most lifelike picture possible
of Jesus of Nazareth as He walked the earth in what was, even when Mt
wrote, a past age. His aim rather is to shew forth the real significance of
One who had come in the fulness of time, fulfilling the ancient words of
prophecy.

Another object of Mt, less generally appreciated than this, we
have found to be at least equally significant for the criticism of this
Gospel—the completion of Mk by adding the teachings arranged
in gnomic order. But this order demanded drastic reallocation of
the teaching material, whether Mk or S, a reallocation which Mt
had no hesitation in effecting. Many before him may well have
followed the same course with general approval. Thus Burkitt
properly seconds Wellhausen’s example of precanonical allocations
on p. 52 of his Ev. Lucae.

Wellhausen points out that the Parable of the Good Samaritan (Lk 10:
29 ff., appended to the Great Commandment, Mk 12:32-34=Lk 10:25-
28) is strictly speaking an answer to the question, “Whose neighbor am
1?78 not to ““Who is my neighbor?” . . . In either case the inconsequence
remains. Wellhausen considers that the answer of the scribe and the Par-
able are really separate stories, which have been joined together by the
Evangelist. The Parable has a Samaritan hero, consequently the Evan-
gelist has placed the whole compilation in the Samaritan section of his
Gospel; but the Lawyer who answers so well at first is only the scribe of
Mk 12:30 ff. transferred to an earlier place, like the Sermon at Nazareth
in Lk 4.

It is indeed quite evident both that someone in the Lukan line of
transmission has effected in both these cases a different collocation

7 In view of Prof. Burkitt’s clear appreciation of the very distinction made by
Papias it is surprising that he should so misapply what Papias has to say about
the Matthean gévratis T@v Moylwy as to refer it to a collection of Old Testament

testtmonia.
8 Better ‘“ Who is the best interpreter of the Law?” Cj. Jas. 3:13.
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than Mk’s, and (seemingly) for cafechetic purposes. But to leap at
once to the conclusion that Mk’s order is historical, and that Lk,
the evangelist whom our English critics are so keen to point out
“keeps his Mk material in the original order where possible” is
something of a sault perilleux. To this we must return; but first let
us consider the example originally adopted, diversely valued as it
is by the critics. The two methods of allocation will be best illus-
trated if we place Mt and Lk side by side, placing Lk as before in the
left-hand column because )

the actual fact of the dislocation of Mk’s order by Mt justifies us in paying
very little attention to the order in which we find Sayings of Jesus grouped
in Mt’s Gospel (GHTr, p. 198):

Lk 7:291.

And all the people when they
heard it and the publicans justified
God, for they had been baptized with
the baptism of John. But the Phari-
sees and the lawyers set at naught
God’s counsel in their case, for they
had not been baptized by him.

Mt 21:31b f.

Jesus saith to them: Verily I say
unto you, The publicans and harlots
go into the kingdom of God before
you. For John came unto you bring-
ing justification, and the publicans
and harlots believed on him, but
ye, when ye saw it did not even

repent yourselves afterwards to be-
lieve on him.

The treatment of the teaching of this Q passage in Lk is typical of
the recasting which becomes unavoidable when passing from the
gnomic to the biographic style of composition. Lk (or some pred-
ecessor) does with it precisely what Mk does with the Q discourse
on the Baptism of John (Mt 11:2 ff.=Lk 7:18 ff.) in drawing from
it his description of the Baptist’s situation, garb, and diet (Mk
1:7 £.). We have three reasons for recognizing that in this case Mt’s
form is nearer the original, so far as text is concerned. (1) This is
one of only four cases in his Gospel in which Mt retains unaltered
(for reasons of sense) “the kingdom of God” instead of changing to
“kingdom of heaven.” (2) The collocation with the parable of The
Repentant Younger Son is surely correct. This also, in the abbre-
viated form characteristic of the Matthean parable, will be from the
same source. (3) The language, Semitic to the verge of unintelli-
gibility (came to you “in a way,” .., “to bring,” or “way” =
tartk=mode of religious teaching; “righteousness,” i.e., “acquittal
in the judgment,” but ¢f. Lk “justified God”) is Mattheanized,
whereas in the Lukan form it is Lukanized (¢f. HS, p. 17). But the
magnet which has drawn the whole section Mt 21:28-32 to its pres-
ent position is unmistakable. Mt as usual depends on Mk, who
relates the whole debate in Mk 11:27-33, whether correctly or not,
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as a sequel to the Purging of the Temple. Lk (or some predecessor)
perceives its close relation to Jesus’ denunciation of the Pharisees
for turning a deaf ear to John. Biographic order therefore demanded
that it be placed in the Galilean setting. The homiletic (gnomic)
order followed by Mk placed the whole denunciation in Jesus’ last
public utterance. Mt as usual follows Mk. If only Mk’s order were
historically reliable! But that is exactly what ancient and modern
criticism alike declare it is not. It is a collection of “sayings and
doings” arranged in such order as homiletic edification required.
Which order was that of S? -We cannot treat either as apostolic
and authoritative. We must do as all those in search of a biography
have done before us since Mk first came into circulation—make
such a diegesis as we are able by combination of @ and Mk. All we
have to guide us is two different types of rearrangement.

Our criticism of the verbal and contextual standard of measure-
ment for the extent of Q has considerably simplified the problem.
All of the group classed as dubious by Harnack now take their place
with the undisputed. All from Hawkins’ Class C that the author
himself deems worthy of serious consideration do the same with the
exception of two brief logia. The saying on Savorless Salt (Mt 5:13
=Lk 14:34 {.) must be classed as “triple-tradition” (¢.e., Markan)
material, since it occurs also in Mk 9:50. In that case it is not prop-
erly part of Q, though it may very well be from S, where it is placed
by Burkitt along with other “doubly attested” material. Sir John’s
footnote ad loc. indicates his agreement with this verdict. The same
judgment applies to the other logion “Giving Help on the Sabbath”
(Mt 12:10 f.=Lk 14:2 {., 5). This Burkitt (GHTr, p. 148) places first
in his list of “doubly attested” sayings. Once more we have probable
derivation from S, though improper classification as Q.

Nothing remains of Class C save four parallels (?) whose real
function appears to be a reductio ad absurdum of the verbal-agree-
ment standard from Mt’s Preamble (chh. 1-2 compared with Lk
1-3). Of these Hawkins himself observes that they ‘“may be omitted
from further consideration, as being quite unlikely to have been
in any degree grounded on Q.” Since no one of the sixteen recon-
structors of S tabulated by Moffatt includes them, the reader can
only ask why Sir John introduces them at all. The reason appears
in the note accompanying the last of the Class C passages we have to
consider. Sir John also classes as a possible Q parallel (C, 5) ‘“Rec-
ompense for alms, or for hospitality” comparing Mt 6:3 f. with
Lk 14:13 f., but with the comment “But the resemblances are very
slight, and the passages are only inserted in order not to omit alto-
gether any verbal parallel suggested in (Rushbrook’s) Synopticon.”
The standard of verbal identity for determining the extent of Q
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may demonstrate (in this case somewhat superfluously) the objectivity
of the critic, but when mechanically applied (as where in No. 1
thirteen names in the Genealogy of Jesus are counted as “coinci-
dences of language’ between Q™ and Q) the result is mere absurd-
ity.

The general outcome of OS. in the attempt to define the relation
of Mt to Q is that Mt in comparison with Lk stands much nearer to
Mk. His text is generally closer than Lk’s to the original when he
transcribes sections of Q, but is also much more apt to be conflated
with Mk. As regards order Mt again follows the example of Mk.
He constructs discourses by free agglutination, rearrangement,
supplementation, drawing from both Mk and S. He also constructs
groups of anecdotes according to his own conception of an effective
order. In these also Mk and S are intertwined. I, B consists of a
discourse formed from Q material rearranged and stripped of the
narrative introductions found in Lk; III, A consists almost wholly
of Q material presented in narrative form. Q, therefore, does repre-
sent a single real document S, but for the nature and structure of
S there must be further comparison of Lukan with Matthean employ-
ment. In particular a hearing must be given to the representative
of another school of criticism which questions the assumption that
S was “not a gospel,” accounting otherwise for the predominance
of teaching material in the Q extracts which survive. If the two
Weiss’, father and son, Burkitt, Bartlet and the present writer are
not deceived S, when in the hands of Mt and Lk, if not of Mk also,
had already advanced beyond the stage of the mere structureless
collection of “sayings and doings of the Lord” toward that of the
biographic record, connecting agglutinated discourses by a slender
thread of narrative outline. This criticism of the order of Q must
be the subject of a new chapter,



CHAPTER VIII
MATTHEAN OMISSIONS

It would be easy at this point to transgress the proper limits of
Studies in Mt to enter the domain of Studies in the Synoptic Prob-
lem. A chapter on the Contents of S would logically follow that of
the Extent of Q if the object in view were determination of the nature
and structure of the Second Source. But our line of approach to this
ulterior problem demands limitation for the present to Mt.

The uniform conclusion of contributors to OS points to Lk rather
than Mt as more nearly reflecting both character and contents of
8. Mt stands in much closer relation to Mk, whether conflation of
individual passages be considered, or proportionate mass of incorpo-
ration. Lk incorporates little more than half of Mk, Mt practically
the whole. Lk interjects his blocks of Mk almost without change of
order, Mt interweaves small bits of Mk throughout his Gospel and in
chh. 4-14 makes havoc of Mk’s order. Lk cancels the entire section
of Mk on Jesus in Gentile regions (Mk 6:45-8:26), preferring his
own more historical account in Acts of the extension of the gospel
to the Gentiles. Mt corrects the error by a few minute changes in
Mk’s text to indicate that Jesus had never transgressed his own
rule “Go not into any way of the Gentiles.” Lk almost entirely
supersedes Mk’s Passion story by another of unknown origin, in
many respects historically superior. Mt clings closer than ever to
Mk, making no changes of order and adding nothing of value. His
rare and brief supplements are of a highly apocryphal character
dominated by anti-Pharisaic polemic ! and quite impossible to as-
sociate with S.

All this raises in acute form the question of the character and
contents of S. But it shows still more clearly that the question can
only be answered after such study of sources and editorial methods
of Lk as we have just applied to those of Mt. Such study has been
given by several of the contributors to OS, and by Burkitt, as well
as by the German critics already mentioned. In particular the ques-
tion of Lk’s order in the Q passages has been discussed by the pres-
ent writer also in a series of articles in the JBL (XXXIV-XXXVII,
1915-1917) under the title “The ‘Order’ of the Lukan ‘Interpola-
tions.” ” This study led to the conviction that Lk employs in the

1 See e.g., Mt 27:24 f., 62-66; 28:11-15.
105
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make-up of these “interpolations” another non-Markan source
besides S, for which the designation L has been commonly employed
since the publication in 1891 of P. Feine’s Vorkanonische Ueberlie-
Sferung des Lukas in Evangeltum und Apostelgeschichle. Streeter’s
restatement of the theory of L has brought it recently into new
prominence. Now if in addition to S8 Luke has mingled L factors in
his blocks of non-Markan material, whether 1L, was already combined
with S or conflated with it by Lk himself, a new factor of great im-
portance will be added to the problem. This will be still further
complicatd by the question what relation L will have borne, if any,
to Mk. No wonder critics find it hard to reach a unanimous verdict
if this be so, and Lk’s reference to ‘“many’’ predecessors in his
work of drawing up a narrative (Sufynows) of the things concerning
Jesus suggests at least one ‘‘narrative” in addition to Mk and S.
Under these circumstances our Studies in Mt must leave discussion
of Lk’s sources and editorial methods to others. The theory of L is
discussed in recent commentaries such as Preuschen’s (1912), Loisy’s
(1920), and B. S. Easton’s (1926). It comes more into the foreground
in -critical studies such as Wellhausen’s Evangelium Lucae (1904),
B. Weiss’ Quellen des Lk-evangelium’s (1908), and Vincent Taylor’s
Behind the Third Gospel, a Study of the Proto-Lk Hypothesis (1926),
not to mention the four Bir. of Harnack.

On the other hand Studies in Mt cannot disregard the care-
ful observations of Burkitt’s GHT'r, nor those of Hawkins, Streeter,
and Vernon Bartlet in OS comparing redactional methods of Mt and
Lk. For, as between Q, S, and L, the issue turns primarily on these
methods.

Professor Bartlet, with many others, holds to a proto-Lk theory.
In his view the document S, when it came into the hands of Lk, had
already been expanded by the addition of new narratives such as
the Widow of Nain, and many “story” parables. But the char-
acteristics of this L 2 document are too intensely Jewish to permit
its being ascribed to the Gentile Lk. Hence the dubious expedient
of supposing it. to have been a “private’” compilation made for Lk’s
benefit at Caesarea perhaps by ‘“Philip the evangelist,” which Lk
took over without change of its Semitic style.

The subject of omissions by Mt from 8 is systematically discussed
by Hawkins on p. 122 f. of OS. In answer to the question whether
S contained ‘‘introductions” to its sayings of Jesus he points out

(i) that ‘“some sayings certainly had them, inasmuch as “in two

2 Bartlet uses the designation S (Special Source). The singularity is unfor-
tunate in view of the general employment of L by so many who take a similar

view. My own employment of 8 for the Second Source can only be with apologies
to Prof. Bartlet, but is perhaps excusable in the interest of clarity.
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or three instances Mt and Lk retain sayings and introductions to-
gether.” Again:

(ii) No such decided inference can be drawn as to the sayings for which
we find introductions supplied by Lk only, as in 11:1-13, 37-52; 12:13-34;
13:23-27; 15:1-7; 17:20-27 and 34, 35, 37, while only the sayings con-
tained in those passages are given by Mt in one or other of his large bodies
of discourse with more or less appropriateness to its general subject. It
is easy to say with Loisy and others that Lk “readily invents the surround-
ings of the discourses that he repeats”’; and it may be admitted that his
desire to place things as far as possible “in order’” may have caused him
sometimes to adopt without sufficient authority historical occasions which
seemed to him suitable for the separate sayings which he wished to locate
somewhere. But judging from the evidence before us in the two Gospels,
I cannot think that this chronological tendency in Lk was nearly so strong
and effective as the homiletical tendency in Mt to group sayings according
to their subjects, and so according to their convenience for teachers. And
therefore it seems to me probable that either most or all of the introduc-
tions above referred to were drawn with the sayings from Q by Lk, while
Mt dropped them out; and also that the exclamations or questions which
interrupt disecourses in Lk 11:45; 12:41; 17:37a (and possibly in 19:25)
were retained from Q by Lk, and not added by him.

This statement of the case forms part of Sir John’s discussion of
the question of the “form” of 8. It is offset under (iii) by instances
tending to show (against Weiss) “that a very large proportion of
sayings stood without them” in 8.

I gratefully accept the endorsement by Professor Vernon Bartlet
(08, XI, p. 361) of my protest against the circuitous reasoning
which assumes on the basis of Mt and traditions attaching to it
that S was a mere Spruchsammlung or “loose aggregation of discon-
nected logia.” In B. Weiss’ QL will be found the most systematic
argument for SP and S that is, such narrative material in S as
has filtered down through Mk and L and thus escapes recognition
by the school of critics who are guided in their view of S by the
method favored by Mt rather than the Lukan.

Our assumption is that S was a Redesammlung rather than a mere
Spruchsammlung, thus lending itself to development along either
line, whether biographic (in Hawkins’ terminology “chronological ),
or gnomic (Hawkins’ “homiletic’”). Mt’s combination of S with Mk
aggregates the “doings” (wpaxfévra) into masses of condensed nar-
rative introductory to the five similarly massed bodies of “say-
ings” (Aexfévra), the resultant work terminating with an Epilogue
indispensable to this form of composition. The Epilogue is nat-
urally based on Mk. By this method, kindred to that employed
in the talmudic treatise of the Sayings of the Fathers (Pirke Aboth),
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narrative has relatively little place for its own sake. Papias’ language
suggests the designation “syntactic,” but we have preferred to call
Mt’s the “gnomic’’ method.

Lk has more sense of the value of history. His predecessor L (if
we may forestall demonstration) had already shown similar apprecia-
tion by copious expansion of the biographic content of S, whether
with or without influence from Mk. Lk’s term for a gospel writing
of this kind, including his own work, is a “narrative” (Suynaus).
Obviously its tendency will be the opposite from Mt’s in the use of
S. We may expeet in Lk (and even more in L) expansion on the side
of narrative and “story’ parable. Every element S could furnish
of the “doings” will be exploited in this interest, reversing com-
pletely the tendency of Mt toward the gnomic method and ideal,
of the rabbis.

Endorsement of Sir John’s criticism of Wernle’s and Loisy’s ex-
treme Spruchsammlung theory, a criticism which surely proves that
“Lk does not invent the surroundings of the discourses that he
repeats,” would be superfluous, our judgment being already on record
from long before.® Two instances should suffice to prove real and
intentional omission on the part of Mt. The first is Lk’s introduc-
tion to the Q discourse on Abiding Wealth (Lk 12:13-21), omitted
by Mt when taking up the discourse into his expanded form of the
discourse on Filial Righteousness in 6:19-21, 24-34. In my SM
(pp. 69 ff.) it was shown that the parable of the Rich Fool (Solomon
of Ecel. 2:4-11), who depends on ‘“store-chambers and barns’ for
his wealth, cannot be detached from the sequel describing the fowls
of the air, who have ‘““neither store-chambers nor barns,” and the
lilies of the field, whose glory surpasses the robes of ‘‘Solomon.”
Lk 12:13-21 must therefore be classed as SP.

In his QL (p. 73) B. Weiss gives a second instance. Mt’s same
Sermon embodies Jesus’ teaching on Prayer (Mt 6:7-13; 7:7-11),
omitting both the preliminary narrative setting (Lk 11:1) and the
parable of the Importunate Friend (11:5-8) which follows. But in
the Q teaching as incorporated by both witnesses (Mt 7:7-11=Lk
11:9-13) the phrase appears ‘‘ Knock, and it shall be opened unto
you.” The phrase is used with apparent reference to the knocking
of the importunate friend in the omitted parable. Lk 11:1, 5-8
again must be classed as SP.

It need not follow that the occasions omitted by Mt were in point
of historical fact the actual occasions on which the discourses were
delivered. But it does clearly appear that Lk was not the first to
arrange the teaching material in biographic order—a fact implied
by his preface—and that Mt’s tendency to abbreviate Markan

38M, 1901, pp. 68 ff.
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narrative extended to the “story-parable” as well. Mt was, indeed,
compelled to strip the discourses on Abiding Wealth and on Prayer
of their narrative occasion to fit them into his Discourse on Right-~
eousness. But another location could have been found for the two
parables had he valued them. Inferences, therefore as to the gnomic
form of S based upon the non-appearance of Story parables in Mt are
invalid. The attempted distinction between the ‘“short parable”
as distinctive of Mt and the “story parable’’ as distinctive of Lk has
no value beyond establishing what we already knew, viz., that the
gnomic type of compilation abbreviates narrative, and that “story-
parable” belongs, for our evangelists, under the head of “narrative.”
Mt (and Mt’s possible predecessors) can extend and supplement
freely for purposes of allegorical application when they consider
that occasion requires, that is, when the lesson in view calls for special
emphasis. Lk (and Lk’s unknown predecessors) can also extend and
supplement freely in support of the lesson as they understand it.
There is no reliable determining who is responsible for the longer or
shorter form of a given Q parable, whether Mt or Lk or S, without
knowledge of the particular bent and interest of each. In Lk (and
L also, if an L be admitted) the tendency was toward narrative ex-
pansion, on how good authority only internal evidence can show. As
we shall see, it is fortunately possible to determine in some degree at
least the particular bent and interest of R™®,

We have then, good reason to believe that the non-appearance of
such story-parables as the Importunate Friend and Importunate
Widow in Mt’s form of the Discourse on Prayer is not due to their
absence from S. In like manner, for all their non-appearance in Mt,
the parables of the Cheating Steward and the Rich Man and Lazarus
may perfectly well have been attached to the S discourse on Treasure
in Heaven, a discourse which appears to have been prefaced in 8
by the omitted parable of the Rich Fool (Lk 12:13-21; 16:1-9, 19-25).
Nevertheless we can nof infer that Mt would omit from his setting
of the Discourse on the Baptist such an anecdote as the Raising of
the Widow’s Son at Nain (Lk 7:11-17), because Mt has occasion
for material of this kind in ch. 9. The difference is patent. The
anecdote of the Widow’s Son justifies the statement ‘“the dead are
raised up” in Jesus’ reference to the present fulfilment of the proph-
ecies of the Consolation of Israel, a statement, which Lk (or L)
wrongly takes in the literal sense. The anecdote of the Penitent
Harlot has a similar purpose, attached after the discourse by Lk in
7:36-50, for it admirably illustrates the clause ‘“‘eateth with . . .
sinners.” It is possible to suppose that Mt deliberately discarded
this most beautiful and touching of all the ancedotes of Jesus’ mes-
sage of forgiveness, because we know that in Eusebius’ time not
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one of our canonical evangelists had admitted its companion story,
the Woman taken in Adultery, preserved only in Papias and the
Evy. Hebr. in Eusebius’ time, and because Mt in addition discarded
another anecdote of woman’s piety of similar pathos contained (at
least according to all surviving texts) in Mk 12:41-44. But it is very
difficult to suppose that Mt purposely left out the Raising of the
Widow’s Son. It is indeed supposable that Mt understood better
than Lk the symbolic sense of the prophecy of the raising to life of
Jehovah’s dead people, used in Jesus’ message to John, and so might
disregard Lk’s connection for the anecdote. But he would hardly
resort to the kind of duplication displayed in 9:27-34 had he not
been hard put to it to fill up the number fen for his list of Mighty
Works forming II, A. For while the “commandments’ are Mt’s
chief interest he is also concerned at this point for what he regards
as their proper setting. Thus in his narrative introduction to the
Mission of the Twelve Mt is indeed abbreviating, as usual in his
transcription of Markan narrative; but he is also scraping together
instances of every kind of “mighty work,” both from Mk and S,
in an order adapted to his own purposes. For Mt himself is also a
compiler of “doings” as well as “sayings,” and in the present case
he aims to make up a parallel to Old Testament prodigies related of
Moses in Egypt and the Wilderness. Mk’s miracles of healing did
not suffice for Mt’s purpose unless he included the Exorcism of a
Dumb Devil (Mk 7:31-37) and the Opening of Blind Eyes (Mk 8:22-
26). Both of these he includes; but not in the extended thaumaturgic
form given them by Mk. No; Mt presents them in the briefer Q
form in spite of later duplication.® It is difficult to imagine that if
he knew the story of the Raising of the Widow’s Son in S he would
not have used it somewhere in the list in preference to his compli-
cated method of completing his decad. The raising to life of the
widow’s son at Nain must therefore be classed with the Znvoluniary
omissions of Mt, in other words it was unknown to him.

Conversely it is easy to see why this anecdote, if not that of the
Penitent Harlot as well, should have been added in the Lukan version
of S. The fact that it was originally related in some other context
than that of S is made probable by the literal sense in which its
compiler takes the phrase ‘“the dead are raised up.” It has been
gathered up from oral tradition not by Lk but by some predecessor
(L). The reader will ask, Why not hold Lk himself responsible? We
answer: Because in the case of the other illustrative anecdote, the
Penitent Harlot, Lk has cancelled the similar Markan story of the
Anointing in Bethany (Mk 14:3-9), obviously to avoid duplication.
Now critics recognize as interpolations certain incongruous embel-

4 Mt 9:27-31 (¢f. 20:29-34) and 32-34 (¢f. 12:22 f.).
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lishments to the Penitent Harlot drawn from Mk 14:3 ff. and in-
serted in Lk 7:37 {., 40, 43, 46; and if these are removed it becomes
immediately apparent that the two stories are not duplicates. The
occasions are not the same. The Penitent Harlot bedews the feet of
the Messenger of divine forgiveness with her tears of love and grati-
tude, then hastily with her braided hair wipes away what she ac-
counts defilement. The woman disciple at Bethany seeks openly
to proclaim her faith in the Son of David, anointing him (in her
intention) for the throne she expects him to occupy; though in reality
it is—as Jesus says—for the tomb. The name ‘“Simon” for the host
and the vial of precious ointment are wholly out of place in the
story of the Penitent Harlot, as is shown by their belated point of
attachment. These touches are contaminations of the original, and
are due to the influence of Mk 14:3 ff. But had Lk himself been
responsible for them he would not have drawn the false inference of
duplication which led him to cancel Mk’s story of the Anointing in
Bethany. We infer that the exquisite story of the Penitent Harlot,
with its interwoven ‘‘story-parable” is not the work of Lk but of
a different and earlier hand (L). We also infer that the probable
reason why at least the Raising of the Widow’s Son, a part of the same
connection, does not appear in Mt is not lack of willingness on Mt's
part to include it, but lack of knowledge, inasmuch as his form of
S did not contain the story.

All this goes to corroborate the view of the many eritics both before
and after Streeter who have held to the doctrine of a ‘‘ precanonical
tradition of Lk.” It also confirms the idea that this biographic de-
velopment of the teaching material was later than Mk and to some
extent influenced by it. The new feature of this long popular theory
of a Lukan ‘“Special Source” which marks the distinctive contri-
bution of Streeter is that this unknown L was no other than Lk
himself, as yet unacquainted with the work of Mk. To this feature
we cannot subscribe, partly for the reason just given in the case of
the cancellation of Mk 14:3 ff., partly for other reasons discussed
in GM, pp. 193 ff. That which seems clearest is that in the case of
Lk, if not of Mt also, we must leave room for predecessors in the
line of transmission, some developing S in the direction of added
anecdote (biographic expansion) others in that of ‘“commandment”’
(gnomic expansion). Of course it is only the latest stages of this
two-fold process which are in any measure within our control. How-
ever, it is at least possible to make a beginning with Mt. We have
seen enough of his redactional method in the case of Mk to realize
that the limits of his activity, whether in supplementation, recasting,
rearrangement, or omission, are wider than is commonly assumed.
Especially must it be fully apparent that no merely mechanical ap-



112 STUDIES IN MATTHEW

plication of the rule of verbal identity can determine the extent of Q.
Elements of the “single-tradition” of Mt (P™*) may be derived from
S in spite of their non-appearance in Lk or their great differences of
form or order. Conversely elements of S may appear in P in
spite of their non-appearance elsewhere, or their appearance in widely
different form and order.

Three considerations, meantime, make it more probable that the
non-appearance of the Lukan story-parables in Mt is not wholly
due to Mt’s disposition to omit narrative in favor of “‘commandment.”
(1) While a certain number, such as the Cheating Steward (Lk 16:1-
9), the Importunate Friend (Lk 11:5-8), and Importunate Widow
(Lk 18:1-8), might have seemed to Mt objectionable, and while we
have evidence to show that the non-appearance of the Rich Fool
(12:16-21) and the Importunate Friend is actually due to intentional
omission, the entire mass of the Lukan story parables is too great
to be thus accounted for. The Good Samaritan might conflict with
certain Matthean prejudices (Lk 10:30-35; ¢f. Mt 10:5), but hardly
that of the Pharisee and Publican (Lk 18:9-14), or that of the Rich
Man and Lazarus (Lk 16:19-25). There is also a peculiar tone of pa-
thos which characterizes the Lukan group of antithetic types in such
parables as the Pharisee and Publican, the Samaritan and the Priests
(Good Samaritan), the Two Forgiven Debtors (7:41-43), the Elder
and Younger Brother (Prodigal Son), as well as anecdotes of con-
trast such as Mary and Martha (10:38-42), the Thankful Samaritan
Leper (17:11-19), the Penitent Thief (23:39-43), Zacchaeus (19:1-
10), and the Penitent Harlot (7:36-50). This antithetic method is
probably due chiefly to the compiler of the group (L), whose work
was unknown to M¢t.5

(2) The parable of the Elder and Younger Brother (Prodigal
Son) appears in Mt 21:28-32 in a form so widely different as to lead
most critics to deny identity. If these two forms are actually derived
from one original they are at least mutually independent. The
Lukan forms part of the L group. The Matthean might be from S.
A certain amount of overlapping between L and S is noticeable else-
where.

(3) Within the limits of his two non-Mk blocks of material we
should expeet Lk to preserve the original order. - As shown in my
articles in JBL for 1915, 1917, and 1918 (XXXIV, pp. 166-179;
XXXVI, pp. 112-139; XXXVII, pp. 20-53) this is far from being

5 The anecdote of the Widow’s Mites belongs clearly to this type, as well as
the Woman Taken in Adultery. If Mt’s omission of the Widow’s Mites is indeed
intentional this might argue for like treatment of the entire group. The loose
relation of this section (Mk 12:41-44=Lk 21:1-4) to the context suggests the
possibility that in Mt’s text of Mk this anecdote did not appear. The Woman
Taken in Adultery appeared in Eusebius’ time only in uncanonical tradition.
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the case. Lk has rearranged the material according to his own ideas
of sequence, adapting ad vocem connections to a geographical and
chronological scheme. This can be more easily accounted for if he
(or his predecessor L) was blending two sources.

For the above three reasons it appears more probable that Mt’s
omissions are due in many cases to lack of knowledge of the Lukan
source L. In some cases we have seen reason to hold his omissions
to be deliberate. These tend to show that L reproduces better than
Mt the characteristics of S.

On the other hand if Lk has access to two forms of S, the one form
that shared with Mt, the other (L) an expanded form, perhaps in-
fluenced by Mk, and containing such discourse supplements as the
Baptist’s definition of the Fruits meet for Repentance (Lk 3:10-14)
and the Woes after the Beatitudes (6:24-26), such parabolic material
as the “story” parables of chh. 15-17, and such anecdotes as Mary
and Martha (10:38-42), the Healing of the Crooked Woman (13:10-
17), the Penitent Harlot (7:36-50) and Penitent Thief (23:39-43),
Zacchaeus (19:1-10), and the Grateful and Thankless Lepers (17:11-
19), this L document, whose S material Lk could at any time substi-
tute for that of the form known to Mt, goes far to remove any occa-
sion for positing an additional M document accessible only to Mt.
Whether grounds really exist for Streeter’s recent resort to such a
hypothetical M document is a question for our next chapter on the
P material of Mt. More detailed consideration will be given to it
in Appended Note VIIIL.

Reconstruction of the lost sources S and L does not come within
the scope of the present volume, even in the narrowly restricted
sense in which alone the term “reconstruction” is applicable. Never-
theless under the topic Matthean Omissions there is occasion for con-
sideration of two questions connected with these. (1) Why have
we no trace of acquaintance with L in either the Preamble or the
Epilogue of Mt? (2) Why have we so little trace of material from S
in Mt’s Passion story? At the risk of seeming to use unnecessary
repetition a summary of conclusions on these two points will be
desirable before proceeding to the analysis of P=t.

1. In the gap so conspicuous in M+t 3:1 between the Preamble and
the Narrative Introduction to Book I the reader naturally expects
something corresponding to Lk’s story of the boyhood of Jesus,
especially if so winsome a story as that of the youthful Questioner
in the Temple (Lk 2:41-51) was accessible to Mt as part of the L
source.

Correspondingly in the Epilogue it is astonishing to find no trace
of any of the appearances of the risen Christ in and near Jerusalem,
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appearances to which the attention of Lk is exclusively confined.
The partial exception formed by Mt 28:9 f. belongs to the type of
those which ‘“prove the rule” because of its superfluity in the con-
text, since the appearance of Jesus adds nothing to the message
already entrusted to the women by the angel, which they are already
hastening to deliver.

The answer to this apparent neglect of Mt is already before us in
substance. The infancy chapters of Lk and the Resurrection ap-
pearances fill out an almost intolerable gap in Mk by the use of
material which, whether from L or some other source, is unknown to
Mt. Our first evangelist meets the same defect of Mk in 2 manner
so completely independent of Lk that the utmost that can be said as
to any interrelation is the suggestion of von Dobschiitz ¢ that in-
directly, through purely oral channels, some remote inkling of the
Lk solution had come to the ears of Mt. Such a suggestion would
be applicable to Mt’s construction (from the LXX supplemented in
verses 13-15 from unknown sources) of a genealogy inconsistent
with Lk’s, his variant story of the Virgin Birth (1:18-25), and his
story of Jesus’ Appearance to the Women (28:9 £.).

On the other hand the use in Mt 18:10-14=Lk 15:3-7 of only one
of the symmetrical pair of parables of the Lost Coin (Lk 15:8-10)
and Lost Sheep suggests the same process of deliberate omission
exemplified in the omission of the third example of Renunciation in
Mk 9:43-48 (reproduced both in Mt 5:29 f. and 18:8 f. without Mk
9:45), and again exemplified in the omission of the parables intro-
ductory to the Q discourses on Prayer (Mt 6:9-13=Lk 11:1-4) and
on Abiding Wealth (Mt 6:19 ff. =Lk 12:22 ff.). However, it is at
least as probable an explanation of the non-appearance in Mt of the
parable of the Lost Coin that the accompanying parable of the Lost
Sheep was the only one of the pair which appeared in 8, its companion
owing its presence in Lk to the fact that in ch. 15 Lk is following L;
for the verbal similarity of Mt 18:12 f. to Lk 15:4-7 is not close.
The apparent omission by Mt would thus be in reality an addition
by L, just as the S form of the Elder and Younger Son (Mt 21:28-32)
appears in Lk 15 (L?) at much greater length and in three-fold literary
symmetry with the Lost Coin and Lost Sheep.

2. In the case of the non-appearance of S material in the Passion
story of Mt the solution of the problem is less simple. Considering the
method habitual with Mt of interweaving Q material with Mk it is
natural to expect that even in the Passion story, where Mk would
naturally predominate, there would be further trace of S than actually
appears. The majority of critics, accordingly, take the view that
S was “not a gospel,” as containing no reference to Jesus’ death and

s ZNW, XXVII, 3/4 (1928).
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resurrection. Per contra the present writer, with Weiss, Burkitt,
and Vernon Bartlet, has maintained that a composition which began
with the narrative of the Baptist’s Preaching, the Baptism, Vocation,
and Temptation of Jesus, could not end without some corresponding
account of how this Vocation was fulfilled. To leave Jesus on the
stage still discoursing would be an anti-climax inconceivable in a
work of the literary quality of S, using Q alone as our basis of judg-
ment.

In justification of this broader view of the content of S it is pointed
out by Burkitt and others that the Q material itself is not limited to
the Galilean ministry of teaching. Wernle’s omission of Jesus’ promise
of Twelve Thrones in the New Jerusalem to those who had “been
with him in his trials” (Mt 19:28=Lk 22:28-30) from the list of
Q passages (SF, p. 224) has not commended itself even to Harnack
(Btr, I1, pp. 95 and 146, Engl.); the logion must therefore be included
as part of S regardless of consequences to the theory that S con-
tained no Passion story. To Burkitt this alone is enough to disprove
the limitation.

As between Mt’s and Lk’s version of the promise, context and
wording alike are more authentically given by Lk. The logion here
forms part of a highly distinctive, non-Pauline account of the Insti-
tution of the Covenant Repast,” doubtless drawn by Lk from L,
who doubtless drew from S. Mt has taken the logion out of its con-
text, as he so frequently does, has rewritten it in his own character-
istic phraseology,® and inserted it into a Markan passage. Now as
Burkitt points out (p. 141), the continuation in Lk 22:31-38 is a
section wholly appropriate to the occasion, necessarily from high
historical authority, and completely congruous and pari materia
with Q. But this would not exclude L as a possible source. We must
also observe with B. Weiss (QL, p. 90) that the remainder of verse 35,
“When I sent you forth,” etc., is a direct reference to the mission
recorded in Q (Mt 10:9 f.=Lk 10:4). It becomes, therefore, highly
improbable that the coincidence between Mt and Lk in this Promise
to the Twelve is due to common dependence on a second non-Markan
source. It also assures us that S itself furnished part of the Lukan
Passion story. Where we should draw the line between the Pk
material derived from S and other parts of Lk’s non-Markan Passion
story only interconnection by cross-reference or otherwise can decide.
In other words our standard of measurement must leave room for
a certain amount of direct interconnection, as when Lk 22:35 makes
explicit reference to Lk 10:4.

7 “I covenant to you, even as my Father covenanted to me a kingdom.”

8 Note ol drohovgioarrés pow for diapeuernrbres per’ uob kT\., Takeyyevesla, 6 vlbs Tob
&vfpdmov érl Gpbvov dbtns adrod.
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Nor can historical probability decide. The assumption that S
would not have placed the story of the Quarrel for Precedence in
the midst of the tragic scenes of the night of betrayal unless such had
been its true place, is unfortunately not a safe guide to the original
order. The actual sequence of Lk (who seldom alters that of his
sources) is more likely to represent S. It is perfectly possible that
Mk may be historically correct in placing the Quarrel for Precedence
on the road to Jerusalem, and that S, notwithstanding its greater
antiquity, gave an unhistorical occasion for the story, locating it
chiefly with reference to its moral lesson.

A small but not insignificant exception to the rule of the disap-
pearance of Q material from the scenes in Jerusalem must be added
in the reference to Q of Mt 21:10 f., 14-16=Lk 19:37-40, which
V. Taylor justly defends.®

In our analysis of P™ in Chapter IX we shall see reason to in-
clude also the parable of the Dissatisfied Wage-earners (Mt 20:1-15)
among the S elements of Mt. If the argument be conceded a third
factor will be added to plead against the view that S was “not a
gospel” and “contained no account of the Passion”; for the associa-
tion of this parable with the Vineyard parables of Mk 12:1-11, Mt
21:28-32 and the Grace vs. Law group of Mk 10:1745 bespeaks
connection with utterances of the last period.

Nevertheless the rarity of Q material in the Passion story of Mt un-
doubtedly leaves room to invoke the principle above appealed to that
exceptions of a certain character only “ prove the rule.” It is difficult
to believe that Mt limited himself to Mk in his closing narrative by
intentional exclusion of a real Passion story which he could have
exploited in 8. If the Passion and Resurrection appeared in S it will
have been in some other form; doubtless a form analogous to the rela-
tion of narrative to discourse in the Q material generally; that is,
in the description applied by Hawkins to the omitted Lk sections,
Lk 11:1, 27 £., 37 {.; 12:13, “narratives introduced for the purpose of
leading up to important logia.”

The Q passage Mt 12:22=Lk 11:14 (Exorcism of the Dumb Devil)
thus “leads up to” the great anti-Pharisaic discourse at the close of
the Galilean ministry. The Q stories of John’s Baptism, the Voca-
tion and Temptation of Jesus similarly “lead up to” the story of the
public ministry as a whole. Doubtless the story of the Centurion’s
Servant (Mt 8:5-10=Lk 7:2-9), a Q narrative which differs in no
definable respect from Mk’s anecdotes told with similar purpose,
“led up to” some “important logion” of the type of that to which
M has joined it (Mt 8:11 f.=Lk 13:28-30).

Let it be supposed, then, that the ‘“important logion” of the

? Behind the Third Gospel, p. 94 f.
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Thrones of the House of David (for Mt 19:28=Lk 22:28-30 was
recognized no later than by Andreas of Caesarea as an echo of Ps.
122:5) was ‘““led up to” in S by some such account of the Covenant
Supper as actually prefaces it in Lk 22:24-30a, though this context
may perhaps represent an L. development rather than § in its original
form. Can it be imagined that Mt, whose reverence for the authority
of Peter must be judged by such incorporated passages as Mt 16:16—
19 and its companion “Petrine supplements,” would give preference
to an unauthoritative preliminary narrative of S, when Mk’s “Rem-
iniscences of Peter” gave a much more circumstantial and (bio-
graphically speaking) correct account of the Dispute as to Who shall
be Greatest (Mk 10:28-31)? Would he be apt to use a non-Petrine
story of the Covenant Supper in preference to Mk 14:22-25? We
may be thankful rather that his disposition to interweave even small
bits of S in his Mk material has preserved the shreds of Q in 19:28
and 21:10 f., 14-16.

But if Mt, impelled by an excessive respect for the Petrine author-
ity of Mk, or for any other reason, has set aside the preliminary
narrative of 8 in favor of the far more detailed account of Mk, all
we can do is to fall back on Lk, who at least has a non-Markan story
(L) whereof the nuclear logion coincides with Mt 19:28. On this
we must frame our idea of what really formed the closing scenes of S.
The ‘“‘reconstruction” will inevitably follow the outline of Lk’s
Passion story minus the Mk material.

The farewell Supper on the night of betrayal will then be the nar-
rative framework for two important elements of discourse: (a) The
Promise of Reunion in the glory of the New Jerusalem, substantially
an equivalent for the “faithful saying” quoted in IT Tim 2:11-13; (b)
a second Mission of the Twelve, contrasted explicitly with the first
related in the Q passage Mt 10:9 f.=Lk 10:4, and including a sub-
stantial equivalent for the warning of the world’s hatred and promise
of the Advocate in Jn 16:1-8.

Now Mt has made of the two sendings a single final Mission of
the Twelve in the Discourse of Book II. He has included in it the
promise of the Advocate (Mt 10:19 f.=Lk 12:11 f.), here entirely
misplaced, together with other material borrowed from Mk 13:9-13.
For Mk is of course responsible for the displacement in both Mt and
Lk. But the indispensable narrative context of two farewell dis-
courses of Jesus may be restored, as B. Weiss has seen.®

Let us assume, then, that a present-day biographer were set the
task of embodying in the form of discourse the pragmatic content
of the Passion story, which Mk relates in narrative form. He would
surely make its two themes exactly those of our two Q fragments:

2 QL, pp. 90, 122-131,
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(a) “the sufferings of Jesus and the glories that should follow” (I Pt.
1:11), (b) the Apostolic Commission and Promise of the Spirit.
These two elements of the Passion story it was perfectly possible to
set forth in the form of discourse, using little more of actual narrative
than enough to show how Jesus’ prediction and promise were ful-
filled.

If the closing division of S included such elements as the parable
of the Elder and Younger Son, led up to as in Mt 21:28-32 by the
narrative of the Purging of the Temple; if it included in addition the
Promise of Thrones in the New Jerusalem (Mt 19:28=1k 22:28-30)
led up to by the narrative of the Quarrel as to Who shall be Greatest
and the Farewell Supper, as in Mt 19:27, and Lk 22:24-30; if, finally,
it also included the ultimate Mission of the Twelve, with Prediction
of the World’s Hostility offset by the Promise of the Spirit, as in Mt
10:16-20=1Lk 10:3; 12:11 {., there will be little ground for reproaches
against Mt for neglect to make use of it. Mt’s changes were princi-
pally changes of form tending toward the gnomic as L and Lk favor
the biographic.

No doubt the advent of Mk made a vast difference to the writers
of Gospels. Its ending in particular, whose original form can only
be guessed at from Petrine tradition surviving elsewhere compared
with Mk’s own anticipations in 14:27 {., led to the kind of division
we see illustrated in the work of Lk, in which the major emphasis
of the resurrection doctrine appears in a second “treatise.” The
division of the record into two sections, Gospel and Acts, no doubt
played a part in the disappearance of the original ending of Mk.1!
But the values of the resurrection doctrine had already been given
in 8, if we may include in it that which we have just seen to be its
probable content. Mk as we have it in our critical texts had set the
standard for “gospel” writing when Lk and Mt were compiled.
The consequence was that such expression as S had given to the
religious values of the Passion story by its form of discourses “‘led
up to” by a bare outline of introductory narrative gave way. Mt
incorporates the second Mission of the Twelve into the Discourse
of his Book II, composing only a perfunctory substitute in 28:16-20
to piece out the truncated Mk. Other portions of the closing dis-
courses of S, whose original place still appears in L and Jn, found
lodgment in the general framework of Markan narrative. In Lk
they appear only in the recast of L.

We are therefore under no compulsion to accept the theory that
S was “not a gospel.” We know that it began as a drama of the
Message of Salvation, the divine Messenger being introduced to the
spectator as “the Son of God” in a voice from heaven, while a fore-

1t See my GM, Ch. XV.
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cast of his redemptive career was conveyed in the symbolic story
of the Temptation. It cannot, then, have ended with the Messenger
still upon the stage, still reciting his unfinished lines. The literary
quality of the Q material in such 8 discourses as that comparing the
work of Jesus and John (Mt 11:2-19=1k 7:18-35) forbids such an
estimate of its unknown author’s capacity. We need not, then, sup-
pose that S left out the most essential part of the gospel message.
‘We may assume that its writer did include the Passion story “in some
form,” !2 presumably the form of discourse ‘“led up to” by a mini-
mum of narrative.

12 0§, p. 335.



CHAPTER IX
MT’S SINGLE-TRADITION (P) MATERIAL

Successive subtraction of the Mk and Q material from Mt leaves
a comparatively small amount to be accounted for. This P™* ma-
terial may be classified in four divisions: (1) SP, that is material de-
rived from S but as yet unidentified; (2) material derived from other
written sources such as L, or a possible M or N; (3) material derived
from oral tradition (O); (4) material supplied by the evangelist
himself without extraneous contribution (R).

As respects value for an authentic record of the life and teaching
of Jesus these P elements will rank nearly in the order named. S
material needs no appraisal. Written sources such as the L supposed
by many critics to underlie Lk, or the M which Streeter finds in Mt
similarly mediating between the canonical Gospel and S, would
have high claims if the existence of the document were made prob-
able. N is widely recognized to be apocryphal. Oral tradition
might conceivably still retain in Mt’s day some authentic report
of Jesus’ life and teaching, though each section would invite sepa-
rate judgment as to its authenticity and value. Lastly elements
contributed by the evangelist himself in the mere adaptation of his
material would have no contribution to make as regards the earlier
time.

To the critic, contrariwise, the relative valuation of the P ele-
ments may be almost reversed. For source analysis, which is the
eritic’s prior interest, the R factor is vital. It is essential to the re-
liability of his results that he use every means of acquiring a clear
apprehension of the evangelist’s purpose and qualifications. Without
accurate discrimination between such purely redactional material
as reflects R™* personally, and such current material, oral or writ-
ten, as he has embodied, it is impossible to do justice to the work as a
whole. Reserving a special chapter for this study of “Traits of the
Redactor” we may proceed to discuss the other factors of P™! in
the order of their historical value.

Additions to S from P based primarily on the individual eritic’s
impression of affinity with Q are justly questioned by the contribu-
tors to OS. As an example of this defect of method we may take the
judgment of Wernle on two parables added in P™* to the Mk group
on Hiding the Mystery of the Kingdom. These are the two short
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parables of Hid Treasure and Costly Pearl (Mt 13:44-46) which
Wernle (SF, p. 187) assigns to Q (sc. S) on the inadequate ground that
“they are told in the same style as those of the Mustard Seed and
the Leaven, with no alien addition.” ! It is true that the common-
places of “treasure in heaven” and “pearls” as a measure of value
are not unknown to the discourse of Jesus (Mk 10:21; Mt 6:20=Lk
12:33 and Mt 7:6); but the motive which distinguishes Jesus’ ex-
hortations to right living from those of Mt and the rabbis generally
is here lacking. Jesus emphasizes inward values as against outward,
Mt present vs. future. The “style,” like the motive, can only be
called “Matthean.” Its distinetive feature is the stereotyped for-
mula “The Kingdom of heaven is like unto” uniformly prefixed by
Mt even when inappropriate. The position of the two appended
parables, raising the total of Mk’s group to seven, and the correspond-
ence thus effected with all the rest of Mt’s Discourses which uni-
formly conclude with depictions of reward and punishment in the
world to come, also point to R as author. The dubious morality of
the finder of the Hid Treasure does not affect the question.? Oral
tradition (in which must be included Jewish Synagogue exhortation
as well as possible reminiscence of real utterances of Jesus) is quite
sufficient to account for such historic value as the two comparisons
may possess. R™*, who can elaborate 10:40-42 on the slender basis
of Mk 9:37, 41 plus a rabbinic proverb, who can expand the nucleus
Lk 12:35 f. into the parable of the Ten Virgins (Mt 25:1-13), or
compose the splendid picture of the Judgment of 25:31-46 with only
Mk 9:37 as a text, would need little help from tradition to re-enforce
his favorite doctrine by two comparisons of the kingdom of heaven
to Hid Treasure and a Costly Pearl.? Lk’s omission of the two makes
improbable their derivation from S.

A better claim can be made out for the three-fold example of
Inwardness in Worship in Mt 6:1-8, 16-18, again supported by
Wernle on grounds of style. A glance at our translation below ¢
will show that this table of duties toward God appended by Mt to
the Q section on duty toward man (5:43-48) forms an instructive
example of his method of piece-work compilation. If proper note
be now taken of the witness of Lk it will be apparent that we should

! Hawkins concurs nevertheless in this judgment (08, III, p. 136).

2 See McNeile ad loc.

3 A rabbinic parallel to the Costly Pearl is given by Nork (Rabbinische Quellen,
1839, p. 73) from Shabbath fol. 119a. Astrologers predicted to a rich man that all
his property would pass into the hands of a neighbor. He decided to sell all, in-
vesting the proceeds in one pearl. Taking a journey thereafter by sea he was
shipwrecked and drowned, the pear]l was swallowed by a fish, which when caught
was sold to the neighbor.

4 Part III. See also Appended Note VIII.
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follow Marriott © in taking the Q material Mt 7:1 ff.=Lk 6:37 ff. as
the immediate sequel to Mt 5:43-48. The long digression on Right
Religion (6:1-18) and its Heavenly Reward (19-34) is compiled by
R™ from various sources. The Q material (6:9-13 and 19-34) can
be traced, thanks to Lk, to its original connection. The opening
verse (6:1) may be assigned to R™® on linguistic grounds. The en-
closing framework of the Lord’s Prayer, verses 7-8 and 14-15, which
Mt substitutes for the Lk context, is probably- ““due to the compiler”
for reasons stated by Marriott. Other reasons will appear presently.
As to the remainder, Mt 6: 2-6 and 6-18, ““decision is not easy.”

The errors they condemn are especially Pharisaic, and the phraseology
and allusions are Jewish (e.g., dtkatoodvy in verse 1, dmokpiral in verses 2,
5, 16, p gadwions éumpoalér oov in verse 2). It is thus the sort of matter

which Lk might well omit.

Nevertheless, in view of six considerations of some weight Marriott
is disinclined to admit the section as having formed part of 8. The
sixth of these indicates what disposal he would make of the material.

The parallelism and homogeneity of the three divisions of Mt 6:1-6,
16~18 are remarkable. The illustrations of the contrast between the old
moral standards and the new in the preceding passage do not exhibit any-
thing equal to this balance and parallelism.¢® Perhaps it is on this ground
more likely, as Dean Robinson thinks,” that these verses constitute a
“little sermon” which at one time ‘“had a separate existence of its own.”

It seems improbable indeed that R™® should have produced so
fine an example of literary symmetry, only to destroy its beauty by
the immediate interjection of material from other connections. Oral
tradition would hardly account for the literary form of the “little
sermon.” On the other hand its contrast of inward vs. outward
worship, as well as certain expressions such as us6és in verses 1, 2, 5,
16 compared with 5:46, speak for its authenticity. Must we choose
between S in some other connection and a third source such as the
M posited by Streeter, containing (or consisting of) a parallel version
of the Sermon; or does the theory of L provide a solution? Ap-
pended Note VIII must take up this question.

Another important passage claimed by Wernle as “perhaps”
from S in spite of its non-appearance in Lk’s parallel (Lk 10:21 £.)
is Wisdom’s Invitation, Mt 11:28-30. Allen (ICC, p. 123) notes the
“undoubted dependence’ of verses 28-30 on Ecclus. 50-51, tran-
scribing the parallel phrases. Nevertheless he marks the entire passage

8 The Sermon on the Mount, pp. 92 ff.
8 This is hardly the case if deduction be made of R’s interpolations.

7 Study of the Gospels, p. 79.
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25-29 as g unit belonging to the “Logia.” Norden? also claims
the whole for S, though equally at a loss with Wernle to account for
Lk’s omission. In this case decision is aided by the ‘“undoubted
dependence” on Ecclesiasticus, a writing more favored by the early
rabbis than any other outside the strict canon of Akiba. Dependence
almost equally clear on the same writing is observable in Mt’s re-

dactional framework of the Lord’s Prayer:

Mt 6:7

And in praying use not vain rep-
etitions, as the Gentiles do; for they
think they shall be heard for their
much speaking.

Mt 6:14 £.

For if ye forgive men their tres-
passes, your heavenly Father will
also forgive you. But if ye forgive
not men their trespasses, neither will
your Father forgive your trespasses.

Ecelus. 7:14
Prate not in the multitude of the
elders; and repeat not thy words in
thy prayer.

Ecclus. 28:1 f.

He that taketh vengeance shall
find vengeance from the Lord, and
He will surely make firm his sins.
Forgive thy neighbor the hurt that
he hath done thee, and then thy sins

shall be pardoned when thou prayest.

In earlier discussions I have been disposed to take the explanation
of B. Weiss ? as sufficient to account for the non-appearance of Mt
11:28-30 in Lk’s parallel. The balance of probability seems to be
altered by the above. Repeated dependence on Ecclesiasticus sug-
gests like derivation. Mt 6:7 f. and 14 f. being assignable to R the
same is probably true of 11:28-30 also.

For systematic study of the question how far we may go in ascrib-
ing to S P=t or P!k material recourse should be had to the article of
Sir John Hawkins entitled ‘“Probabilities as to the so-called Double
Tradition of St Mt and St Lk.” ** Beginning with a characterization
of the source as to its nature and contents Sir John gives reasons why
we should expect to find S material in the two “single traditions”
(P), taking the following example (p. 132):

The conjecture which is furthest from a mere guess and nearest to an
inference is that Mt. 5:17-48, the long passage in which the contrast be-
tween the Jewish and the Christian law and standard of life is drawn out
and illustrated by six examples, was for the most part drawn from Q (sc. S).
For we have two intimations that at least the general framework of that
passage was familiar to Lk—possibly of course in some other source known
-0 him and Mt, but far more probably in the @ (sc. S) which they so often
used in common.

8 Agnostos Theos, p. 301. S QL, p. 70. 1 (8, 111, pp. 95-138.
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The two grounds are found in Lk 7:27 compared with Mt 5:43 {.
and Lk 16:17 f. compared with Mt 5:30-32. It is unnecessary to
express agreement with this reasoning since an earlier volume of
my own (SM, 1902, p. 74 {.) has already made this clear. On the
grounds stated Sir John regards Mt 5:17-48 as “a section which we
may regard as more likely to have formed part of Q (sc. S) than any
other which is found only in a single Gospel.”

Next to this in the claim to rank as SP “but at a considerable
distance behind it” Hawkins would place a group of passages for
whose omission by Lk we can more or less satisfactorily account.
To this group would belong (a) “anti-Pharisaic discourses” such as
““the more polemical parts of Mt 5:1748 just referred to” and in
addition Mt 6:1-8, 16-18; 15:12 f.; 21:28-32; 23:2, 3, 5, 14-22,
32 1. (b) Lk may also have omitted “as either obscure or uninterest-
ing or even distasteful to his readers the sayings which we read in
Mt 7:6;10:51.,23; 12:5f., 36 f.; 18:10, 17; 19:10-12.”

Under group (a) of the above we can admit some cogency for
Hawkins’ explanation of the non-appearance in Lk of Inwardness
in Worship (Mt 6:1-8, 16-18), a passage as to whose possible deriva-
tion from S judgment has been reserved; also for the Parable of the
Elder and Younger Son (21:28-32), which might be the S equivalent
of Lk 15:11-32 (L), omitted by Lk to avoid duplication. The re-
mainder, belonging to the typical Matthean polemic against the
leaders of the Synagogue, seems to our view to offer no claim what-
ever to derivation from S, nor indeed any reason why it should have
been omitted by Lk. For Lk admits freely anti-Pharisaic material
from 8 (e.g., Lk 11:37-52).1! What he omits is material of this kind
which might seem opposed fo the authority of the Old Testament. Mt’s
fierce polemic is that of rabbi against rabbi, the true “scribe who
hath been made a disciple to the kingdom of heaven,” against the
blind guides who lead Israel to destruction through false interpreta-
tion of the Law and the Prophets. Against the latter class Mt launches
such proverbial sayings as 15:12 f.; 12:36 {., and compiles such anath-
emas as 23:2, 3, 5, 14-22. Their affinity is rather with N than with
S, so far as any source is sought beyond R and O.

In group (b) the sayings Mt 7:6; 10:5 f. and 23 might have been
omitted by Lk as distasteful to his readers; 12:5 f. and 36 {. are far
more likely to be supplements from our “rabbi made a disciple of
the kingdom of heaven,” 18:17 bears on its face the stamp of the
church administrative rule of late date. There remains the possibil-
ity of derivation from S in the case of the Warning against Stumbling
the Weak (18:10) and the Commendation of Celibacy (19:10-12),
though it is not altogether apparent why Lk should purposely omit

11 See, however, Acts 23:6; 26:5 f.
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these. Against Mt 7:6; 10:5 f. and 23 we might place a doubtful N.
The gleaning of possible S material from these two classes of Pm*
is small indeed.

As a supporter of the view that S consisted of a loose agglomera-
tion of disconnected logia (Spruchsammlung theory) Sir John naturally
deprecates the disposition of critics such as B. Weiss to assign to it
passages found in Mt or Lk but not in both of them, as to which
we can only say that the subject-matter of them is either more or
less congruous and in pari materia with what we have seen to be the
contents of the “passages common to both Gospels” (0S, p. 135).
Nevertheless he finds it impossible to exclude entirely this secondary
criterion and therefore lists from (a) to (k) certain classes of passages
which to his conception display this ‘“congruity.” Under (a) he
would include ‘““moral and religious teachings for -Christians’ such
as 6:34; 11:28-30; 12:36 {.; 18:10, 19 {., on all but two of which judg-
ment has already been expressed.!? The exceptions are the Semitic
equivalent for our own proverb ‘Do not borrow trouble,” appended
in 6:34, and the promise of answer to united prayer, 18:19 f. Prover-
bial sayings such as the former are common in Mt (¢f. 5:14b; 7:6;
10:41; 12:37, ete.) Connection of the latter with Pirge Aboth, 111, 3
and Oxyrhynchus Logia, fragm. IV, suggests derivation from O along
with the preceding context. No definable reason can be given why
Lk should omit these logia if he found them in S.

Under the heads of (b) ‘““warnings to opposing Jews,” (¢) ‘““anti-
Pharisaic denunciations,” (d) “sayings specially addressed to teach-
ers,” (e) “references to the Parousia,” Hawkins brings forward a
list of passages which one would imagine specially chosen as char-
acteristic not of S but of R. A “warning to opposing Jews’’ more
distinctively “Matthean” than 21:43 would be hard to conceive.
The “anti-Pharisaic denunciation” Mt 15:12 f. has already been
characterized.’® It shares the character of “Matthean” and rab-
binic with the ‘“sayings addressed to teachers” Mt 23:7b-10. The
“reference to the Parousia” (really a charge of the calamities of the
last times to the account of the ‘“false prophets” and workers of
évopla) in Mt 24:11 f. is unmistakably the product of R’s own pen.
Passages (b) to (e) we should classify not as SP but as R™®.

The only other P™ elements in which Hawkins finds ‘ congruity”’
with S are certain parables, classified under (g), the six “quotations”
from the Mosaic law brought forward for comment in Mt 5:17-48,
which differ in character from the “direct quotations’’ he regards as
rare in S, classified under (h), single miracles ““introduced for the pur-
pose of leading up to important logia of Jesus,”’ classified under (i), and
finally, under (k), possible P™ material in the Passion narratives.

12 See above, pp. 122 1., 124. 13 Above, p. 124.
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The Scripture quotations of Mt form a subject by themselves.
To those assignable to S we have felt it necessary to devote an Ap-
pended Note.!* Single miracles of the type described under (i) do
not occur in P™', As regards (k) apart from the single Q passage
promising the “thrones of the house of David”’ to the Twelve in the
messianic kingdom (Mt 19:28=1Lk 22:28-30) we have seen that Mt
bases his Passion narrative (as distinguished from discourse) on Mk,
save for a few apocryphal supplements certainly not from 8. The
nature and derivation of these supplements must be discussed in our
Special Introduction to the Epilogue.

If, then, Passion narratives have survived from S we must look
for them in P, This leaves of classes (f) to (k) only the Matthean
parables (g). These require treatment at considerable length, be-
cause of certain notable characteristics which differentiate them as
a group from the Lukan, whether because of an additional source
available to none but Lk, rich in parables of the “story” type; or
because of predilections of Mt which led him to omit S material of
this character which Lk retained.

Sir John considers ‘“the fewness (or possibly absence) of long
parables”’ to be characteristic of Q (sc. S). We must record dissent at
the outset from any such standard of judgment. The controlling mo-
tive is not, with any of our evangelists, either aesthetic or historical.
It is primarily religious. Mt in particular cares little whether a para-
ble be long or short, interrogative or narrative in form, if only it
fulfil the function he requires of every parable he takes up, viz.,
to illustrate the particular religious lesson he seeks to inculcate.
He includes and omits parables regardless of these distinctions.
He elaborates parables at great length, as in his construction of the
Tares from Mk’s Patient Husbandman or the Ten Virgins from the
S admonition to Watchfulness and warning of the Fast-closing
Door. He attaches supplementary brief parables when occasion
requires, as in 13:44-46. He does not hesitate to attach a very long
parable in narrative form to the Q saying on Forgiving a Brother
(Mt 18:15, 21 f.=Lk 17:3 f.) in 18:23-35, when concerned to close
his Discourse on Church Relations with an appropriate presentation
of his favorite maxim,'® nor does he scruple to cancel parables both
long and short when incorporating the material they infroduce in
one of his agglutinated Discourses.’* In a word Mt acts in full appre-
ciation of the distinction already laid down, that for our evangelists
parable is “illustrative fiction” and for that reason enjoys no such

14 See Appended Note V.

16 See above discussion of Mt 6:14 f., p. 123 and ¢f. Mt 5:23 f.

16 See above, p. 108 on the omission of the Importunate Friend (Lk 11:5-8)
and the Rich Fool (Lk 12:16-21).
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respect as ‘‘commandments,” or even as narrative not supposed
to be fictitious. Neither of Mt nor of S can it be imagined that the
writer entertained the purpose ‘‘to make a collection of them.”” The
nearest approach to this is Mt’s expansion of Mk’s three examples of
the “hiding the mystery of the kingdom” to a total of seven in 13:1-
50. But even the chapter of Parables of the Kingdom is not formed
to complete a collection. Mt only seeks to emphasize a particular
doctrine, that of the “hardening of Israel” which the use of parables
is supposed to prove.

It probably misrepresents the intention even of L, often spoken of
as distinguished by the great group of “story’ parables he supplies
to Lk, to think of him as ‘“making a collection’ of these. Doubtless
the author of this rich source took special delight in parable as one
of the best means of setting forth the teaching of Jesus; he may
even have had better appreciation than others of the literary beauty
of some of Jesus’ story-parables. If L be recognized as a real inter-
mediate link between S and Lk this writer (L) takes the same road
as Lk in using the biographic form as best adapted to evangelism,
instead of the gnomic preferred by Mt. But if we may judge by the
freedom with which L treats his material (¢f. Lk 15:11-32 with Mt
21:28-31 and see above, p. 112) and is himself in turn treated by
Lk, the historic motive was in L. and Lk alike entirely subordinate
to the religious. There was no effort to “collect,”’ there were simply
differences as to the extent and manner of using #llustration.

With these prefatory remarks we may address ourselves to the
question whether P™' contains material in the shape of parable
which is “more or less congruous and in pari materia’” with Q. If
in addition reasonable explanation can be given for omission by Lk
the passage in question will offer as much evidence for ascription to
S as is possible for P material.

We are not here concerned with S parables found in P such as
the Importunate Friend (Lk 11:5-8) or the Rich Fool (Lk 12:16-21)
which it has been shown were probably omitted by Mt either as
intrinsically objectionable, or to free the lessons they introduce for
readier inclusion in his agglutinated Discourse. Other Lukan parables
ascribable to the L source, were probably unknown to Mt. We are
concerned solely with parables in P™* which by position, affinity of
content, or otherwise might be ascribable to S if omission by Lk can
be accounted for. Of such we disecover but one, the Dissatisfied Wage-
earners, or, as Hawkins entitles it, ‘“the Labourers in the Vineyard”
(Mt 20:1-16).

As regards position it will be noted that this parable is not ap-
pended, like so many in Mt, to the close of his Discourses, but stands
in the midst of a Mk group whose theme is Grace vs. Law as the Way
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of Life. This group consists of Children as Heirs (Mk 10:13-16 =Mt
19:13-15) and Rich Enquirer (Mk 10:17-31=Mt 19:16-30), fol-
lowed in Mk 10:35-45=Mt 20:20-28 by the Ambitious Request of
James and John. If we pass over the Mk material which next fol-
lows in Mk 10:46-52=Mt 20:29-34, Mk 11:1-33=Mt 21:1-27 we
come to another “Vineyard Parable,” Mt’s version of the Elder and
Younger Son (=Lk 15:11-32 L?), and immediately after to a third
“vyineyard parable,” the Mk parable of the Usurping Husbandmen
(Mk 12:1-12=M¢t 21:33-46). The affinity of the Dissatisfied Wage-
earners with the Elder and Younger Son, the nearest possible Q
material, is so close that the two might well be regarded as forming
twin parables.

Again, as regards contents, the real moral of the parable of the
Dissatisfied Wage-earners is not that which Mt takes such pains to
impress upon the reader by enclosing it between two identical say-
ings “The last shall be first and the first last.”” The enclosing verses
show that Mt understands the parable in the sense of his colophon
to the third “vineyard parable’” 21:43: “The kingdom of God shall
be taken away from you and given to a nation bringing forth the
fruits thereof.” But this does injustice to the parable in its intrinsic
sense. It is not a mere prophecy of the coming overturn, which will
place the kingdom in the hands of the despised Nazarenes making
the “last first,” but is really an illustration of the principle inculcated
in the Mk group to which Mt attaches it, the principle of divine
grace as the only basis of admission to life eternal.” Now this is
distinctly a principle of S and not of Mt. It is sharply advanced,
however, in the parables of the Elder and Younger Son (Q and L)
and in the Lk logion on Meriting Reward (Lk 17:7-10). The parable
of the Dissatisfied Wage-earners is therefore in pari materia with Q.
We may class it as SP if omission by Lk can be accounted for. Of the
many paradoxes of Jesus’ teaching none, perhaps, was more unac-
ceptable to post-apostolic neo-legalism than the doctrine of unmerited
grace. Indeed even the modern mind, schooled in the principles of
the trade-unions, rebels at the attitude of the vineyard-owner in pay-
ing an unequal wage from mere ‘“‘sovereign grace.” We cannot
wonder therefore at omission by Lk, and only marvel at the curious
misapplication by which Mt makes it admissible. In the case of this
single parable from P™ we do seem, then, to have grounds for as-
cription to S.

Per contra nothing distinctive of S appears in the parable of the
Unmerciful Servant (Mt 18:23-35). On the contrary, its position
closing the Discourse of Book IV, its content elaborating Mt’s favor-

7 B, Weiss points out a further affinity with the Mk group in the teaching that
grace admits no distinction of reward; ¢f. Mk 10:29-31.
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ite maxim 8 is the exact equivalent of Mt 6:14 f. (R), and there
is no definable reason why Lk should have omitted it if found in S.

The question remains whether P™* furnishes any material re-
quiring us to posit a document M between S and Mt, as L is sup-
posed to have intervened between S and Lk; or whether the remain-
ing P material not definitely assignable to N or R may be considered
fully subsumed under the designation O. Full discussion of this
must be reserved for Appended Note VIII, but a few observations
may be made at this point.

We have seen above that oral tradition is amply sufficient to ac-
count for the two short parables of Hid Treasure and Costly Pearl
appended by Mt to the Mk group. Just the same reasoning applies,
of course, to the closing (seventh) parable of the group (Sorting the
Catch, Mt 13:47-50). This parable applies the figure of the Fishing
of Men (Mk 1:17; ¢f. L, Lk 5:1-11) to Mt’s favorite warning, the
sifting out the hearts of men before the judgment seat. In this case,
as in the Interpretation of the Tares (verses 36-43), we have the
additional proof of a full set of R’s stereotyped eschatological phrases
for “the End of the World”; ¢f. verses 40-43 with 49 f., 22:11-14,
and 25:31-46. Only the appending of an eighth parable in 13:51 {.,
perhaps favors Streeter’s distinetion of two stages, M and Mt, in the
redactional process. But the content of 13:51 {., is of the very bone
and flesh of R™¢,

The work of R in supplementing this closing discourse of the Gali-
lean ministry is significant because of the parallel it supplies for his
completion of the final discourse at Jerusalem, fifth and last of the
series. Further comparison with the second and fourth discourses
will show the same method and the same interest predominant
throughout. The Mission of the Twelve, closing in 10:40-42 with
the words “shall in no wise lose his reward,” supplements the
promise of Mk 9:37, by adding in verse 41 what would appear to be
a current saying, perhaps rabbinie, on reward for hospitality shown
to ‘“‘prophets and righteous men.” ® The remainder is an elaboration
of Mk 9:41, which is used again as the nucleus of the great depiction
of the Judgment of the Son of Man in ‘‘the end of the world.” Dis-
course IV on Duty toward Church Members has an analogous ending
in the parable of the Unforgiving Debtor (18:23-35). The student
who has observed R’s supplement to the Lord’s Prayer in 6:14 f.,
and has noted his free use of Ecclus. 28:1-7 there and supplementa~
tion in 22:11-14 of the parable of the Slighted Invitation, will not

18 Cf. J. A. Robinson, Study bf the Gospels, p. 100, ‘“ Mt manifests more concern
than the other evangelists for forgiveness within the Christian brotherhood.”
1 For the phrase ¢f. 13:17.



130 STUDIES IN MATTHEW

need to be told that the building up from the single Q phrase ““Forgive
us our trespasses, for we also forgive everyone that is indebted to us”
of a complete parable such as that of the Unforgiving Debtor is quite
within the capacity of R.

Correspondingly the expansion of the Q parables of Watchfulness
(Lk 12:35 £.) and the Closing Door (Lk 13:25) into the Ten Virgins
(Mt 25:1-13) and the composition of the closing depiction of the
Judgment of the Son of Man (25:31-46), with only Mk. 9:41 as an
authentic text, give a basis for estimating the proportion of nuclear
O necessary to the production of Matthean R. This estimate will be
applicable to the question whether a “fourth document” M is really
required to account for the variations of Mt from Lk’s version of S.

The foregoing illustrations of the wide limits which R permits
himgelf in the expansion, allegorization and supplementation of
parables, material which he clearly regards as haggadic illustration
rather than halachic “commandment,” reduce very greatly the occa-
sion for positing an M source. Little has thus far appeared in favor
of the theory beyond the limits of the Sermon on the Mount, and
this will receive further consideration in the Special Introduction
to Book I, and Appended Note VIII. Dislocation of the original
“literary symmetry” of Mt 6:1-18 is no greater than the dislocations
effected in the Antitheses of the Higher Righteousness which precede
(5:21-48). A version M of the Sermon employed and expanded by
R™ may be found a necessary assumption. If so, shall we consider
that this M version stands closer to the S represented by the Q
material? Or shall we hold Lk responsible, as having resorted to L
for at least a part of his variant report? These questions must be left
open for the present.

We must also leave open the question of N. The Special Intro-
ductions to Preamble and Epilogue will afford opportunity for discus-
sion of the questions raised by the so-called ““Reflection-citations”
(Reflextonscitate), the Nativity stories, the Petrine Supplements of
Book IV, and the Apocryphal Additions of the Epilogue. It is true
that this material has claims to be regarded as drawn from oral tra-
dition rather than from any written document. Conrady * and
Dieterich 2! have pointed out the incoherence of the individual parts
of the birth stories as indicative of such an origin. Soltau adduces
distinctions of style and language characterizing all four elements of
N material. In his view these represent R himself. It is generally
admitted that these four elements have a certain unity, and this
entitles them to separate consideration apart from general classi-
fication under O.

20 Quelle der kanonischen Kindheitsgeschichte, 1900.
21 “Die Weisen aus dem Morgenlande,” Kleine Schrifien, p. 272.



CHAPTER X
TRAITS OF THE REDACTOR

Tue Gospel of Mt should be printed with a portrait of the author as
a frontispiece. For such an unconscious portrait has been furnished
by the evangelist himself in the words placed in Jesus’ mouth as a
conclusion to Book III. An eighth parable is appended in Mt 13:51 £.
to the group of seven in which Jesus commits to the Twelve the
“mystery of the kingdom’ which had been vainly preached to the
unrepentant cities of Galilee. ‘“Have ye understood all these things?”
Jesus now asks of the disciples. On their assent he continues,

Therefore every scribe who hath been made a disciple to the kingdom
of heaven is like unto a man that is a householder, who bringeth forth
out of his treasure things new and old.

The comparison reminds us of the commendation bestowed by
Johanan ben Zacchai on Eliezer ben Hyrcanus, an eminent talmid
(“disciple””): “Eliezer is like a well plastered cistern that allows
no drop of water to escape.” ! The ideal is identical though Mt’s
illustration of the ‘“householder” seems to be suggested by Jesus’
application of the term to his disciples in the Mission of the Twelve
(Mt 10:25).

Again R has provided no preface to state his object and his quali-
fications for the task assumed. It was needless. At the close of the
entire work he has made his purpose and ideal clear in Jesus’ final
words addressed to the Eleven as they are sent forth on their mission
to evangelize the world. They are to convey to men the message
of salvation by “teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I
command you.”’

Nearly all expositors of this Jewish-christian writing take note
of its neo-legalistic conception of ‘‘the gospel” and its effort to
perpetuate the scribal system in the Church by bestowing on Peter
an office corresponding to the presidency of a college of scribes
(16:18 f.) and formulating for the Christian rabbi his principles of
behavior in comparison with those of the teacher of the Synagogue
(23:1-12). Still there was much occasion for giving precision to the
somewhat vague outline and further backing to the proof when in
1928 von Dobschiitz supplied the article already referred to entitled

1 Sayings of the Fathers, 11, 11.
131
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“Matthius als Rabbi und Katechet.” 2 In this article the careful
student will find a summary of the traits which justify the terms
applied. Mt is “a converted rabbi.” His ideal, his methods, his
stereotyped phraseology, his delight in numerical groupings, his
proverbial sayings, all show the characteristics of the trained teacher
of the Synagogue. He has become a Church catechist; but he has
not discarded the methods of his training nor greatly altered its
ideals. It is true that his mother-tongue is neither Hebrew nor Ara-
maic. But that does not prevent his Gospel from being ‘‘ Hebraic
to the core.” If one can imagine an Edersheim whose Bible is not
the Hebrew text but the King James Version, one can picture the
better this rabbi of the close of the first century firmly rooted to
his Greek Old Testament side by side with his two Greek records of
the sayings and doings of the Lord, and “bringing out of his treasure
things new and old.” '

The thorough student who has leisure and patience to prove all
things will gladly avail himself of such data as those listed by von
Dobschiitz in support of his characterization of R™*. Indeed every
reader will wish to be informed where such statistics are available,
for in each individual passage here ascribed to R there will be need of
verification in respect to peculiarities of language, motive, and method.
Fortunately the task is made easier by the strong propensity of Mt
already noted to adopt from the sources he employs certain telling
expressions such as the epithet ‘half-believer” (éMyémisTos) or the
phrase ‘“‘there shall be the weeping and the gnashing of teeth,”
phrases which are thereafter repeated in stereotyped form. The
recurrence of these (and they are in constant recurrence) is a strong
indication of R’s hand. Moreover the vast pains taken in over a
century of minute study of the problem has firnished standard
tables which need not here be transcribed, though a summary of
results is indispensable.

Much can be determined concerning the general characteristics
of our first canonical evangelist by mere observation of the structure
and salient traits of his compilation, and in particular his treatment
of Mk. To a remarkable extent a consensus of critics has already been
attained as to such characteristics as his neo-legalistic motive, his
Jewish-christian mode of conceiving the gospel message, his bitter-
ness toward ‘“scribes and Pharisees” and the unbelievers of his own
people, his emphasis on proof from the Seriptures, his apocalyptic
type of eschatology and warnings of judgment to come, his special
interest in moral regulation and discipline in the Church, particu-
larly forgiveness as between brethren, his insistence upon “good
works”’ as the criterion between true and false teachers as well as

2 ZNW, XXXVII, 3/4 (1928), pp. 338-348.
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the only dependence for salvation in the coming day of messianic
judgment, his fear and hatred of the teachers of ‘“lawlessness.”
All these characteristics have been already amply illustrated, and
are indeed matters of general consent. No further proof of this
unanimity should be required than a comparison in various Com-
mentaries and critical works of those passages which by common
consent are designated redactional (R). At the same time to read
these supplements, colophons, and corrections consecutively cannot
fail to produce a vivid sense of unity, the conviction that our rela-
tively late and wholly unknown evangelist is more than a skilful
compiler and editor. He has blended diverse elements together into
a unit, a whole which is more than a mosaic. It has both a pattern
and a spirit of its own.

Nevertheless critical agreement is not a sufficient demonstration,
and the agreement itself is not unqualified. A criterion is still lacking
to the demonstration and one of special value because of its objec-
tivity, the criterion of style and language. R™' has not only dis-
tinctive traits of motive and character, distinctive methods of afrange-
ment, selection, and treatment of his material, but a distinctive style,
vocabulary, and phraseology. Once these have been adequately
studied and an approximation to unanimity attained sufficient to
guarantee the impartiality of the standard, coincidence of these
results with those obtained on other grounds will enable us to say
with reasonable confidence of this disputed passage or that, ““This
has, or has not, flowed from the pen of R, the redactor himself.”
For more than half a century the evidence has accumulated, one
scholar after another adding items to the list. Of German studies
none is more thorough or convincing than Wernle’s.* The most recent,
convenient, and objective in English are those of Sir John Hawkins
in the second edition of HS. We shall avail ourselves chiefly of
these.

As before, in the case of determination of Q, Sir John himself is
first to warn against too mechanical an application of his own data.
Reliable criticism is not to be based on word-counting alone, it
seeks through the letter acquaintance with the spirit. It is not enough
to learn through the concordance that Mt has a special fondness
for dlxawos and connected terms such as dwcaiotv and Swcatoobvy; one
must appreciate the relation of this fact to his constant emphasis

3Cf. G. F. Moore, Judaism in the First Centuries of the Christian Era, Vol. 1.
¢ Age of the Tannaim,” p. 92: “They (the Nazarenes) were as averse as the rabbis
themselves to its antinomian trend.” The reference is to the ‘“acute Helleniza-
tion” of Greek Christianity.

4 Synopt. Frage, 1899, pp. 109-195. Since the above was written Schlatter has

contributed the exhaustive study of Der Evangelist Matthdus (1929). See Ap-
pended Note VII.
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upon a type of moral and religious teaching in which the impending
messianic judgment based upon ‘“good works” occupies the fore-
ground. To know what the term ‘“righteousness” means to R has
an important bearing on his attachment of a supplementary clause
“and his righteousness” to the Q exhortation “Seek ye first the
kingdom of God” (6:33; ¢f. Lk 12:31). We realize, as we bring this
slight supplement into line with the whole series of similar supple-
ments throughout the Gospel, culminating in the great closing scene
of the Messianic Judgment, 25:31-46, that what Mt means by this
“righteousness” of God, the thing to be sought next to the kingdom
as the chief end of life, is not so much the likeness of sons to the Father
which is the theme of the Q discourse, but the approval of God which
gives assurance of acquittal in the day of judgment. As has been
acutely observed the term diwkawooivy in Mt can in most cases be
best rendered “Salvation.” (See Appended Note X.) S looks inward
for his definition, R looks forward.

Words, then, must be not only counted but weighed and interpreted
for quality of meaning and purpose of application. With this object
in view, and leaving particular application of the data to our special
Introductions, we may group together some of the statistics furnished,
indicative of the individual characteristics and predilections of R™®,

1. One of the most important to determine of these is his mother-
tongue. Greek, no doubt, but is he not equally at home in Aramaie,
or Hebrew, or both? However Jewish in feeling, origin, and attitude
toward Scripture, the language in which R seems to feel most at home
is that in which he writes, from whose written sources he draws,
the language into which he translates for his readers’ benefit even
such words of Hebrew and Aramaic as Emmanuel (1:23), Golgotha
(27:33) and Eli, Eli, lama sabachthani (27:46). In the last two cases
he is transeribing Mk, though in most cases he simply avoids the use
of Markan Aramaisms such as Boanerges (Mk 3:17). Talitha qumi
(Mk 5:41), gorban (Mk 7:11), Bar-Timaeus (Mk 10:46), and even
Abba (Mk 14:36). It is perhaps an oversight that he fails to clarify
the sense of the angel’'s command to name the child “Jesus” in
1:21 by explaining its meaning to be ‘“savior,” just as we may sup-
pose it to be in 27:6 where he tolerates kopfardr, avoided in tran-
scribing Mk 7:11. But it is hard to imagine a Christian milieu with-
out sufficient linguistic knowledge to understand 1:21 unaided.

From the fact that R makes the Greek Gospel of Mk and a Greek
version of the discourses of Jesus his two principal sources we might
expect the Bible in his own hands and assumed to be in the hands
of his readers to be, as in fact it is, the Septuagint version (LXX).
However, certain exceptions require to be noted, because critics are
by no means of one mind as to their significance. We refer to a cer-
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tain number of his Scripture quotations, which seem to be inde-
pendent of the Septuagint.

Variations from the standard LXX text may have different causes.
They may be due (a) to editorial adaptation, usually explicable with-
out difficulty from the context; or (b) to the freedom of memoriter
citation on the part either of the evangelist or the source employed;
or (¢) there may be dissimilarity from the LXX, with or without
affinity to the Hebrew, explicable on neither of the two grounds
just mentioned. This third class of variations is important because
of its rarity and in some cases may make it probable that the writer’s
reliance was on the Hebrew Bible, a fact which if demonstrable has
great significance.

The group of quotations in Mt belonging to this third type has
been claimed since Jerome’s time as evidence that R™* himself
resorted as a rule to the Hebrew text. Allen, on the contrary, points
out (ZCC, p. Ixii) that

(a) in the quotations borrowed by him from Mk the editor shows a
tendency to assimilate the language more closely to the LXX. The single
exception of change in favor of the Hebrew is Mk 12:30=M¢t 22:37. For
such assimilation, see Mt 13:15 xal idoopar adrovs for MK’s kai dpedf
adrols; Mt 15:8 & Aads obros for Mk’s obros 6 Aads; Mt 19:5 adds «al
(rpogroAAyficerar) 75 yvvaiki adrod; Mt 22:32 adds eiul; Mt. 26:31 adds
Tijs molpvys. So LXX A (i.e., Cod. Alexandrinus), Mt 27:46 tva 7{ for els 7i,

() In nine quotations not borrowed from Mk, viz. 44, 7, 10; 5:21, 27,
38, 43a; 9:13=12:7; 21:16, there is a general agreement with the LXX,
except in xai od, 9:13=12:7, which agrees with Heb. and LXX AQ (Codd.
Alexandrinus and Marchalianus) against LXX B (Cod. Vaticanus).

From this evidence Allen infers that the quotations which show
influence from the Hebrew are borrowed. Contrariwise Soltau, in a
very thorough discussion in ZNW,I (1900), pp. 219-248 comes to
the conclusion that a distinction must indeed be recognized, but
that the writer who shows acquaintance with the Hebrew and in
other respects manifests a more narrowly Jewish-christian point of
view is he who molds the work to its present form, to whom we
must therefore apply the designation R; whereas the main substance
of the Gospel is a blend of Mk with S, a composition of more Hellen-
istic type to which R has prefixed this Preamble and attached at
somewhat ill-chosen places a series of supplements and Scripture
fulfilments grouped together in the present volume under the designa-
tion N. Streeter’s conjectured M source for Mt would correspond
fairly to Soltau’s Mt

We shall have oceasion in our Special Introduction to the Preamble
and in Appended Note VII to decide between these two possibili-
ties. In the meantime it will be universally agreed that the writer
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who combines Mk with S has Greek for his mother-tongue, perhaps
is really master of no other. At least he attempts no correction of
Mk’s erroneous treatment of doavvd, which Mk construes with a
dative as if an ascription of praise like Hallelujah. Mt transfers this
misconstruction to his pages unchanged. Leaving for later considera-
tion the question of a possible N source and its nature and relation
to Mk on the one side and to R™® on the other, we may endorse and
even re-enforce the arguments of Allen in favor of a compiler of the
other two sources who, however Jewish-minded in other particulars,
was a Greek-speaking Christian with thoroughly “catholic” sym-
pathies.

For even the slight exception noted by Allen to his general rule that
R assimilates the quotations he borrows from Mk to the LXX loses
force in view of the fact that the passage quoted, being from the
Shem'a, could not be expected to take any other form than that of
the evangelist’s daily use. Thus the mere substitution of é& for &
in Mt 22:37 could have no significance; for in words so familiar it is
improbable that the transcriber’s pen would be guided by anything
save common use and wont,.

But also, under Allen’s list (a) of Markan scripture quotations
assimilated to LXX by Mt certain further items of considerable
importance should be added. Thus in 19:18 f. Mt is careful to bring
MKk’s loose citation of Ex. 20:12-16 into more exact agreement with
LXX. Again in 27:34 he inserts werd xoMs to bring that of Mk
15:23 into closer agreement with Ps. 68:22 LXX,

Under (b) also the evidence is stronger than Allen makes apparent.
For R not only constructs his genealogy, as Allen shows, by use of
the LXX, but depends on the LXX for his proof of the Virgin Birth 5
(1:23), as well as for extensive quotations made on his own account.
These are 13:14 {., coincident throughout its total of 48 words with
the LXX % and 21:16, whose 7 words also all coincide with the LXX.

For Allen’s theory of the “eleven quotations introduced by a
formula” we must refer the reader to our Appended Note V. His
results, so far as they bear on the general question of the language
of R’s Bible, are as follows: “Scripture”” means to R the Greek Old
Testament. Traces of the Hebrew text remain in some of his quota-
tions, most of these being found in the preliminary story of the Nativ-
ity but some later in the Gospel. This, however, is not because R™*
himself resorts to the Hebrew but because he has taken his quota-
tions from other sources just as he takes them from Mk, that is, with-
out alteration except where special interest dictated the change.

& See below, Chapter XI.
¢ Hawkins (HS, p. 156) counts one of these 48 as “not in LXX.” Even this

exception is doubtful. Some texts of LXX show absolute agreement.
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R™¢ translates, or transcribes, quotations along with the context,
though naturally he falls easily into the LXX wording, especially
in the more familiar passages. In other words the Hebraisms occa-
sionally found in the quotations of Mt are there in spite of R’s tend-
encies and not because of them.

The importance of this observation lies in the fact that we can now
use the traces of influence from the Hebrew in quotations as an evi-
dence for the identification of sources, and these sources more prob-
ably written than oral.

Application of this test to the quotatlons of S as a whole may be
deferred to our Appended Note V, leaving for consideration here only
the most salient example, the quotation from Mal. 3:1 given in
identical terms not only in Q (Mt 11:10=Lk 7:27) but also in Mk
1:2, where it forms the only exception among more than 70 instances
to the rule that in Mk quotations are based on the LXX.

The Q quotation is made freely, and from memory. This may be
inferred from the blending in it of elements from Ex. 23:20, and
from the use of terms independent of the LXX. Mk is here clearly
drawing from S. This appears from the fact that he does not know
the real source of the passage quoted, but mistakenly ascribes it
to “Isaiah.” He also misapplies it to mean that the Baptist pre-
pares the way for Jesus. From this secondary form we may turn,
then, to the primary. In this case we have freedom of quotation,
without dependence on LXX phraseology, and in addition a sug-
gestion that in its original form S used the Hebrew text; for xarac-
kevacee (Mt, Mk, Lk) “shall set in order” is certainly closer to the
Hebrew than émiBAeperar (LXX) ‘“shall look over.” Other Q quo-
tations are indecisive.

The case for influence from the Hebrew is much clearer where the
series of quotations is considered which begins with the Nativity
group and continues at intervals throughout the Gospel of Mt in its
Markan sections. German critics have termed it the series of Re-
flexionscitate. To this group is due the impression that R’s quota-
tions are drawn from the Hebrew text. The formula by which they
are commonly introduced is “ Now this took place that the word might
be fulfilled which was spoken by the prophet,” or the like. From
this the inference has been hastily drawn that Mt used a collection
of “Testimonies” similar to those we know to have been current in
the second and third centuries. Of course if these quotations are
indeed based on the Hebrew text while R himself uses the LXX some
outside source must have supplied them; nor would a merely oral
source suffice. The question of its nature and type remains for sepa~
rate discussion in our Special Introduction to the Preamble. In the
meantime the evidence already considered is sufficient to establish
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a rule which might have been expected a priori. The scripture quo-
tations of R™* are from the Bible of his own and his readers’ mother-
tongue, the Septuagint. Those which he draws from Mk are almost
invariably based on the Greek, and in certain cases are even assimi-
lated to it more closely. The quotations which R draws from S
seem to show in some cases surviving traces of use of the Hebrew
text. The quotations which he draws from the source to which we
have applied the designation N show such influence quite unmis-
takably. Such traces of the Hebrew text tend of course to be sub-
merged by LXX phraseology because writers as familiar with the
language of the Greek Bible as our evangelists would find it hard
either to translate quotations from the Old Testament or even trans-
cribe them from another’s translation, without lapsing continually
into the familiar phraseology of their own Bible. Any who have
tried translating a passage from the French or German Bible will
know how easy it is to slip into the familiar wording of the Authorized
or Revised Version. Such ground as we have for regarding a given
citation as derived from S or N comes from the degree of coloration
from the Hebrew which R™® has permitied to remain.

2. Sections II-1V in Hawkins’ discussion deal with “The Shorten-
ing of Narratives in Mt” (pp. 158-160), “Signs of Compilation in
Mt” (pp. 161-163), and “Traces of Numerical Arrangement” (pp.
163-167), It is more important to supplement Section V on “The
Transference and Repetition of Formulas” (pp. 168-173) than to
delay upon characteristics that are well known. No less than fifteen
instances of Mt’s tendency to repeat his own phrases are listed by
Sir John, and to these are added, on p. 171, nineteen (!) borrowed
“formulas’ adopted from the sources. We may quote the comment:

A careful examination of such cases certainly leaves the impression
that the mind of Mt was so familiar with these collocations of words that
he naturally reproduced them in other parts of his narrative, besides the
places in which they occurred in his sources. It is to be observed that these
apparent reproductions often occur earlier in the Gospel than do the ap-
parently original occurrences of the formulas, which seems to indicate
that Mt drew them from his memory of his sources and not from docu-
ments before him.

The inference drawn by von Dobschiitz from this little-noted
phenomenon is also just. R™® transfers to Christian writings as a
catechist the same methods as characterize the rabbi.

The five-fold “transition link” by which R™* leads over at the
close of each Book from discourse to narrative is the most conspicuous
example of this ‘“stereotyping” habit, and merits some further at-
tention from its typical character. Its first occurrence is at the end
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of the first Discourse (Mt 7:28), where it occupies a position in
strict parallelism with Lk 7:1, which leads forward after the same
discourse. As proof that it is not originated but “borrowed” by Mt
Sir John observes that “é&yévero followed by a finite verb is only
found in these 5 places in Mt, while it occurs 22 times in Lk (also
twice in Mk and nowhere else in New Testament).” 7 The case is
strengthened when we observe that the 8 text of Lk 7:1 has exactly
the same form as Mt adopts in all five “transition links,” xal &yévero
dre éréNeoe. )

Mt makes slight changes in this formula to adapt it to the indi-
vidual context. He does the same with other phrases borrowed from
both Mk and Q. Thus “kingdom of God” is changed (with rabbinic
avoidance of the divine name) to “kingdom of heaven”; but in four
cases the original is retained because change would have altered the
sense. Hence we have “kingdom of God” in Mt 12:28; 19:24; 21:31
and 438 Mt adopts in 11:13=Lk 16:16 the phrase ‘“the prophets
and the Law” and continues to use it in the Lukan form “Law and
prophets” in 5:17; 7:12, and 22:40. He does likewise with the epi-
thet S\iyémioros,? which he borrows from S in 6:30=Lk 12:28 and
continues to use in 8:26; 14:31, and 16:8, not to mention dAvyomioria
in 17:20. Especially congenial to his feeling is the phrase descriptive
of the disappointed envy of the excluded sons of the kingdom in the
parable of the Near-shut Door (Mt 8:11 f.=Lk 13:28) “there shall
be the weeping and the gnashing of teeth.” This is repeated in 13:42,
50; 22:13; 24:51; 25:30. In this case we can be sure that the repe-
tition is due to the phrase-making of R™¢, for the gesture of jealous
rage, gnashing of teeth, is appropriate in the original first instance,
but inappropriate in the later ones. Other kindred phrases applying
to the punishment of the wicked which R takes up and repeats are
“hewn down and cast into the fire” (repeated from 3:10=Lk 3:9
in 7:19), or “cast into the furnace of fire” (13:42, 50; ¢f. 25:41).
Obviously the stereotyped formula has no small importance as a
note of identification applicable to R.

3. Words and phrases “characteristic” of Mt are defined in HS
(p. 3) to be such as “occur at least four times in this Gospel,” and
are either (a) “not found at all in Mk or Lk,” or (b) “found in M¢t at
least twice as often as in Mk and Lk together.” Of such 95 are col-
lected, classified, and tabulated by Sir John on pp. 3-9, as against
151 in Lk and 41 in Mk. M{ is not a finished writer or Greek stylist
such as Lk, yet he shows himself quite competent to handle ef-

? We should observe, however that Mt allows the Semitic construction xal
&yévero kal with finite verb to stand in 9:10.

8 Also in 6:33 in inferior Mas.

8 Overlooked in Hawking’ list, but see his p. 6.
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fectively the simple variety of xow# Greek current in Syria, and
to exercise a kind of editorial improvement on the relatively rude
style of Mk.

However, not all of these “characteristic” words are Mt’s own.
As with the borrowed formulas the distribution proves that some
should be credited originally to Mt’s sources. MK is of course ex-
cluded from the survey by Hawkins’ definition of “characteristic,”
also those portions of S included under Q. But portions of S peculiar
to Mt, such as the Antitheses of the Sermon on the Mount (Mt
5:17-43), may have furnished their quota, as well as the source N of
which we have no trace outside of Mt. Indeed the contribution of
N is so marked that Sir John in his HS tables reserves a special col-
umn for the 48 verses of chapters 1-2. The remainder of Mt’s ‘“single
tradition” contains about 290 verses. Two of the three Remarks
subjoined by Sir John to his carefully prepared tables are so signifi-
cant on this point of distinguishing between words “characteristic”
of Mt because supplied from his own vocabulary and words adopted
from possible sources that they may be here transcribed verbatim.

B

Chapters 1-2 contain 48 of the 1,068 verses of this Gospel, 7.¢., only
about one twenty-second part of the whole. But they contain considerably
more than one-ninth of the occurrences of the *characteristic”’ words
and phrases, viz. 107 out of 904. This is partly accounted for by the use
of yevdw 40 times in the genealogy; but even if those 40 items are de-
ducted from both numbers, chapters 1-2 are found to contain upwards of
one-thirteenth of such occurrences, viz. 67 out of 864. It appears, then,
that these ‘‘characteristic’’ words and phrases are used considerably more
freely in these two chapters than in the rest of the book.

C

Taking the whole of the “peculiar” or unparalleled matter in this Gos-
pel, including chapters 1-2, it fills about 338 out of the 1,068 verses, %.e.,
less than one-third, which would be 356 verses. It thus appears that the
occurrences of ‘““‘characteristic” words and phrases are very much more
abundant in the “peculiar” than in the “common’’ portions of the Gos-
pel; for there are 482 of them in the “peculiar” division and only 422
of them in the “common” division, while the latter is more than twice
as large as the former.

It should be observed, however, that several of the words which do
most in producing this predominance (e.g., dwod.8wpue, ydpos, yerwdo, {ildviov,
Suviw, TdAavrov) are words which are required by the subject-matter, and
which therefore are not important as evidences of style.

Clearly these two Remarks both favor the hypothesis of a special
source for Mt, and not merely an oral source, since oral tradition
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would scarcely be reflected in distinctions of style. The distribution,
so largely aggregating the peculiarities in chapters 1-2, is not in-
compatible with Soltau’s theory identifying N with R, but as we shall
see when comparison is made between the ‘‘characteristic” words
and phrases of chapters 1-2 and those of the supplements attached
to narrative sections throughout the Gospel, the phenomena point
rather to a particular source, oral or written. This comparison may
be made more conveniently in the Special Introduction to the Pre-
amble.

A careful study of the table of “characteristic’”’ Matthean words
and phrases on pp. 4-8 of HS will enable the reader to make a further
distinction of value for the determination of R. Disregarding *‘stereo-
typed” phrases there are 14 of the total of 95 ‘‘ characteristic” words
and phrases which Sir John has distinguished by an asterisk as
specially significant. Of these a few, such as the connective phrase
tére 6'Incods, show by their general distribution throughout the
Gospel and their grammatical nature that they should be con-
sidered strictly characteristic of R himself, as against others which
he may have taken over from S or N. These few we may well enu-
merate with some comment in addition to that supplied by Sir John
to most of them on pp. 30-34. Among the 14 specified the following
appear to characterize especially the compiler of the Gospel: dvaxwpéw,
Bac\ela TOY obpavav, ldod after gen. absolute, Neyéuevos, used with
names, Iarip applied to God with possessive pronoun or adjectival
distinction, mA\npéw used of Scriptures, mpocépxonai, pnbér (and once
pnbels), 7t ooi, or duiv, Sokei;, Tore, Umokpirhs and Gomwep. Some of
these are merely favorite words or tricks of style; others such as
Tarsp odpévios, Basiela 7oV obpavdv, mAppéw and dmokpiris, may have a
bearing on the evangelist’s doctrine or environment. All are service-
able for the differentiation of R from his material. The task is a
delicate one, and in disputed cases calls for both tact and scholar-
ship. We may conclude our discussion of its applicability by a typ-
ical example.

Very different views are taken of the relative originality of the
Lord’s Prayer in its briefer Lukan form, consisting of five petitions,
or its longer, Matthean form, which has seven. B. Weiss, for example,
will not allow the possibility which others contend for that R™®
should venture in so sacred a context to extend the form which he
found in S by introducing interpretative clauses such as ‘“Thou
who art in heaven,” or “thy will be done, as in heaven so on earth,”
or “but deliver us from evil.” In such disputed cases it is well to
apply the test of “characteristic” words and phrases. The result
is expressed by Sir Jobn in a parenthetic comment attached on
p. 32 to his discussion of the ‘‘characteristic’” Matthean phrase
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& mwovnpbs or 76 mwovnpdy “of the evil one” or “evil.” The comment is
as follows:

We have now seen that the parts of the Lord’s Prayer which are peculiar
to Mt contain three expressions which are ‘“characteristic” of him, viz,
yerpbijre, Marijp 6 év Tois ovpavols and this one (tod mwovypod).

Application of the test of Language and Style would seem to de-
mand a certain revision of the rule which maintains that R™® re-
pressed his redactional activity where logia of the Lord were con-
cerned; also of the theory that variants in the Matthean from the
Lukan form of Q must be ascribed, if the Lukan form be really the
more authentic, not to R™ himself, but to a hypothetical M, com-
poser of an intermediate form of S. The test of Language and Style
points to R™* himself as personally responsible.



PART II
SPECIAL INTRODUCTION






CHAPTER XI
THE PREAMBLE. N AND R

TrE Gospel of Mk has been well described as “the prolongation
backward of Paul’s ‘word of the cross.”” Its object, like Paul’s, is
to present Jesus as the glorified Son of God, but the means employed
is to trace the steps which led up to the great tragedy. Such account
as it once gave of the rise of the resurrection faith has disappeared,
eclipsed by other narratives more serviceable to primitive apologetiec.
All the Gospels follow the general outline of Mk, which doubtless
represents, as claimed by early tradition, the substance of Peter’s
preaching and testimony. The notable point, whose bearing on the
preliminary chapters of Mt will soon appear, is that the story is
developed backward. In the perspective of our evangelists the *“word
of the cross” is the starting point. From it they carry their report
as far back as the witness of Peter permits. They even peer into the
mists of the thirty or more unknown years, using a constructive
imagination based on their knowledge of Jesus and their belief in his
divine voecation. Always the glory of the resurrection vision casts
its ray backward into the deepening obscurity.

The common starting point is best expressed by Paul at the outset
of his exposition of his “gospel”” (Rom. 1:14). Jesus, who according
to the flesh had a certain claim to the messianic throne, seeing he was
lineally descended from David, was miraculously revealed as the
Son of God by the fact that God raised him from the dead. This,
in the language of contemporary religious propaganda, would be
called Paul’s witness to the Epiphany of the Savior-god he preached.
The phenomenon we have now to describe might be called the reces-
sion of the Epiphany-gospel with the development of tradition.

The same starting point is shown by Lk. For Acts 13:33 and 17:31
certainly give a true picture, not of Paul’s earlier preaching only
but of the common gospel of all primitive evangelists, when it repre-
sents Paul as declaring at Pisidian Antioch and before the Athenian
Areopagus that “God hath given assurance unto all men” of the
appointment of that messianic world-judge who is presently to ap-
pear “in that He hath raised him from the dead.” One need only
compare Paul’s own description of his missionary preaching to the
Thessalonians, whom he persuaded “to turn from idols to serve a
living and true God, and to wait for His Son from Heaven’’ (I Thess.

145
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1:10) to see how true a picture of the primitive oral gospel Lk has
drawn. The Epiphany supports the Eschatology.

Peter’s preaching in Acts 2-3 and 10:36-43 has indeed, as we
should expect, a larger element of retrospect over Jesus’ ministry
in Galilee and Jerusalem; but here too the message is the word of the
cross (10:39-42). The rest is incidental. "

The Christology depicted in this apostolic preaching is a Son-of-
Man doctrine, proved after the manner of I Cor. 15:1-7, where again
it is expressly declared by Paul to be not his testimony alone, but
that of all the witnesses. This description, like the others, centers
upon an Epiphany of the Son of God “manifested” as such by the
resurrection. Nor does it appear to have been thought needful at
this early period to carry this divine “manifestation” further back.
The beginnings of the process by which this Epiphany gospel re-
cedes further and further in Synoptic story appear in the haggada
(presentation by “tale”’) of the Transfiguration.

In the story of the Transfiguration vision and Voice from Heaven
the Epiphany gospel still stands connected with the resurrection.
Indeed traces remain in the Apocalypse of Peler and elsewhere of a
time when this “revelation” to Peter and his fellow-disciples was
coincident in date with the story of how Peter, after the tragedy of
Calvary, “turned again” and ‘“‘rallied his brethren.” In the Apoc-
alypse of Peter the “manifestation” is given after the catastrophe,
to confirm the nascent faith of the disciples. But Mk and its two
satellite Gospels carry back this vision-story to precede the journey
to martyrdom. The manifestation is now given to confirm the still
wavering faith of the disciples who have just acknowledged Jesus
as ‘“the Christ” and have been staggered by his prediction of the
cross. Its function, therefore, is identical with that of the vision-
story which introduces the career of Jesus as a whole, when he re-
ceives by vision and Voice from heaven his calling to be the Son of
God, and in the Temptations repels false expectations of this calling,.

Like the baptismal Epiphany the Transfiguration apocalypse
gives preliminary interpretation to the story which is to follow.
Those who receive the revelation on the ‘“holy mount” are, of course,
not Jesus himself, who has no need of it, but those who, after his
“taking up,” are to proclaim him as the glorified Son of God. For
this reason they are forbidden to speak of it “till the Son of Man be
risen from the dead.” Also we observe that the transfiguration
Epiphany corresponds much more closely than the Vocation vision
with that Son-of-Man Christology which we have seen to characterize
the apostolic preaching. Placed as now it carries back to the begin-
ning of the journey to martyrdom the “manifestation of the Son of
God.” By this special revelation and Voice from heaven the disciples

-
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are given their message in advance, in order that their faith may be
sustained for the impending ordeal, and that afterwards they may be
able to testify that their witness to the resurrection was no mere
afterthought to counteract the scandal of the cross, but had been
given them from heaven from the first days! after their acknowledg-
ment of Jesus as “the Christ.”

But the Epiphany of the Son of God is carried still further back,
in terms but slightly changed, when need arises. The Sonship is now
to be proved by the earlier career of Jesus in Galilee. This was ‘“after
the baptism which John preached,” a period unmentioned by Paul,
8 period of preaching and wonder-working attested, it would seem,
chiefly, if not solely, by the witness of Peter.

The story of the Galilean ministry has therefore also its Epiphany.
Jesus’ public work is prefaced by an account similar to that of the
iancient prophets, wherein the messengér of God relates in terms of
vision and Voice from heaven his vocation to his mission. Jesus’
religious experience at the baptism of John, an experience which had
resulted in his taking up the mission of the imprisoned prophet,
is similarly related as ‘“the beginning of the gospel.” Whether by
intimation from himself or by inference from the known facts of his
career, the primitive tradition relates that Jesus’ baptism by John
had been accompanied by a Voice from heaven proclaiming him God’s
“Son.” This, then, marks a second stage in the recession of the
Epiphany gospel.

How much could be known of Jesus’ inward experience in the
period preceding the disciples’ association with him is a question
about which interpreters will differ, but there can be no disagree-
ment as to the purpose with which the primitive evangelist has thus
prefaced his story in the S? narrative. The account of Jesus’ vision
at the baptism of John, the divine summons “Thou art my Son,
the Beloved; upon thee my choice was fixed from eternity” is in-
tended (especially in the secondary forms which use Ps. 2:7, or
address the Baptist or the bystanders) as a miraculous ‘‘manifesta-
tion of the Son of God,” whose story is thereupon related. In S,
then, as well as in the Via Crucis of Markan narrative, the record was
prefaced by its own Epiphany, the Vocation of Jesus by vision and
Voice from heaven.

A third, still later stage in the process of recession of the Epiphany
is represented by the prefixed chapters of Mt and Lk which supple-
ment Mk’s narrative. In diverse ways, by the use of similar but
independent legends of the finding of the heaven-sent child who re-

14Six days” (Lk “about eight days’) is the Synoptic period of preparation
for the Epiphany. In the Johannine version (Jn 1:19-2:11) we appear to have a,
corresponding hexaemeron leading up to the “ manifestation.”
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deems the world to peace and righteousness, Mt and Lk carry it back
to Jesus’ birth. The annunication is now made by angels instead of
God’s own voice, while accompanying miracles in heaven and on
earth meet the ever-increasing demand for supernatural attestation.
However, in the nativity gospels it is no longer thought needful to
explain the silence between the heavenly proclamation and its pro-
mulgation to the world. No divine command imposes secrecy upon
the witnesses, as in the Transfiguration vision (Mk 9:9 and parallels).
The Magians return to their own country, the shepherds of Bethlehem
are too obscure to find acceptance for their report; the rest merely
“lay up these things in their hearts” against a day when super-
natural credentials may be demanded. Only to the critic do the
“thirty years of silence” remain a disturbing gap in the story, espe-
cially when, as in Mt 3:1, it passes, as if without a break, from nativ-
ity to baptism, beginning its transcript of Mk with the words ‘“ And
in those days cometh John the Baptist.” To the critic this unbridged
interval bears witness of the late date of the supplement; for even
Lk can find but a single touching incident of Jesus’ boyhood to relate,
leaving free play in all the rest of the thirty years for the grotesque
fancies of the apoceryphal Gospels of the Infancy.

The prefixed gospels of the Nativity thus constitute a problem in
themselves. Why this still further recession of the Epiphany? Whence
have the circles represented by Mt 1-2 and Lk 1-3 drawn their
symbolic figures?

A motive which goes at least part way toward accounting for these
prefatory chapters is the correction of false beliefs. At a very early
date, certainly within the limits of the first century, Mk’s account
of “the beginning of the gospel’’ had been found unsatisfactory. At
least the Syrian church found it lacking in two respects: (1) It re-
pelled the more Jewish-minded by treating well-established belief
in the Davidic descent of Jesus no less slightingly than Paul, who,
though he admits the fact, dismisses it as a mere concern of ‘‘the
flesh” (Rom. 1:3). To Mk likewise the Son-of-David Christology
is obnoxious, the notion of the royal pedigree a mere unfounded
dogma of “‘the scribes” (Mk 12:35 ff.). But Christians of Jewish
descent in Syria were not content to see the claim thus abandoned.
They would retain it in a moral and symbolic sense, even if they
appropriated a story of virgin birth which logically deprived it of
other significance. Both Mt and Lk, accordingly, in adopting a birth-
epiphany whose motive we must presently consider, prefix a geneal-
ogy of Joseph which explains the references of Paul and Mk to the
title “Son of David ” applied to Jesus (Rom. 1:3; Mk 10:47 f.).
Each of the two pedigrees traces Joseph’s ancestry to David, but
curiously enough, by inconsistent lines.
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(2) More serious dissatisfaction with Mk was felt by those con-
cerned to maintain a right doctrine of divine Sonship. Mk gave too
ready a foothold for doctrines of a docetic or adoptionist type, doc-
trines already current in the Greek-speaking church before the close
of the first century, which destroyed the value of the historical
Jesus by explaining his career as due to temporary “control” by a
Christ-spirit. Adoptionism, the doctrine that Jesus “became” the
Son of God at his baptism, was specially prevalent at Rome. The
Jew Cerinthus, according to Irenaeus, rested his docetism (“‘appari-
tion” doctrine) on the Gospel of Mk, admitting no other, and main-
taining that the Galilean mechanic had been merely the temporary
“receptacle” of the heavenly Spirit, which before the end had again
withdrawn from him. Mk certainly made it easy for the West to
develop an Adoptionist Christology. As interpreted by Cerinthus
it seemed even to teach that the beginning of Jesus’ ““control” by the
Spirit had been at his baptism, after which, as pointed out by Cerin-
thus, he “began to work miracles and to proclaim the unknown
Father.” Basilides, the reputed disciple of Menander at Antioch,
preached a similar docetic heresy at Alexandria under Hadrian, and
indeed it might well be said of the Gnostics generally that they
preached a Christ who “came by water only, and not by water and
by blood.” Their doctrine did indeed lay all emphasis on incarna-
tion, symbolized by baptism, to the neglect of atonement, sym-
bolized by the sacrament of the cup. In terms of the festal calendar,
which played an enormous part in the religious life of the times, the
one great annual feast for Gnostics was the Epiphany, early cele-
brated on the very date of the Epiphany of Dionysus the Hellenistic
“savior-god” (Jan. 5/6), with ceremonies repeating those of the
pagan ritual. Gnostics naturally ignored or belittled the festival
taken over by the Church from the Synagogue, the Passover of the
Lord, the annual feast of Redemption by the blood of the cross.

With such heresies afloat the orthodox East could not well be
satisfied with Mk’s “beginning of the gospel.” Specifically Gnostic
heresy, it is true, can less easily be read between the lines of Synoptic
than of Johannine literature. But “false prophets” and ‘false
Christs,” uttering the ery “I am” of the “ control” and doing wonders
to deceive even the elect, appear already on the horizon of Mk, and
are still more conspicuous in Mt and Lk. The great doctrine at
issue was that of divine Sonship, and gospel writers could not be too
careful in their exposition of it.

To preserve the authentic teaching of the apostles from Adop-
tionism, Docetism, and kindred Gnosticizing heresies it was vital
to show that the manifestation as Son of God covered Jesus’ entire
life. The gospel record was not to be divided into a period of thirty
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or more years of normal existence at Nazareth followed by a single
year of abnormal “control” by invisible agencies, agencies esteemed
good or bad according as friend or foe interpreted the wonder-work-
ing. The title, with all its implications, must belong to Jesus from
birth.

Here was an emphatic call for still further recession of the Epiphany
gospel. Divine “epiphanies” of the type depicted in the infancy
chapters of Mt and Lk were common in pagan story. Lk draws from
one such, in origin traceable to Eg