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FOREWORD

My father enjoyed teaching above all else, and he taught exceedingly well. To
leach the Word of God, and especially that which concerned Jesus, was the most
important calling of hislife. This volume represents the area of work outstanding in
the life of its author, for it concerns the Son of God, the center of our faith and the
ground of all hope.

Professor Foster taught a course in the life of Christ in The Cincinnati Bible
Seminary. Over aperiod of forty-six years more than four thousand students enrolled
[or this study under him. Although the writings of this volume were used in the
instruction of the course, they do not begin to exhaust the material covered in the
course requirements, A three-volume classroom syllabus was issued and is still
available. This treated the Gospel text in a verse-by-verse manner. Furthermore no
printed page could possibly convey the sparks of enthusiasm and dedication caught
by the students who sat at the feet of this master teacher.

The present volume is not a running commentary on each passage of Scripture,
but a series of studies which leads one through the lite of Christ as, found in the four
Gospd narratives. These studies dwell upon those points which will aid the reader in
understanding the Scripture in afuller way; they give warning against false teaching
and leave apractical chalenge, asthe reader cannot escape making application to his
own life. When asked his vocation, my lather invariably replied, "l am a preacher."
He could not teach without preaching, but neither could he preach without teaching.

The attributes of his work are readily seen. He unfolds in clear and ssimple
language the message of the Gospel accounts. He does not attempt to encompass al
that has been written on the subject, past and present, but chooses to level his
attention on certain theories, treat them frankly, and dispose of those at variance with
Scripture. He exhibits a freshness of thought, introducing ideas not found elsewhere,
and provides aconvincing setting for both happenings and sayings. For example, his
chapter on the "Influence of the Weather upon the Ministry of Jesus,” or his
description of Zacchaeus and Matthew, or his logical way of putting together the
details of Jesus resurrection appearances — such insights invite further investigation
and increase our assurance of the trustworthiness of the canonical records.

Besides his careful scholarship, hisforensic ability, and his sensitive awareness
of the needs of men, one detects an unmistakable



quality in this author—the commitment of hislifeto his Master. It isfit ling, in this
year following his death, that these four volumes on the life of Christ be reissued in
aone-volume work so that hislife's purpose may be carried on — for he "ceased not
to teach and preach Jesus Christ."

LEWIS A. FOSTER
Cincinnati, Ohio



PREFACE

Thiswork is an effort to offer a comprehensive study in the life of Christ. Book
One introduces this study. Much light is thrown upon the teaching of Jesus and the
events of His ministry from an intimate knowledge of contemporary events and
conditions in Palestine, and the truth or falsity of the claims of Jesus rests largely
upon the historical merit of the records of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John. Much
information in this volume has been available for centuries in the original documents,
such as the Apocrypha, Josephus, and extant writings of early Christian scholars, and
it has been frequently collected by writers who are hostile to the explicit claims of
Christ and the New Testament. These writers usually preface their attacks with claims
to scientific accuracy and entire absence of prejudice and then they proceed to weave
very cleverly into their narration of facts the threads of their skeptical theories, so that
the ordinary reader is unaware that theory is being presented as fact and is unable to
discriminate between them. An effort has been made to offer a brief and plain survey
of the material in thiswhole field.

Many conservative works which specialize on certain critical problems have
appeared in recent years and many older, conservative works which cover the general
field are still available. Book One is meant to supplement the older works by a
discussion of the more recent theories and problems. Special attention is called to the
chapter on the Two-source Theory. This theory bears the same relation to the
modernists' interpretation of the New Testament that the documentary theory of the
origin of the Pentateuch does to their interpretation of' the Old Testament. It is a most
surprising fact that conservative writers should have concentrated their attention upon
the hitter instead of the former theory. Some able conservative authors have replied
to the documentary theory, but ii anyone has published an effort to analyze and
discredit the Two-source Theory, | have failed to seeit.

Book Two isan ingpirationa exposition of the Gospel narratives. It deals with the
early period of Christ'slife, including the Sermon on the Mount. No attempt has been
made to discuss every detail in the Gospel narratives, but the study has been
concentrated upon the great scenes and sermons which show the movement of the
narrative and which reveal most significantly the person and program of Jesus.
Careful consideration of the whole range of current, critical discussion underlies the
work, but the objective has been to present such a portrayal of the lite of Jesus



aswill assist the student of the Bible in living over again with our Christ the scenes
supreme in human history.

Book Three is more like a commentary than the other volumes. Instead of
presenting discussion of selected scenes and sermons, it attempts to consider the
content of the entire narratives from the Sermon on the Mount to the Triumphal Entry.
Exegesis of the text is combined with discussion of critical problems and practical
application.

Book Four treats in detail the final week, beginning with Christ's arrival at
Bethany, and includes the resurrection and ascension.

Two appendices, "The Aramaic Background of the Gospel Narratives' and the
"Chronological Outline of the Life of Christ," are added helps for the Bible scholar.

With aburning desire for a deeper understanding of the mysterious glory of our
Lord, for obedience to Hiswill, and for proclamation and defense of the Gospdl, this
volume is sent forth on its mission.
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BOOK ONE
AN INTRODUCTION
TO THE LIFE OF CHRIST



CHAPTER 1

SCRIPTURAL SOURCES

The life of Jesus of Nazareth is so deeply imbedded in the literature, institutions,
and the whole life of the civilized world that it is rather puzzling to stop and analyze
the sources of our exact information concerning our Lord. Every way we turn we
meet some reminder: the calendar which marks the passing of time, the buildings that
face us on street corners and country roads, and the soul-stirring productions in the
realm of art and music. But whence comes our actual knowledge of what Jesus said
and did when on earth? Whence our conception of what Jesusis and shall be?

The modernist talks of Christian experience as the source of our knowledge of
Jesus. And we do come to know Jesus in our hearts and lives. We treasure this
intimate and precious fellowship. But, as a source of actual information, what of
Christian experience? The whole case falls under the slightest examination. It is
merely a subtle, underhand effort to discredit and discard the Bible. (Cf. pp. 348-
350).

The Gospel Narratives—The most important and almost the sole source of
Information concerning Jesus is the Gospels. Two of these are by eyewitnesses — the
apostles Matthew and John; two are by early disciples. Mark may have been an
eyewitness; but it is not probable that Luke was. Early Christian writers state that
Mark wrote his Gospel as Peter dictated. If this be true, then the second Gospel rests
solidly upon the testimony of the apostle Peter. Luke specifically states that he
interviewed carefully the available witnesses and traced the entire course of Jesus life
with the most painstaking accuracy.

The procedure of Matthew and Luke is similar: they both tell of the birth of Jesus,
but they differ widely in the details recorded. The first three Gospels are called the
Synoptic Gospdls because of the similarity in their accounts. " Synoptic’ comes from
the Greek synopsis (seen together)— they can be arranged loosely in parallel
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columns and viewed together. John's Gospel is different from the othersin point of
approach and general treatment.

One of the greatest marvels of these biographersis that they tell so little out of
such a great mass of available material. John himself pauses to comment on this
feature and explain the purpose of the selective process (John 20:30, 31). Compare
the size of the New Testament with the lives of Washington, Lincoln, Napoleon and
other great men, and witness anew the divine inspiration that controlled and produced
the unique conciseness of the Scriptures. The greatest scenes and eventsin the life of
Christ are repeated in the various Gospels, for none could claim to present alife of
Christ and omit these. But each Gospel is thronged with scenes and intimate touches
which are not recorded in the others.

The Old Testament- A second source of information concerning Jesus is the Old
Testament. It does not so much offer new facts about Jesus as new light on the facts
set forth in the Gospels. Every new angle of vision adds to the sum total of our
conception of an object. The Statue of Liberty looks different and creates a new
Impression when we view it coming back into New Y ork harbor. The death of Jesus
creates a new impression in the soul of the Christian when he views it from the
vantage-ground of the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah. Many of the scenesin the life of
Christ could scarcely be understood without some of the prophecies of the Old
Testament. It is not surprising that the Jews were so slow to believe when we
remember they did not understand the real significance of much of the Old Testament.
The very personality of Jesus takes on a new grandeur and glory when we walk in
company with the inspired historians, poets, philosophers, and prophets of ancient
Israel. In the Book of Matthew aone there are more than forty quotations from the
Old Testament cited to help the reader understand the unparalleled record he presents.
Some striking examples are: the nature of Jesus birth—of a virgin; the place of Jesus
birth — in Bethlehem; the home of Jesus in His youth — in Galilee; various details
of the death of Jesus — soldiers casting lots over His garments; refraining from
breaking His legs when they hastened the death of the robbers; piercing His side with
a spear; and various other details.

TheBook of Acts- Another document which throws light upon the life of Christ
Is the Book of Acts. It is somewhat surprising that it so seldom refers to the life of
Christ; but the author holds strictly to his subject: the acts of the apostles — the
history of the founding and development of the early church. Even in
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the great sermons he summarily records, he passes over presentations of the life of
Jesus. For the Gospels have dready adequately set forth the life and personality of the
Christ. In hissummary of Peter's sermon on the day of Pentecost he condenses into
three verses what must have been the main body of his discourse: "Y e men of Isradl,
hear these words. Jesus of Nazareth, a man approved of God among you by miracles
and wonders and signs, which God did by him in the midst of you, as ye yourselves
know: him being delivered by the determinate counsel and foreknowledge of God, ye
have taken and by wicked hands have crucified and dain: whom God raised up" (Acts
2:22-24). Peter's second sermon is summarized in the same sweeping fashion, Acts
3:13-18 indicating that the great emphasis was on the death and resurrection as related
to the guilt of his hearers and to Old Testament prophecy. In Stephen’'s sermon the
reference to Jesus lifeislimited to one-half of verse 52, but this probably means that
the sermon he meant to preach was interrupted by his hearers as they rushed upon him
in murderous rage. Philip "preached unto him Jesus," but what the details of his
presentation to the eunuch were, we do not know. Luke holds himself strictly to his
task of giving ahistory of the early church, since he has already written his biography
of Jesus. Peter's sermon at the home of Cornelius presents Jesus life in Acts 10:38-43:
"How God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Spirit and with power: who went
about doing good, and healing all possessed with the devil; for God was with him.
And we are witnesses of all things which he did both in the land of the Jews, and in
Jerusalem; whom they slew and hanged on atree: him God raised up." Peter must
have presented the life of Christ in great detail to this Gentile audience, and Paul
evidently did the same in his sermons at Antioch and Athens, but the report of this
part of the message is exceedingly brief.

New Material in Acts—Does the Book of Acts present any new information
about Jesus, any details not found in the Gospels? In two chapters, actual additions
are made to our knowledge of the life of Christ. In the first chapter we learn of these
events: 1. That as Jesus ascended "a cloud received him out of their sight" — a
graphic touch which is not found in the Gospels. 2. That two angels appeared to the
apostles gazing steadfastly into heaven, and predicted His return. 3. The fact that the
appearances of Jesus covered a period of forty days. 4. Detalls of the fina
conversation of Jesus, which enable us to identify abso-
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lutely the baptism in the Holy Spirit (1:5) and give us the Great Commission in
somewhat different form.

In the twentieth chapter, Luke records the touching farewell of Paul to the elders
of Ephesus, which closes with one of the most precious sayings of Jesus: "It is more
blessed to give than to receive." No other book of the Bible records this wonderful
word of our Master.

The Epistles of Paul—A further source of information concerning Jesus is found
in the Epistles of the New Testament. This source ranks second in importance to the
Gospels, because of the tremendous discussions of His personality. There is the same
restraint here asin Acts concerning arestatement of the life of Jesus. Paul was not an
eyewitness of the ministry of Jesus as the other apostles had been. But this does not
mean he was lacking in information. He explicitly affirms his knowledge and its
divine source (Gal. 1:11-13). The quotation in Acts 20:35 indicates the range of his
information was not limited to that which was finally recorded in the Gospels. But
Paul does not attempt to retell the life of Christ, because he is writing to those who
are dready familiar with these details, having heard it from him by word of mouth (|
Cor. 15:1). Moreover, he is writing to meet specific problems which have arisen in
the churches. These two reasons parallel those seen in the reticence of Acts.

The Epistles of Paul do make freguent, though brief, references to the life of
Christ. But these references are introduced to establish or illustrate his argument, just
as the first chapter of Acts introduces such features of the ascension scene as will
properly introduce the day of Pentecost — Luke's first great theme.

Some of the incidental referencesto the life of Christ in the Epistles of Paul are
asfollows:

1. Most significant is the account of the institution of the Lord's Supper (I Cor.
11:20-26). It is here done that we have recorded the explicit declaration of Jesus that
He expects frequency of observance: "This do in remembrance of me" .... "as oft as
yedrink it" .... "as often asye eat this bread,” Thisis a most important addition to our
knowledge. The whole passage is full of interest and of great value.

2. The ancestry of Jesusis set forth —"born of the seed of David" (Rom. 1:3).
3. The character of Jesusis suggested — "Jesus meek and gentle” (11 Cor. 10:1).
4. The preaching ministry of Jesusiscited (Gal. 1:9; Rom. 15:8).
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5. The mission of the apostles (Gal. 2:8; | Cor. 1:14).
6. Jesus poverty (Il Cor. 8:9).

7. The sinlessness of Jesus (Il Cor. 5:21).

8. His death on the cross (Rom. 4:25; 5:6-10).

9. The resurrection (I Cor. 15:1-8).

Thislast ismost important since it is the only record of the appearance to James
and to the five hundred.

In addition to these incidental references to the earthly ministry of Jesus, the
Epistles of Paul offer some tremendous discussions of the personality of our Lord
(Col. 1:15-22, Phil. 2:6-11, etc.), which explain His relationship to God, to the work
of creation, to the present universe, to man, and to the church. These discussions have
the utmost value in the study of the life of Christ.

Hebrews—The Epistle to the Hebrews contains anumber of references to the life
of Jesus. Heb. 13:12, "Wherefore, Jesus also, that he might sanctify the people with
his own blood, suffered without the gate," makes absolutely clear that Golgotha was
located outside the city wall. John 19:17 and Mark 15:20, 21 intimate this, but
Hebrews plainly asserts it. The present location of the "Church of the Holy
Sepulcher," which rests upon Catholic tradition and is within the city walls, is
evidently not the proper site, since it is a plain contradiction of Heb. 13:12. The
Epistle to the Hebrews also offers a most touching picture of the sufferings of Jesus
in the Garden of Gethsemane, and affirms strongly the sinlessness of Jesus (Heb.
4:14, 15; 5:7).

Epistles of Peter—The First Epistle of Peter isfamous for its reference to the
death, resurrection and ascension of Jesus, in which the puzzling reference is made
to His "preaching to the spiritsin prison” (I Peter 3:18-20). This obscure passage had
an important influence on early Christian literature and art. Since the time of Martin
Luther many scholarsinterpret the passage as referring not to any preaching by Jesus,
but by Noah. Moffatt, by a dight emendation of the text (adding the Greek letter ch),
would make it refer to preaching of Enoch. But there is no textual evidence to justify
such achange. Moffatt's arbitrary emendation of the text leaves it disconnected. The
passage discusses in turn the death and resurrection of Jesus. Placed between the
discussion of His death and His resurrection, the reference is to the time Christ spent
in Paradise and in gppearing to the disciples. Thereis no reference to Noah until verse
20, and it seems unjustifiable to make the statement in verse 19 refer to him. We
know that Jesus talked with Moses and Elijah on the Mount of Transfiguration
concerning
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His approaching degath (exodus) in Jerusalem (Luke 9:31). This shows that the saints
in Paradise were tremendoudy interested in the divine dramaunfolding. It would have
been natural for the saints to have been interested intensely in hearing Jesus tell of the
redemption which had been achieved by His degth. If thelost in Tartarus heard across
the impassable gulf, even as when the rich man talked to Abraham, then they would
have heard what Jesus declared in Paradise (Luke 16:23-31). The disobedient in the
days of Noah appear to have been mentioned by Peter because he wanted to introduce
the ark asafigure of baptism in his discussion. The Greek word used for "preached"
here is not euangelidzo (to proclaim good tidings) but kerusso (to proclaim). Jesus
had no good tidings to proclaim to the lost. The message He gave to them was the
same kind of message that Abraham gave to the rich man (Luke 16:24-31).

The Second Epistle of Peter contains our only testimony by an eyewitnessto the
great scene of the transfiguration: "We were eyewitnesses of his majesty. For he
received from God the Father honor and glory, when there was borne such avoice to
him by the Mgjestic Glory, Thisis my beloved Son, in whom | am well pleased: and
this voice we ourselves heard borne out of heaven, when we were with him in the
holy mount" (I Peter 1:16b-18).

The Book of Revelation, in its towering and mysterious discussions of the
Messianic character of Jesus and His second coming, adds no new facts, but leaves
an abiding impression of the majesty of Him who is the "Alpha and the Omega.”



CHAPTER 2
PAGAN SOURCES: THE ROMAN HISTORIANS

The scanty mention which the world-famous authors and historians of the early
Christian era make of the greatest figure in human history is characteristic of the way
in which "the God of this world hath blinded the minds of them that believe not."
Jesus sought not the praise of men, but the will of God. The worldly-minded scorned
His way of life. He avoided the spectacular. He did not use His power for self-
aggrandizement in the earthly sense. And so the historians of the day passed Him by
as insignificant. "Hath not God made foolish the way of this world?' Verily "God
hath chosen the foolish things of the world to confound the wise, and the weak things
to confound the mighty." But "the foolishness of preaching” began to "turn the world
upside down," and the historians were compelled to notice the fact of Christianity,
and explain its nature and origin, even though with a gesture of scorn.

The extant writings of the Roman historians of the first century are very
fragmentary. Only from the pens of Tacitus and Suetonius are there any considerable
remains. But even if our possession were abundant instead of scanty, it is doubtful if
it would yield extensive references to Jesus of Nazareth, a citizen of a remote-
province of the empire, a popular leader among a turbulent people, whose brief and
tragic life was spent among the poor and unfortunate, and who was repudiated and
slain by His own people. In such fashion would a Roman historian of the first century
scorn the reports which came to him of Jesus. From Rome it would be natural to
sweep asde the accounts of the miracles of Jesus as part of the current frauds. "Can
any good come out of Nazareth?' would state the case against Jesus, a member of the
hated race of Jews.

Tacitus—One of the most noted of Roman historians is Publius Cornelius Tacitus
(A.D.55?7-1177?). In his Annales — written in the early years of the second century,
he describes the burning of Rome in A.D. 64, tells how Nero was accused of having
started

11
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thefire, and says, "In order to suppress the rumor, Nero falsaly accused and punished,
with the most acute tortures, persons who, already hated for their shameful deeds,
were commonly called Christians. The founder of that name, Christus, had been put
to death by the procurator, Pontius Pilate, in the reign of Tiberius; but the deadly
superstition, though repressed for atime, broke out again, not only through Judaea
where this evil had its origin, but also through the city (Rome) whither al things
horrible and vile flow from al quarters, and are encouraged. Accordingly, first those
were arrested who confessed, then on their own information a great multitude were
convicted, not so much of the crime of incendiarism as of hatred of the human race"
(Annales 15:44). The strength of the prejudice of Tacitus against the Christians, as
well as his lack of accurate information, is witnessed in this paragraph: "their
shameful deeds," "the deadly supertition,” "hatred of the human race." So speaks the
supercilious Roman. But his clear-cut testimony as to the death of Jesus in Judaea,
under Pontius Pilate, has value he little dreamed when he wrote.

It may be an occasion for amazement how Tacitus, a capable historian, could
possibly have lived in the same city with thousands of Christians and yet have been
so ignorant of their noble character as to have accused them of "shameful deeds" and
have regarded them as being an important part of "all things horrible and vile" that
infested Rome. We need to remind ourselves of what happens to the church because
of "hypocrites in the church.” It would not require many instances such as the case
of incest at Corinth to bring the church into disrepute among those seeking some
evidence against the Christians. Paul describes the dreadful sin of incest in the
strongest language: " Such fornication asis not so much as named among the Gentiles'
(I Cor. 5:1). Both the pride of Tacitus and his regard for his social standing and
persona safety would have been obstacles in the way of an approach to Christians to
secure firsthand information. Some Roman friend may have reported to him what he
had heard in a secret meeting of the Christians which he had attended. If the preacher
had strongly condemned current sins, the perverse and unrepentant Roman may have
regarded this as an effort to deprive mankind of his cherished pleasures, and this may
have led to the charge that the Christians were guilty of "hatred of the human race."
Although Tacitus says the Christians were horribly wicked people, he does not
specify any crime except this charge that they were guilty of the crime of hating the
human race. How strange a charge against those
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who preached the gospel of God's love and man's redemption from sin by the death
of Christ! And yet an unrepentant pagan might have been perverse enough to spread
abroad such a charge after he had heard a Christian preacher proclaim the doctrine of
hell.

Suetonius—Suetonius (A.D. 65-135), a Roman historian of less ability, but
contemporary with Tacitus, also gives important testimony. He tells of aMessianic
movement during the reign of Claudius (A.D. 41-54). In his Lives of the Twelve
Caesars (Claudius 25), he says. "He (Claudius) expelled from Rome the Jews because
they were constantly raising atumult at the instigation of Chrestus.” Acts 18:2 tells
of Aquilaand Priscilla coming from Italy "because of the decree of Claudius that all
Jaws should leave Rome." The two statements agree as to the expulsion of the Jews.
This seems to have occurred in A.D. 49. In other words, this evidence proves that
within twenty years after the death of Jesus a strong movement, of His followers was
in evidencein Rome. Graetz holds that " Chrestus' does not mean Christ, but the name
of a Christian teacher. Some radical scholars hold that "Chrestus' refers to some
unknown Jewish Messiah in the city of Rome. Bousset and Klausner show that this
Isuntenable since it is without historical support. The Jews in Rome evidently were
torn by dissension over the preaching of the gospel of Jesus. Suetonius makes the
mistake of supposing that the Messianic figure responsible for the commotion and
expulsion was actually present in Rome at the time. He doubtless spelled the name
"Chrestus" because of confusing "Christus" with the Greek adjective "Chrestos."

Suetonius was not nearly so good a historian as Tacitus, but his mistake in
supposing that Christ was in Rome at the time stirring up trouble among the Jews may
have a comparatively smple explanation. Being without firsthand information just as
Tacitus was, and for the same reasons, Suetonius could have heard the report of some
Roman friend who told him: "l was once in one of their underground meetings. One
of their number arose and affirmed that Christ was in the midst. | did not see this
person they call the Christ. No one pointed Him out to me. But this speaker said that
Christ was dways in the midst even if only two or three were gathered together in His
name. Several other speakers said the same thing. Evidently this person they call
Christ is keeping under cover, but isvisiting al of the meetings.”

Pliny—Miny the Y ounger, Roman author and orator (A.D. 62?-1147), governor
of Bithyniain Asia Minor about A.D. 112, wrote to the Roman emperor, Traan,
asking advice as to what
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he should do with the Christians in his province. He gives a valuable picture of the
Chrigtiansin the opening of the second century. The most significant statement from
hisletter follows: "They affirmed that the sum of their guilt or error was to assemble
on a fixed day before daybreak, and sing responsively a hymn to Christ as to God,
and to bind themselves with an oath not to enter into any wickedness, or to commit
thefts, robberies or adulteries, or falsify their work or repudiate trusts committed to
them: when these things were ended, it was their custom to depart, and, on coming
together again, to take food, men and women together, yet innocently."

Lucian—Lucian (A.D. 125?-1807), rhetorician, lecturer, author, master of wit
and biting sarcasm — Mark Twain of his day — says that the founder of the Christian
religion was a man who had been fixed to a stake in Palestine, and was still worshiped
because he had established a new code of morals.

Value of the Testimony—And what is the value of this scanty evidence — casual
statements of famous men of the Roman world? Just this: it establishes absolutely
Jesus of Nazareth as ahistorical figure.

This evidenceis not necessary to one who accepts the Bible as historically true.
But a school of radical critics has arisen who insist on calling themselves
"Christians,” but who deny that such aman as Jesus ever lived. The question has been
hotly debated in Holland, Germany, England, and in radical educational institutions
In America.

Professor Macintosh, of the Y ae School of Religion, published in 1926 a book
entitled, The Reasonableness of Christianity, in which he argues at great length that
"Belief inthe historicity of Jesus is not indispensable, logically, to the exercise of an
essentially Christian faith or to the living of an essentially Christian life" (pp. 138-
139). In other words, if Jesus never lived at all, we could still maintain "Christian
faith." Hisargument brilliantly illustrates " The Unreasonableness of the Modernist.”

The Jaws have likewise legped at the chance to join hands with these modernists
in denying that Jesus ever lived. Moffatt, in his Every man's Life of Christ, says: "An
American rabbi spoke the other day of Jesus as a'man whose very existence is denied
by many Gentile scholars.” Rabbi Wise raised a raging storm among his learned
Jewish friends when he declared that he could no longer hold to the view that Jesus
had never lived. A heated discussion followed over the orthodox Jewish view that
such a person as
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Jesus never lived. Like arrows shot at random, but leaping to an unseen mark, the
casud and contemptuous references of these hostile Roman writers to Jesus and His
followers pierce the shallow skepticism and stupid prejudice of this modernistic
denial of the existence of Jesus.

Although Tacitus and Suetonius wrote some seventy-five years after Jesus death,
they must have had access to many earlier documents, and their discussion of the
Christians, who run in unbroken current straight back to Jesus, furnishes the evidence
that Christ lived in Palestine in the reign of Tiberius, and that He was executed by
Pontius Pilate; that a great movement of His followers grew up which spread with
power even to Rome within two decades; that His followers worshiped Him "as a
God"; that they maintained regular meetings and faithful adherence to His teachings,
which include high mora standards; that they were so devoted to their Christ that they
would endure torture and death rather than disown Him and their faith.



CHAPTER 3
JEWISH SOURCES: JOSEPHUSAND THE TALMUD

Philo—Philo, the great Jewish philosopher of Alexandria, wasal contemporary
of Jesus, but makes no mention of Him. This is not surprising, considering his
residence outside of Palestine and his exclusive devotion to philosophy.

Josephus—Josephus (A.D. 37?-1007?), the famous Jewish historian, was reared
In Jerusalem during the stirring days of the rise of the Christian church. In his greatest
work, Jewish Antiquities, he gives the history of the Jews from its beginning to the
Jewish War (A.D. 66). We should expect afull account of Jesus in this history. But
Josephus was moved by the common Jewish prejudice against the Christians, which
was especially bitter after the fall of Jerusalem, when he wrote. Moreover, he wrote
during the reign of Domitian, when the Jews were being violently persecuted; he was
attempting to write for Roman readers an apology of the Jewish people, and would
not desire to mention the Christians who were so despised by the Romans. He shows
a labored attempt to avoid treatment of the Messianic ideas and movements of the
Jews, a political topic likely to bring disfavor.

The Reference to John the Baptist—The following paragraph from the
Antiquities gives his summary of John's ministry: "Now, some of the Jews thought
that the destruction of Herod's army came from God, and that very justly, as a
punishment for what he did against John, who was called the Baptist. For Herod had
put him to death, though he was a good man, and commanded the Jews to exercise
virtue, both as to justice toward one another, and piety toward God, and so to come
to baptism, for baptism would be acceptable to God if they made use of it, not in
order to expiate some sins, but for the purification of the body, provided that the soul
was thoroughly purified beforehand by righteousness. Now, as many flocked to him,
for they were greatly moved by hearing his words, Herod, fearing that the great
influence
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John had over the people might lead to some rebellion (for the people seemed likely
to do anything he should advise), thought it far best, by putting him to death, to
prevent any mischief he might cause, and not bring himsalf into difficulties by sparing
a man who might make him repent of his leniency when it should be too late.
Accordingly, he was sent a prisoner, in consequence of Herod's suspicious temper,
to Machaerus, and was there put to death” (XVII11. 5:2).

The evident conflict of this account with the New Testament, in some particulars,
shows it could not be an interpolation. The description of John as "a good man" is
evidently written in terms Roman readers might understand. His assertion that
baptism was for "purification of the body" shows how far he had missed the
significance of thisrite. He deliberately avoids mentioning John's prediction of the
coming of the Messiah, and hence leaves unexplained the excitement of the
multitudes at which he hints. He matches this by emphasizing the political zeal of
Herod for Roman authority and good government as his reason for killing John, and
by omitting the personal reasons.

The Disputed Reference to Christ—The first reference of the Antiquities to
Jesus has been discarded by many scholars as a Christian interpolation. It is defended
notably by Home. Joseph Klausner, the learned Jew of Jerusalem, who has published
avery radical life of Christ entitled Jesus of Nazareth, holds that the passage in the
main is genuine, but that the italicized parts are Christian interpolations: "Now there
was about this time (i.e., about the time of the rising against Pilate, who wished to
extract money from the temple for the purpose of bringing water to Jerusalem from
adistant spring), Jesus, awise man, if it be lawful to call Him a man. For He was a
doer of wonderful works, ateacher of such men, as receive the truth with pleasure.
He drew over to Him both many of the Jews and many of the Gentiles. He was the
Messiah, and when PFilate at the suggestion of the principal men among us, had
condemned Him to the cross, those who loved Him at the first ceased not (so to do),
for He appeared to them alive again the third day, as the divine prophets had foretold
these and ten thousand other wonderful things concerning Him, and the race of
Christians so named from Him, is not extinct even now." The whole passage is
doubtful, for it is not likely that a Jew who reected Jesus would write such
declarations. All extant manuscripts of Josephus contain it, but Origen (A.D. 185-254)
states that Josephus did not believe that Jesus
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was the Christ, which would seem to indicate that the above passage was not in the
manuscripts of the Antiquities, with which Origen was familiar. Eusebius, the church
historian of the fourth century, quotes the passage.

The Undisputed Reference—Concerning the second reference of Josephus to
Jesus, there can be no doubt as to the genuineness. He tells how Annas, the high
priest, seized the opportunity given by the death of the procurator Festus, and before
the arriva of Albinus, his successor, brought before the Sanhedrin a man by the name
of "James, the brother of Jesus who was called the Christ,” and, with others, had him
stoned to death. Some of the Jewslodged complaint against Annas for thisillegal act,
and he was deposed by Agrippa |l and Albinus. This passage bears no evidence of
Christian influence. The phrase, "who was caled the Christ," sounds like a prejudiced
Pharisee, and not a Christian. The attempt is made to clear the more faithful
supporters of the law from the blame for the summary execution of James. No attempt
Is made to exat Jesus or defend James from the charge of being a breaker of the law,
hence the whole temper of the passage fits with Josephus as the author. Hegesippus,
early Christian writer, tells a variant account of the death of James, how he was
thrown from the roof of the temple, stoned, and finally killed by a fuller with his
felting-stick, and that Vespasian laid Siege to Jerusdlem immediately after this. Origen
appears to combine the two accounts in referring to the death of James. But the almost
unanimous opinion of criticsis that the Josephus passage is genuine. It substantiates
clearly the passing references of the Roman writers to Jesus.

The Talmud—A further Jewish source which has but slight value consists of
occasional references to Jesus in the Tamud and Midrash. Tamud means
"Ingtruction” or "doctrine." It isthe civil and canonical law of the Jews, consisting of
the Mishna (text) and the Gamara (commentary). The Mishna is the collection of
endless ord traditions which the scribes had woven about the Old Testament law. The
Gamara is the explanation and interpretation of these traditions. The Midrash isthe
Imaginative development and exposition of the Old Testament Scriptures, abounding
in al sorts of stories added to the Old Testament accounts in some such fashion as the
Apocrypha Gospels. Edersheim says of the Taimud: "If we imagine something
combining law reports, a Rabbinical Hansard, and notes of a theological debating
club, al thoroughly Oriental, full of digressions, anecdotes,
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guaint sayings, fancies, legends, and too often of what, from its profanity, superstition
and even obscenity, could scarcely be quoted, we may form some genera idea of
what the Tamud is." The Mishna dates back to the close of the second century of the
Christian era. The Gamarais some centuries later.

Even Klausner, who gives a most detailed study of Tamud sourcesin his Jesus
of Nazareth, admits that the referencesto Jesus "have little historical value, since they
partake rather of vituperation and polemic against the founder of a hated party, than
of objective accounts of historical value. All the noble qualities of Jesus which the
disciples had found in Him were twisted into defects, and all the miracles attributed
to Him into horrible and unseemly marvels." "They are deliberately intended to
contradict events recorded in the Gospels; the selfsame facts are perverted into bad
and blamable acts. For example, the Gospels say that Jesus was born of the Holy
Spirit, and not of a human father; the Talmud stories assert that Jesus was indeed born
without afather, yet not of the Holy Spirit, but asthe result of an irregular union. The
Gospels say that He performed signs and wonders through the Holy Spirit and the
power of God; the Talmud stories allow He did indeed work signs and wonders, but
by means of magic." So says Klausner, world-famous student of the Talmud, and
himself aradical Jew (op. cit., p. 19).

Its Slander ous Attacks—Many of the references are unbelievably coarse and
vulgar—simply unquotable. Others are so silly that they make no sense at al. Often
the references to Jesus are not by name, but by use of some subtly insulting epithet
such as"Son of the Stake," "That Man," "Such-a-One," "The One Hung," "The Fool."
Klausner quotes and sifts the Tamudic stories that Jesus was born of the illegitimate
union of Mary with a Roman soldier named "Panther" and decides the whole thing
an invention, "Panther" being a corrupt travesty of the Greek parthenos (virgin). The
Christians called Jesus by the name "Son of the Virgin"; so, in mockery, they (the
Jews) called Him "Ben-ha-Panterd’; i.e., son of the leopard. From this beginning the
vulgar legend arose that Pantera was the name of a man — a Roman soldier. In like
fashion, they wove legends about His stay m Egypt; that He practiced sorcery there,
was a"worshiper of abrick" (whatever that might mean), etc. A characteristic Baraita
from the Tamud is as follows: "On the eve of the Passover, they hanged Y eshu (of
Nazareth), and the herald went before him for forty days, saying, 'Y eshu of Nazareth
Is going forth to be stoned
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in that he practiced sorcery and beguiled and led astray Israel. Let every one knowing
aught in his defense come and plead for him.' But they found naught in his defense,
and hanged him on the eve of Passover." Klausner attaches some importance to the
chronologica statement "on the eve of the Passover," but sweeps aside the "forty day"
trial of Jesus as an invention of the later Jews. It was intended to offset the hasty,
farcical trial by which Jesus was condemned. The Talmud offers the climax of
vituperation by saying Jesus would be condemned in eternity to be thrown into
boiling filth (ibid., pp. 25-27).

The Evidence Sfted—What isthe sum total of all these insulting and ridiculous
references to Jesus in the Tamud? On the one hand, they are utterly unable to
displace or shake the details of the Gospel records. Although written to deny the
Gospel accounts, they destroy themsealves as accurate history by the poisonous venom
with which they are filled. Klausner tries desperately to use them to discredit the
Gospels. With a great show of fairness, he sets aside the Talmudic stories as mere
legends of hate, then subtly attempts to swap off the Gospels in the balance. The
undercurrent seemsto be: If he, aJew, iswilling to admit as a myth the story of Mary
and "Panther,” and the illegitimate birth of Jesus, the Christian should likewise set
asde Matthew and Luke and the virgin birth and agree with him in saying Jesus was
simply the son of Joseph and Mary. He likewise attempts to sift the Talmud accounts,
and tries to make out a case for the Jews by affirming that the earlier stories are
milder and more kindly toward Jesus, and that only after the Christians began to
persecute the Jews so furiously do the venomous stories of the Talmud come in. But
he failsto make a convincing argument in either case. The Gospel records shine out
with a clear, heaven-born light that can not be dimmed. And the attempt to show that
the early attitude of the Jewish leaders was kindly toward Jesus fails in the presence
of the crucifixion of Christ, and the whole current of early Christian literature.

The fact that the Jewish rabbis from the close of the first century on down have
attempted so many attacks upon Jesus helps to prove the reality of His earthly life.
Hereis another hostile group of writers joining unconscioudy with the Roman writers
in their contemptuous references to Jesus, and bearing witness in spite of themselves
to the historic character — Jesus of Nazareth.
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THE CATACOMBS

The word "catacomb" comes from the Greek kata (down) and kymbe (hollow).
The catacombs of Rome were vast quarries and underground passages where the early
Christians buried their dead and took refuge when persecuted. Christian abhorrence
of cremation, which was practiced by the lower classes of Romans, led to burial in
cemeteries which were the property of wealthy members, or purchased for the
purpose. Where the rock was easily worked, underground quarries for burial purposes
developed. Such catacombs have been discovered in Crimea, Asia Minor, Syria,
Egypt, Cyrenaica, Malta, Sicily, and Italy. The catacombs of Rome are by far the
most important.

Origin and Nature—The old theory of the origin of these catacombs was that
they were sand pits or rock excavations by the Romans, which were appropriated by
Christians for burial and refuge. But the archaeologists Marchi and De Ross
exploded this theory and proved that they were dug by the Christians themselves.
Some wealthy Christian would start a small catacomb for the members of his family,
which was gradually developed and extended to accommodate a multitude. The small
galleries, a first, had loculi running out in various directions, some of which were
large enough for agroup of bodies; others were made for some distinguished person
alone, often some martyr. Gradually a confusing maze of galleries running in all
directions was excavated. The galleries were arranged on floors, sometimes four or
five, connected with staircases.

When the fierce persecutions arose, the Christians began to take refuge in the
catacombs. Buria places had the right of asylum by law, and, when the churches were
closed in the city, the Christians met here underground. About the middle of the third
century the persecutors began to violate the catacombs, and the Christians then

21



22 INTRODUCTION

destroyed the old entrances and dug new and secret ones. The persecutions ceased
with Constantine, and Bishop Damascus restored the catacombs to something of their
original character. Through the fourth century the Christians still buried their dead
here from the desire to rest beside the martyrs.

The Pictures and Inscriptions—There are about sixty of these catacombs, all
outside the city walls. They came to be connected and interwoven with all sorts of
secret passages. It is estimated that more than 174,000 Christians have been buried
here. De Ross estimated that originally as many as one hundred thousand inscriptions
were carved on the walls. Some fifteen thousand have been discovered. Wilpert has
deciphered over ten thousand. The chambers where the most distinguished were
buried bear pictures, inscriptions, decorative works of various kinds. We get here our
first picture of early Christian art. The burial chambers of the common people were
left undecorated, and the earlier burials bore the simpler inscriptions — the name, or
the simple epitaph: "In Christ." The symbolic pictures cover some 132 themes —
twenty of these come from the first century, and three are Biblical: "Daniel in the
Lions Den," "Noah," and "The Good Shepherd." The great appeal which Daniel and
Noah, or the protecting care of Jesus as the good Shepherd, made to Christians dying
in the arena by wild beasts or crucifixion or fire is evidenced by these catacomb
pictures. In the second century a great many pictures refer to Christ in some fashion.
We see the Wise-men presenting gifts to the infant Jesus, Jesus healing the paralytic,
Jesus and the woman with the issue of blood, Jesus breaking bread in the upper room,
the feeding of the five thousand, the last judgment, the resurrection, the life of the
blessed in eternity.

The catacomb evidence has been the subject of much controversy. De Rossi tried
to use the inscriptions and pictures to establish the teachings and claims of the Roman
Catholic Church. He was vigorously answered by the archaeologist Schultze. Various
attempts have been made by pedobaptists to use the catacomb pictures as proof that
the origina action was sprinkling or pouring. But the very fact that the catacomb
pictures are filled with heathen figures and conceptions intermingled with the
Christian, shows that the smple faith had already begun to be corrupted, and that too
much weight can not be attached to pictures which combine the Good Shepherd with
flying genii, heads of the seasons, doves, peacocks, vases, fruits and flowers.
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Evidence on Baptisn—Dr. Bennett, a Methodist author, in his work on
"Archaeology" shows that a heathen God isin the only picture of early Christian art
where pouring is used for baptism. Dean Stanley says: It is astonishing how many of
these decorations are taken from heathen sources and copied from heathen paintings.
Thereis Orpheus playing on his harp to the beasts; there is Bacchus as the God of the
vintage; there is Psyche, the butterfly of the soul; there is the Jordan as the God of the
river. The classica and the Christian, the Hebrew and the Hellenic elements had not
yet parted. The strict demarcation, which the books of the period would imply
between the Christian church and the heathen world, had not yet been formed, or was
constantly effaced. The catacombs have more affinity with the chapel of Alexander
Severus, which contained Orpheus side by side with Abraham and Christ, than they
have with the writings of Tertullian, who spoke of heathen poets, only to exult in their
future torments, or of Augustine, who regarded this very figure of Orpheus only as
amischievous teacher to be disparaged, not as atype of the two forms of heathen and
Christian civilization. It agrees with the fact that the funeral inscriptions are often
addressed dis manibus: 'to the funeral spirit' " (Inst., p. 230; cf. J. T. Christian's
Immersion, pp. 146ff.). The catacomb pictures, with their conglomeration of the
heathen and the Christian, reveal the tendency of the masses to combine and
compromise—to drift back into the heathen conceptions from which they had been
called forth. The sturdy Christian scholars of the early period protested against this
tendency of the common people asthey did against the Apocrypha Gospels, another
product of the imagination of the masses, but these tendencies still persisted and led
to the corruption of Christianity.

But the fact that early Christian art of the third and later centuries combined
heathen conceptions and figures with the Biblical does not destroy the fundamental
testimony of the catacombs to the historic reality of Jesus and His followersin this
early period. Itisthrilling to witness carved here in the rock the testimony of the early
Chrigtians, some of whom had listened to the preaching of the apostle Paul in Rome,
to their undying faith in Jesus their Lord and Saviour.

Who can read the simple inscriptions of the first century, "In Christ,” and not be
forced back anew to the Gospels to perceive the power of this Personality that could
stir the ancient world through the fiery proclamations of His followers, and bring
together even here in Rome such a multitude of followers? Although their faith,
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aswitnessed on the walls of the catacombs, was imperfect, and at times confused, the
modernists will have to chisel off these pathetic and challenging inscriptions before
they can ever convince the world that Jesus of Nazareth is a myth.



CHAPTER 5

THE APOCRYPHAL GOSPELS

A second source of the life of Christ, Christian and extra-Biblical, is the
Apocrypha or Spurious Gospels. These, like the pictures of the catacombs, emanate
from the common people and represent the ideas afloat among the masses. The word
"apocrypha" meant originaly "hidden." These were hidden Gospels in the sense that
their origin and authorship were unknown. But "apocryphal” came to mean "false,"
expressive of the rejection by the church of these "Gospels,” which are so full of
legendary material. Many scholars attempt to divide these Gospels into "The
Uncanonica or Discarded Gospels' and the "Rejected or Apocryphal Gospels." They
agree that the latter have practically no value, and differ as to the value attaching to
the former.

Gospel According to the Hebrews—The most important of the "Uncanonical
Gospels' isthe "Gospd According to the Hebrews." Papias (A.D. 60?7-1407?) says that
Matthew composed his Gospel in the Hebrew dialect. Some identify the "Gospel
According to the Hebrews' with the Hebrew edition of Matthew's Gospel. Resch
holds it was compiled from Matthew, and has, therefore, but little independent value.
Harnack thinks it was composed independently about the same time as John's Gospel.
Moffatt calls it "one of the problems and enigmas of early Christian literature.”
Needless to say, we possess no copy of this"Gospel According to the Hebrews." It
Is known to us only through quotation by early Christian writers from the second
century on. The most interesting quotations from the "Gospel According to the
Hebrews' follow. They are so evidently at variance with the New Testament records
that comment asto their legendary character is hardly necessary in this brief sketch:

"Behold, the Lord's mother and brothers said to him, 'John the Baptist is baptizing
for the remission of sins: let us go and be baptized by him.' But he said to them, "What
sin have | donethat |
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should go and be baptized by him unless, perhaps, what | have now sad is
ignorance? "

"It came to pass when the Lord had ascended out of the water, the whole fountain
of the Holy Spirit came down and rested upon him, and said to him, 'My Son, in all
the prophets | was looking for thee, that thou shouldest come, and that | should rest
in thee. For thou art my rest; thou art my first-born Son, who reignest to eternity.'"

"The Holy Spirit, my mother, took me just now by one of my hairs, and carried
me away to the great Mount Tabor." (Evidently referring to the temptation.)

The man with the withered hand says to Jesus (cf. Mark 3:1-6): "I was a builder
seeking my living with my hands; | pray thee, Jesus, restore to me my health, that |
may not basely beg my bread.”

The following description is given of the appearance of the risen Christ to James:
"The Lord, after handing over the linen cloth to the servant of the high priest, went
to James and appeared to him; for James had sworn he would eat no bread from the
hour at which the Lord had drunk the cup till he should see him rising again from
those who are adeep. Bring, the Lord says, atable and bread. . . . He took bread and
blessed and broke it, and gave it to James the Just, and said to him, My brother, eat
thy bread, for the Son of man is risen from those that are asleep.”

Other False Gospels—Ancther of the Apocrypha Gospels is the "Gospel
According to the Egyptians,” of which we have a few unimportant quotations. It is
cited by three writers. The Gnostics — one of the heretical sects of the early centuries
— used this Gospel. It was probably written by them or taken up and colored by their
heretical views. Recently in atomb of a monk in Upper Egypt a fragment of the
"Gospel of Peter" was discovered. The fragment begins with the trial of Jesus where
Pilate is washing his hands, and closes with the Galilean scene of Peter going fishing.
It also is heretical in color, and written up from the four Gospels sometime in the
second century. Early Christian writers also make references to other Apocryphal
Gospels—The Gospel of the Twelve, The Gospel of Bartholomew, The Gospel of
Andrew, The Gospel of Barnabas, and others of which we know but little.

Their Foolish Inventions—Besides the above there is a group of Apocryphal
Gogspdls, fanciful and utterly untrustworthy, which attempt to fill in the spacesin the
life of Christ such as the period of His youth at Nazareth. These can be read in the
ante-Nicene fathersin any first-class public library. As examples may
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be cited the "Protevangdium of James," ahistory of Mary from her birth to the flight
into Egypt; the "Passing of Mary," astory of the death and assumption of Mary; the
"Gospd of Nicodemus," an account in two parts — the "Acts of Pilate,” whichisan
elaboration of the trial of Jesus, and the "Descent into Hades," which relates the
scenes enacted when Jesus "preached to the spiritsin prison." The earliest of these
productions date from the second century. They are the products of the romantic and
misguided imagination of certain circles of early Christians. Jesus is represented as
amiracle worker in His boyhood, performing the most monstrous things at play, even
striking children dead that displeased Him. A most ridicul ous group of legendsistold
about Mary. Hill saysin hisIntroduction to the Life of Christ (p. 24): "When it issaid
that what the New Testament tells us about Jesusis mainly theinvention of later days,
we have only to turn to these rejected Gospels if we would know what the invention
of later days would produce. ... If such things are what Christians of the second
century would invent, when they tried their imagination upon the life of Christ, we
may rest assured that the story told in the four Gospels is not of their invention."
These Apocryphal Gospels are of great importance, however, in understanding the
development of Christian art which is based so largely upon them, and aso the
development of the worship of Mary and various other teachings in the Roman
Catholic Church.



CHAPTER 6

THE EARLY CHRISTIAN WRITERS

When we turn from the Apocryphal Gospelsto the "Apostolic Fathers' and the
succeeding early Christian writers, we pass from the ream of ignorant and
unrestrained imagination to that of faith and learning. The earliest of these writers
were Justin Martyr, Papias, Polycarp, Clement of Rome and Barnabas.

Justin Martyr—Justin Martyr wrote his Apology to the Emperor, Antoninus
Pius, and one to the Roman Senate, and his Dialogue with Trypho, a Jew, sometime
between A.D. 135-145.

Polycar p—Polycarp (A.D. 50?-155) "was instructed by apostles," "conversed
with many who had seen Christ," and for thirty years was a contemporary of the
apostle John, who lived at Ephesus while Polycarp resided at Hierapolis. Of the
various Epistles of Polycarp, only that to the Philippians is extant.

Papias—Papias (A.D. 70?-1607?) was the companion of Polycarp and others of
the second generation. He lived at Hierapolis.

He wrote An Exposition of Oracles of the Lord in five books, but we know his
work only through quotations, mainly by Eusebius.

Clement of Rome—Clement of Rome died in A.D. 101, and wrote his famous
Epistle to the church at Corinth about A.D. 96. It is extant in two manuscripts and a
Syriac trandation.

The Epistle of Barnabas was written at an uncertain date sometime between A.D.
70 and 132.

Ignatius and others might be cited here, but the above are the most important.

These early Chrigtian scholars add but little to the information given in the New
Testament. They stand in striking contrast to the writers of the Apocrypha Gospels,
who attempt to add to the life of Christ in such reckless fashion.

28
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Justin's Additions—Justin Martyr says that Jesus was born in a cave near
Bethlehem (this does not agree with Matt. 2:1; Luke 2:11), that in His youth at
Nazareth He made yokes and plows, that when He was baptized "when he stepped
into the water, afire was kindled in the Jordan," and that when He was being mocked
by the Jews they set Him up on the judgment seat and mocked Him, saying: "Judge
us."

The Agrapha—The early writers also quote a few sayings which they attribute
to Jesus, but which are not found in the four Gospels. These sayings are called
"Agrapha," "Unwritten Sayings." Some of these are as follows: "He that wonders
shall reign, and he that reigns shall rest." "In whatsoever things | may find you, in
these shall | also judge you." "Never rejoice except when ye have looked upon your
brother in love." "They who wish to behold me and lay hold on my kingdom must
receive me by affliction and suffering.” "Ask for great things, and the small shall be
added to you; ask for the heavenly things, and the earthly shall be added unto you."
"Be approved money-changers, disapproving some things, but holding fast to that
which is good.”

In connection with the Agrapha found in the writings of the apostolic fathers,
mention should be made of those found in certain ancient manuscripts of the Gospels.
The most important of these is found in Codex Bezae (D), a manuscript of the sixth
century. It was found by Theodore Beza, and presented to the University of
Cambridge in A.D. 1581. Thisis a valuable manuscript and it contains a number of
interesting variations. Following Matthew 20:28, it inserts a paragraph which is
closaly akin to Luke 14:7-10. And at Luke 6:4 thereis the following addition: "On the
same day, having seen one working on the sabbath, he said to him, O man, if thou
knowest what thou doest, thou art blessed, but if thou knowest not, thou art accursed
and atransgressor of the law."

Oxyrhynchus Papyri—An intensely interesting discovery of certain sayings
attributed to Jesus was made by two archaeologists — Grenfell and Hunt — at
Oxyrhynchusin lower Egypt, in 1897 and 1903. A broken and well-nigh illegible |eaf
of papyrus was first found containing some sayings, and later others were found on
the back of a survey-list of real estate. The latter was in such bad condition that the
reading had to be conjectured in many places.

The broken papyrus leaf beginsin the middle of a sentence and runs as follows:
"... and then shall thou see clearly to cast out the mote that isin thy brother's eye."
"Jesus saith, Except ye fast to
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the world, ye shal in nowise find the kingdom of God; and except ye keep the
sabbath, ye shall not see the Father." "Jesus saith, | stood in the midst of the world,
and in the flesh was | seen of them; and | found all men drunken, and none found |
athirst among them; and my soul grieveth over the sons of men because they are blind
in heart." "Jesus saith, Wherever there are, . . . and thereisong, . .. done, | am with
him. Raise the stone, and there thou shall find me; cleave the wood, and theream |."
"Jesus saith, A prophet is not acceptable in his own country, neither does a physician
work cures upon them that know him." "Jesus saith, A city built upon the top of a
high hill and established can neither fall nor be hid."

The survey-list contained the following: "These are the (wonderful) words which
Jesus the living (Lord) spaketo ... and Thomas; and he said unto (them), Every one
that hearkens to these words shall never taste of death.” "Jesus saith, Let not him who
seeks cease until he finds, and when he finds he shall be astonished, and astonished
he shall reach the kingdom, and having reached the kingdom he shall rest." "Jesus
saith (Ye ask? Who are those) that draw us (to the kingdom, if) the kingdom isin
heaven?. .. Thefowls of the air and dl the beasts that are under the earth or upon the
earth, and the fishes of the sea (these are they which draw) you, and the kingdom of
heaven is within you, and whosoever shall know himself shall find it. (Strive
therefore?) to know yourselves, and ye shall be aware that ye are the sons of the
(Almighty?) (Father) (and) ye shall know that ye are in (the city of God?) and ye are
(thecity)." "Jesus saith, A man shall not hesitate ... to ask . ,. concerning his place (in
the kingdom. Y e shall know) that many that are first shall be last, and the last first and
(they shall have eternd life?)" "Jesus saith, Everything that is not before thy face, and
that which is hidden from thee, shall be revealed to thee. For there is nothing hidden
which shall not be made manifest, nor buried which shall not be raised." "His
disciples question him, and say, How shall we fast and how shall we (pray?)?. .. and
what (commandment) shall we keep?. .. Jesus with ... do not ... of truth . .. blessed
ishe."

Critical Estimates—Critics date these two groups of sayings in the first half of
the second century. They appear to be a free quotation or development of sayings of
Jesusin the New Testament. Some of them are plainly contradictory to the Gospels;
for instance, the emphasis on keeping the Sabbath and on fasting. Of course, thereis
always the possibility that
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some traditions concerning Jesus and His teaching may have been handed down
outside the four Gospels. But the evidence to the contrary is powerful. Scholars are
generally agreed that the most of the Agrapha are not genuine. Many scholars like
Wellhausen and Jilicher maintain that all of them are spurious. Resch published an
edition of "Agrapha’ in 1889, and reckoned that seventy-four of them were genuine.
In 1906 he published a second edition, and held that thirty-six were genuine.
Professor Ropes, of Harvard, reviewed Resch's work and decided that twelve are
authentic, but even these can be indirectly derived from the New Testament. He held
that the evidence is insufficient to prove that there are in existence any sayings or
facts about Christ which are not to be found in the New Testament or to be derived
fromit.

Klausner, with the perversity of unbelief, undertakes to hold that the Agrapha
give aclearer insight into the teaching of Jesus in some cases than the Gospels, and
prove that the sayingsin point in the New Testament are inventions. Keim, on the
other hand, says: "It is a significant fact that as far as can be discovered from these
(apocryphal) Gospels, and from the untenable notices in the writings of the fathers,
at the end of a hundred years after Christ, every independent and really valuable
tradition concerning this life, outside of our Gospels, was extinguished, and that
nothing more than a growing mass of fables runs, as a pretended supplement, by the
side of the latter."

The survey of the entire field of sources of the life of Christ sends us back with
renewed reverence to the New Testament. The scattering references of hostile writers
establish Jesus as a historical figure, and are not able to shake the testimony of the
Gospels as to details. The entire mass of early Christian literature is able to add
practically nothing to what has already been recorded in marvelous fashion in the four
Gospels. God has given us here an inspired and infallible account of the life of Jesus,
and has seen to it that it remains practically our sole source of information.



CHAPTER 7

THE HISTORICAL BACKGROUND

The New Testament makes no effort to present the current of general history of
the times. It concentrates on the telling of the "good news' from heaven. Incidentally
references to kings, countries, and customs are made, but only when they are
absolutely essential to the account of the life of Christ or the history of the early
church. The Old Testament furnishes much more numerous and extensive references
to historical events. Since it is giving the account of the rise of a nation chosen of
God, it must record battles, campaigns, the rise and fall of kings and nations and the
various events interwoven with the life of Isragl. But even this record is very
fragmentary. It is fortunate that we have so much help in reconstructing the New
Testament times from Greek and Roman historians. Josephus, in spite of his faults as
ahistorian, is of inestimable value. One of the interesting developments of modern
times has been the renewed study of the historical citations of the Old and New
Testaments in the light of the records uncovered by archaeologists.

Early History—A survey of the sweep of general history and a study of the
political and religious conditions prevailing in Palestine during the time of Christ are
most essential to the understanding of the New Testament. The civilization of the
world appears to have arisen in the two river valleys, the Nile and the Euphrates.
Much of ancient history, asit is pieced out from inscriptions, is concerned with the
mortal combat between these rival countries. Isragl was between the two, and in
almost constant touch with both. Abraham, the founder of the race, came out of the
Euphrates valley at the call of God. Moses, the redeemer and lawgiver, forsook the
great civilization of Egypt in order to lead God's people to the promised land. A
period of exilein each of these valleys forced Israel to endure centuries of sojournin
Egypt and, a amuch later period in the development of the nation, a shorter term of
servitude in Babylonia.
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| srad's Foes—When the promised land was conquered, Israel's chief foes were
the remnants of the Canaanitish tribes infesting and encircling the land. The
Philistines to the southwest were especially troublesome. Later, Israel faced arising
Syrian nation to the north with Damascus as the capital. Assyria then became the
dominating nation of the Euphrates valley, and finally destroyed the northern
kingdom in the days of Shalmanezer (722 B.c, 11 Kings 17:3, 5). Nineveh succumbed
to Babylon, and the latter captured Jerusalem and ended the southern kingdom (586
B.C., Il Kings 25:2). The rise of Medo-Persia brought the end of Babylon and the
return of the Jewish captives. A desperate duel between the civilizations of the East
and West—Persia and Greece — which brought forth the Greek victories of
Marathon, Thermopylae and Plataea and the preservation of the Western civilization,
finally ended with the dominance of Macedonia and the worldwide conquests of
Alexander the Great.

The Maccabean Period—The historical record of the Old Testament closes with
the work of Ezra and Nehemiah in rebuilding Jerusalem. Between the Old and New
Testaments there liesa gap of four centuries. The New Testament fits perfectly with
the Old Testament, taking up the inspired record of the coming of the Messiah as the
natural sequence to the closing predictions of the Old Testament as to His coming.
But we have a strong interest in what happened in this intervening period.

Few Bible students, can give a comprehensive summary of the events, characters,
developments and literature of this period. But a knowledge of all thisis certain to be
of great profit in understanding the background of the New Testament. For instance,
the student of the New Testament begins immediately to read of synagogues. When
he turns back to the Old Testament to get some light on what a synagogue is and
when and where it arose, he can secure no help, for no such thing is mentioned
therein. He beginsto read in the New Testament of Sadducees and Pharisees, and,
when he searches the Old Testament for these sects to study their origin and
character, he finds no help whatsoever, for they are not mentioned.

He reads in the Old Testament of the struggles of the Jewish nation against
Philistine, Syrian, Assyrian, and Babylonian or Egyptian foes, and in its closing
historical books he learns of the fall of Jerusalem, the captivity in Babylon, the
experiences of the Jawsthere, the rise of Medo-Persia and the freeing of the captives
and
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the return and restoration of Jerusalem and the temple. But in the New Testament he
finds Judaea in the hands of the Romans and a dynasty of Herods firmly on the throne
ruling the country by the consent and support of Rome. How did this take place?
When did the Jaws first come in contact with Rome? How did the Jews come to have
a king again? Whence the Herods?

The Old Testament was written in Hebrew, but we find the New Testament
written in Greek. How did it happen that the Jewish people began the use of aforeign
language? When did this occur? Greek names occur in the New Testament. Even two
of the twelve apostles (Philip and Andrew) bear Greek names. How did such a strong
Greek influence exert itself in Palestine?

These and a thousand other questions naturally arise as we begin an intelligent
study of the New Testament. A brief, popular sketch of this period should assist in our
approach to the life of Christ.

The Apocrypha—The first question is that of sources of information. How do
we know what happened during this period of four hundred years? Where can we
learn of this? Are our sources accurate and dependable? The chief source is a group
of books written after the close of the Old Testament period which is called "The
Apocrypha." At the close of the New Testament period a similar group of writings
arose which is called "Apocryphal Gospels." Although these popular romances are
entirely untrustworthy, portions of "The Apocrypha' have something more of a sober,
historical character. This is especialy true of the historical books which trace the
political developments of these four centuries. Most large pulpit Bibles in Protestant
churches will be found to contain the Apocrypha, because they are printed for general
use, and the Roman Catholic Church has declared these books to be a part of the
Bible. Neither the Jews nor the early Christians ever considered them a part of the
Old Testament or New Testament, but the Roman Catholic Church, at the Council of
Trent, in A.D. 1546, declared al the books of the Apocryphato be canonical with the
exception of the Prayer of Manasses and the two books of Esdras.

The Apocryphamay be divided into the following groups of books: (1) Additions
to various books of the Old Testament: Epistle of Jeremiah, Baruch, Prayer of
Manasses, and additions to Daniel and Esther. (2) Continuation of canonical books:
| Esdras and |l Esdras. (3) Romances—as Tobit and Judith. (4) Books of Wisdom:
The Wisdom of Solomon, and Ecclesiasticus (or the Wisdom of Jesus, the Son of
Sirach). (5) Historical books: The Maccabees.
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In the Vulgate (Latin version of the Bible used by Roman Catholics) the Epistle of
Jeremiah occurs as the sixth chapter of the Book of Baruch. It isaprotest and warning
against idolatry. Baruch is the name of the scribe of Jeremiah, and, although the
authorship of the Epistle is unknown, the name of Baruch has been prefixed to it. The
book isfilled with appeals to the captives in Babylon and predictions of their return.

The Prayer of Manasses is a sort of appendix to Il Chronicles. Two lost
documents of Manasseh's repentance are referred to in 11 Chronicles 33:18, 19, and
this was evidently written because of this statement. The early Christians were fond
of this book because it contained a beautiful example of devotion.

The additions to the Book of Daniel are highly fanciful and quite evidently
spurious. They consist of two fragments: (a) The Song of the Three Children. Thisis
Interpolated into the account of the three young men in thefiery furnace. It is a prayer
by Azariasin the furnace and a song by the three, (b) Bel and the Dragon. Thistells
of an exploit of Daniel, who fed a dragon lumps of pitch, burst it asunder and thus
exposed a hoax of priests of Bel.

The Latin Vulgate calls these books |11 Esdras and IV Esdras, because it counts
the canonical Books of Ezra and Nehemiah as the first two Books of Ezra. | Esdras
works over the Biblical account of the return of the captives from Babylon, with
apocryphal additions. William Lyon Phelps, in his syndicated articles, has called
attention to the delightful literary style of this book, which is mainly devoted to the
description of a contest before the king of young courtiers on the problem as to the
most powerful thing in the world. "Truth" isthe answer of Zerubbabel; he is declared
the winner, and the favor of the king to Jewish captivesisthe result. The second Book
of Esdras is not extant in the original Greek, but only in versions. It describes
revelations to Ezra concerning the future of the Jews and Jerusalem. It was probably
written after most of the New Testament books, about A.u. 70.

The Book of Tobit was probably written in the first century B.C., and is a
fantastic story of family life in the Assyrian captivity. The heroes are Tobit, the
father, and Tobias, his son. The book isfamous for containing the Golden Rulein a
negative form: "Do that to no man which thou hatest.”

Judith is the romantic story of how Judith, a Jewish heroine, saved the besieged
in the fortress of Bethulia from the general of Nebuchadnezzar, Holofernes. She
surrendered hersdlf into the hands of Holofernes, but immediately outwitted and Slew
him. The date of the book is uncertain.
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The Wisdom of Solomon was written in Greek by an Alexandrian Jew about the
first century B.C. Itisfull of noble sentiments in praise of wisdom and the justice of
God in rewarding the righteous and punishing the wicked.

Ecclesasticus (The Wisdom of Jesus, the Son of Sirach) is similar, but of inferior
merit both as to literary structure and spiritual content. It closes with a sketch of
Jewish heroes from Enoch to Simon, the Maccabean high priest. It was written in
Hebrew and then in Greek paraphrase in Alexandriain 132 B.C.

There are two books of Maccabees; both are historical in character. The First
Book of Maccabees was written by an orthodox Jew who lived in Palestine, and
describes the history of the period from 175-135 B.C. It was written in Hebrew
probably soon after the death of John Hyrcanus in 105 B.C. The Second Book of
Maccabees is not so trustworthy as the first. It is an abridgment of alarge work by a
certain Jason of Cyrene, and treats of the period from 175-160 B.C. It was written in
Greek before 40 B.C. One of the evident reasons for the desire of the Roman
Catholics to canonize these books is the fact that the second Book of Maccabees
offers support to their system of purgatory and prayers for the dead in a reference
which states that Judas Maccabeus "made a reconciliation for the dead, that they
might be delivered from sin” (11 Mac. 12:45).

Josephus—The second great source of information concerning this period is the
work of Josephus, the Jewish historian, who wrote his Jewish Warsin A.D. 75-79,
and his Antiquities of the Jews in A.D. 93. He lived near enough to the Maccabean
period to have had access to considerable historical information, and he uses the
books of the Apocrypha freely. In spite of his rhetorical style, his tendency to
exaggerate and his free use of the imagination to invent and fill in where he lacks
historical data, hiswork is of very great value.

Alexander the Great—The account which Josephus gives of Alexander the
Great's visit to Jerusalem is one of many interesting narratives. He marched against
Jerusalem to destroy it for the refusal of the Jews to support him in his siege of Tyre,
but, when met on Scopus by the high priest and along procession of priestsin white
robes, he relented and worshiped in the temple. The death of Alexander caused his
vast conquests to fall apart into four segments. Judaea became the spoil first of the
Ptolemies of Egypt and then of the Syrian kings at Antioch. Judaea was a sort of city-
state, ruled by the high priest and a senate of |eaders asso-
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ciated with him, subject to the will of the Egyptian or Antiochian rulers. The rise of
a Hellenistic party among the Jewish priestly aristocrats threatened the utter
destruction of the Old Testament religion. Hellenistic culture, customs, and idolatry
along with the use of the Greek language threatened to inundate the nation.
Countering this infidel and pagan movement among the priesthood, there arose a
group of pious Jews full of devotion to the law, and fierce in their opposition to the
corrupting Greek influences. A situation somewhat similar to the present controversy
which envelops Christianity arose. The people, unwilling to think or to sacrifice
much, attempted to follow the course of least resistance unless stirred by some tragic
circumstance or some popular leader. In the midst of such atime of uncertainty and
turmoil, the Maccabeans appeared.

Rise of the Maccabees—Antiochus Epiphanes, having captured and sacked
Jerusalem twice, began a campaign of systematic extermination of the Jewish religion
by the massacre of the faithful and the propagation of Hellenism at the point of the
sword. A Syrian officer came to Modein in the hill country of Judaeato compel the
Jewsto offer heathen sacrifice. An old priest, Mattathias, struck down a Jew who was
sacrificing, and his sons killed the officer, and the group fled to the mountains, where
they were joined by alittle army of bold, patriotic Jews. Then followed decades of
desperate fighting for the freedom of the Jewish nation and the preservation of their
religion. The five sons of Mattathias — John, Simon, Judas, Eleazer, and Jonathan
— succeeded one another as head of the army of Israel. As one was killed, another
took his place. Judas was the boldest military genius of the group; Jonathan, and
especialy Smon were the shrewd strategists and statesmen. History contains but few
more surprising and engrossing narratives than the story of their heroic struggles.
Mattathias died after a year of campaigning, and named Judas as his successor.
Eleazer was killed in a desperate battle near Beth-zur when he rushed through the
ranks of the enemy and stabbed the elephant on which the young Antiochus was
riding. He had hoped to dismount and kill the young king, but the elephant fell on
Eleazar and crushed him to death. Judas himsalf fell in battle near Jerusalem when he
attacked a vast army of Syrians with only a handful of shock troops to support him.
John was killed by a tribe of Nabataeans beyond the Jordan who suddenly turned
traitor. Jonathan was persuaded to meet the Syrian general, Trypho, under aflag of
truce, but was entrapped and dain. Simon and his two sons were treacherously seized
and killed at a banquet in the fortress of
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Dok. But before the last of these hero brothers passed from the stage, they had led
Israel for a third of a century and had founded a family which was to lead for a
century more; they had built up a strong nationalistic spirit in spite of the many
factions among the Jews; they had re-established religious liberty and practically
established the independence of the nation.

Rome—While these momentous changes had been taking place in the East, Rome
had arisen in the West, destroyed her rival, Carthage, and started on a campaign of
world conquest. The Maccabean rulers, with keen statesmanship, had sensed the
future greatness of Rome, and sent embassies to form an aliance with her. Treaties
were made with Rome by both Judas and Jonathan, and later by Simon.

Pharisees and Sadducees—The Maccabeans were supported in their campaigns
by the Pharisees, but when John Hyrcanus, son of Simon, succeeded to the rule, he
formed a close alliance with the Sadducees, who remained the party supporting the
government so long as the Maccabeans remained in power. The Pharisees were a
religious party which had grown up to meet the crisis when Judaism was threatened
with destruction. It was only with reluctance that they entered politics or took up
arms. The Sadducees were the priestly aristocrats— a political party — who adopted
a skeptical attitude toward the Old Testament, and had favored the Hellenizing
movement. The change in the party supporting the government shows how the
character of the government was changing, its religious zeal fading and its
monarchical ambitions growing.

Antipater—A period of interna strife and continued struggle against Syria
followed. As the Maccabean line continued to war among themselves and weaken,
a strong man of ldumea, Antipater, took the lead in the civil war on the side of
Hyrcanus Il. At this juncture Rome interfered. Pompey marched on Jerusalem, was
admitted by the Pharisaical party, and was only able to capture the temple area, where
the Sadducees had barricaded themselves, after a bitter siege of three months.
Antipater leaped into sudden fame by coming to the aid of Julius Caesar in his
campaign in Egypt, and arriving just in time to rush on the battlefield, turn the tide of
battle, and change the current of world history. As a result, Rome established
Antipater asruler in Jerusalem coordinate with the high priest. Antipater immediately
made his son, Phasaelus, governor in Jerusalem, and Herod, ruler of Galilee.
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Then followed a series of brilliant moves by Herod for about fifteen years, and he
emerged from the tangle of internal strife, both in Judaea and in Rome, as king over
Judaea by authority of Rome. Herod immediately executed forty-five of the most
powerful of the Sadducees. This brought the Pharisees back into power. Herod then
proceeded to destroy the remnants of the Maccabean house; in the course of hisreign
he murdered Aristobulus, the handsome young high priest; the aged Hyrcanus I1;
Mariamne, his beloved wife who was also a Maccabean; Alexandra, her mother; and
the sons of Babas, the last of the Maccabeans. Insane with jealousy for his throne, he
proceeded to kill all who came under his suspicion, including three of his own sons
— Alexander, Aristobulus, and the villainous Antipater.

Herod the Great—Herod the Great proved his greatness not merely as a daring
military leader, but as an astute statesman and an ambitious builder. He changed
Jerusalem into a city of marble, and filled Palestine with beautiful cities and castles.
He rebuilt the citadel of the temple and named it Tower of Antonia, in honor of Mark
Antony. He added numerous other fortresses to the defenses of the city. He built a
theater and an amphitheater at Jerusalem in spite of the protests of the Pharisees at his
Héellenizing tendencies. He built beautiful cities at Sebaste, Caesarea, and elsewhere.
Perhaps his greatest building enterprise was the reconstruction of the temple in
Jerusalem.

Civil war and open hostilities against Rome broke out when Herod died, but
Augustus confirmed Herod's will, making his son Archelaus ruler of Judaea, Samaria,
and ldumea; Herod Antipas, tetrarch of Galilee and Peraea; and Philip, ruler of the
Trachonitis country. Because of cruelty to the Samaritans, the "barbarous and
tyrannica" Archedauswas deposed in A.D. 6, and Judaea was placed under a Roman
procurator, with headquarters at Caesarea. Pontius Pilate (A.D. 26-36) was the fifth
of these. Herod Antipas (Herod the Little) inherited the virtues and vices of his father
on asmall scale. He married the daughter of Aretas, king of Arabia, but later fell in
love with the wife of his brother Philip, of Rome. Herodias proved his evil genius,
and her ambition brought about his downfall at Rome and his exile to Lyons. Philip,
ruler of Trachonitis, was the best of the three rulers. Philip and Herod Antipas
continued the building activities of their father, notably Bethsaida Julias and Caesarea
Philippi in the Trachonitis country and Sepphoris and Tiberias in Galilee.
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Languages: Greek and Aramaic—The use of the Greek language and the
acceptance of Greek art, customs, and architecture grew during this whole period.
Scholars dispute among themselves as to how far the Greek language prevailed in
Palestine in the time of Christ. Hebrew became a dead language after the Babylonian
captivity. The people no longer spoke or understood it. In its place a dialect with
somewhat different vocabulary and syntax had arisen: Aramaic, a combination of
Hebrew and Phoenician, named after Aram, a part of Assyria. The Jews accepted this
diaect instead of Hebrew sometime in the second or third centuries B.C. Large parts
of the Talmud were written in Aramaic. All of the Old Testament is written in
Hebrew, except Ezra4:8-6:18; 7:12-26; Jeremiah 10:11; Daniel 2:4-7:28. There were
particular diaects of Aramaic in Galilee and Judaea at the time of Christ, but we have
practically no literature of the period.

When arabbi arose to read from the Old Testament in the synagogue, the people
could not understand him, but custom required that an interpreter stand beside him,
unless he did the interpreting himself, and after each verse of the law or every three
verses of the history and prophecy, he trandated into Aramaic for the benefit of the
people. When Jesus read in the synagogue at Nazareth, He evidently interpreted for
the people as He read. Jesus seems to have used Aramaic for instructing the people,
although He may have used the Hebrew, especially as He quoted Old Testament
passages or as He gave solemn words like the model prayer in the Sermon on the
Mount. The words of Jesus quoted directly in the Gospels when He raised the
daughter of Jairus, healed the deaf stammerer, or when He quoted from the Old
Testament on the cross, prove this (Mark 5:41; 7:34; Matt. 27:46).

Did Jesus Speak Greek?—The question as to whether Jesus spoke Greek is hotly
disputed. Thisis not whether Jesus could speak Greek, for al who believe Jesusto
be the Son of God believe He could speak as He chose, and even the modernists
would grant Him enough intelligence to learn Greek; but it is, rather, whether Greek
was so common in Palestine at the time asto make it probable that Jesus would teach
His disciples or the multitudes in Greek.

G. F. Moore argues that the idea that Jesus preached in Greek rests upon three
erroneous assumptions: (1) Because the Decapolis had a Greek government, therefore
the people spoke Greek, (2) Because Greek customs, architecture, etc., prevailed in
certain cities of
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Galilee, therefore it was spoken in Capernaum and Nazareth. (3) Christ would have
taught His disciplesin aforeign language.

But the most convincing evidence as to the extent to which Greek was used in
Palestine is not the remains of Greco-Roman cities now in ruins with their marble
columns, stadia, outdoor theaters and every evidence of Greek customsin Palestine
in the time of Christ, but the fact that the books of the New Testament were written
in Greek. These began to be written within two or three decades of the crucifixion.
Language changes do not proceed so rapidly as to change completely from one
language to another in so short atime. Thisindicatesthat atransition was taking place
at the time and the country was more or less bilingual. The inscriptions on the cross
would verify this. But the fact that the books of the New Testament were written
under the inspiration of the Holy Spirit, to be read not merely by those to whom they
werefirst sent, but for al people and times, limits the force of this argument. A divine
guidance seems back of the fact that the New Testament was written in the most
flexible, accurate and beautiful language ever known to man. From the time of
Alexander the Great, Greek customs and language prevailed to a great extent in
Palestine and over the countries he had conquered. It seems probable that Jesus
preached regularly in Aramaic, but when in a section like the Decapolis, where the
Greek influence was especialy prevalent, He may have found it more effective to
speak Greek.

The Synagogue—The synagogue arose in the period immediately following the
exile. While deprived of the temple and colonized in aforeign country, the Jews felt
the critical need for some means of teaching the Old Testament to the children and
of maintaining the religious life of the people. The synagogue came to fill this need.
It was a schoolhouse for the children during the week and a place of worship for all
on the Sabbath. Every town had its synagogue, and cities would have a number of
synagogues, according to the location and grouping of the people. The synagogue did
not have aregular preacher, but was ruled by a group of elders, who took turnsin
leading the service or who invited some visitor to speak for them.

Greco-Roman Civilization—The Decapolis, beyond the Jordan, was redly, as
the name indicates, a collection of ten Greek cities, the remains of which astound the
modern traveler: city streets flanked by commanding rows of marble columns and
spanned by triumphal arches, theaters and amphitheaters of amazing size and beauty,
and even an inland artificial lake where
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mimic naval battles could be fought. Tiberias, on the shores of Galilee, was a
thoroughgoing Greco-Roman city with palaces, stadia, and streets with colonnades,
all surrounded by awall which today is crumbling in ruins. These facts show the use
of the Greek language among the Jews in the time of Christ, to some extent at least.
All of these innovations were doubtless resisted stoutly by the more pious Jews.

The Roman rule had brought about the unification of the whole civilized world
and had established in aremarkable degree the regime of law and order, for which the
Romans were famous. Roman roads, built with amazing ingenuity and skill, linked
al the world together. The tolerance for local religions and customs which marked
Rome's provincial policy was a strong element, as was the policy of securing world
peace by persuading the soldiers of other nations to fight under the Roman eagle
instead of against each other. The Jews stubbornly refused to fight in the Roman
armies, and Rome did not attempt to draft them, but used Greek and Samaritan
mercenaries for keeping peace in Judaea. The religion of the Jews was respected by
the Romans asfar as possible. The Roman standards were kept outside Jerusalem,; the
Sabbath was observed; the Jews had the right to slay foreigners who attempted to
invade the inner courts of the temple. The Roman procurators maintained order and
administered justice. Thetria of ordinary civil and criminal cases between Jews was
left in the hands of the Sanhedrin. The right to inflict capital punishment had been
taken away some time before A.D. 30. Legal matters which involved both Jews and
Romans were tried before Roman officials, and could be appealed to Caesar. The
Sanhedrin was the governing body of the nation. It arose in the Maccabean period,
and appears to have been an outgrowth of the old assembly of elders. Herod the Great
destroyed its power by the massacre of forty-five of its leading members, but it
regained its place when Judaea went under a Roman procurator. The Sanhedrin served
as a municipal court for Jerusalem, enacted laws and exercised civil authority in
Judaea and religious authority over the Jews scattered all over the world. It aso
asssted in the collection of taxes. A local Sanhedrin in each of the eleven townships
of Judaea levied the major tax and poll tax. The customs tax was farmed out to
publicans by Roman senatorial corporations. The synagogue is not mentioned in the
Old Testament, and evidently grew up during and after the exile at Babylon. The Jews
found complete liberty of worship in these synagogues
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which were found in every city and small town, and were the center of their
intellectual and religiouslife.

There was the dark side to the Roman domination which becomes apparent in the
downfall of the old Roman democracy before the absol ute despotism of the emperors;
the transformation of the virile Roman leadership of early days to the corrupt nobility
of the empire; the breakdown of the home and the moral degradation of the city of
Rome with its million and a half inhabitants, one-half of whom were either paupers
or slaves. The pagan religions had become degenerate and the priesthood utterly
corrupt. The worship of the emperor was an empty form which failed to take the place
of the decaying religions. The philosophies of the period could not satisfy the hungry
souls of men: Stoicism taught sobriety and sdlf-restraint, but was hopeless and selfish;
the Epicureans offered but the course of least resistance and unbridled self-
indulgence; the restless push of mystery religions and hybrid combinations of
Egyptian, Greek, and Syrian religions and philosophies into the West revealed a
spiritual vacuum at the heart of the empire.

All things seemed to work together to make up "the fulness of time" in which
God's Son came to bring to the world the final revelation of heaven: (1) the world-
wide use of acommon and superbly unique language — the Greek; (2) the amazing
Roman roads and the freedom of travel from one country to another under Roman
protection; (3) universal peace, and Roman law and order; (4) the breakdown of
heathen religions and the moral stamina of Rome; (5) the Jewish Messianic
expectation which fired the nation and found echoes el sewhere; (6) the proselytes to
Judaism circling the Mediterranean, which formed fertile soil for Christianity.



CHAPTER 8

THE SECTSOF THE JEWS

No one could hope for an accurate understanding of the life of the American
people who had not made a careful study of the political and religious parties or
organizations which play a decisive part in its affairs. The social and business
organizations would aso demand study, but the palitical and religious units would be
paramount. The Bible student who attempts to reconstruct the life of Judaea at the
opening of the Christian era must make the same sort of investigation into the nature
and significance of the various Jewish sects. The life of Jesus can not be clearly
understood until it is studied in relation to the sects from which His enemies arose.

The Jews at the time of Jesus were divided into the following sects. Pharisees,
Sadducees, Essenes, Herodians, and Zealots.

The Pharisees—"The Pharisees’ means "the separated ones." Whether thistitle
Is self-assumed or was bestowed by enemies is not known. They were devoted
students of the Old Testament and sticklers for the observance of the law. They were
the chief exponents of the "traditions of the elders,” the hedge which they had built
about the law. They believed in a"theocratic democracy": God was their sole King.
But they bowed to the Roman rule as a punishment for the sins of the nation. They
were ardigious rather than a political party. Nevertheless, they looked for aMessiah
to lead against Rome, and when they thought the proper time had come, they revolted
with the rest. Josephus says there were more than six thousand Pharisees, but not all
the Pharisees were scribes. The more learned of the sect were called scribes, and had
supplanted the priests as instructors of the people when the Pharisees gradually won
the favor of the masses. The scribes ruled in the synagogue, as the Sadducees in the
temple.

The Sadducees—The Sadducees were the liberal theologians, the cultured
aristocrats, and the smooth politicians of the time. They were of the priestly class. Not
al the priests,
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however, were Sadducees, because many did not have the necessary wealth and
culture. The Sadducees did not make the strict profession of religion current among
the Pharisees unless they found it profitable in securing and retaining a place of
power among the people. They were moved by policy continually, and usually
adopted the principles of the Pharisees when they secured an official position. The
Sadducees denied the existence of angels and the resurrection. They repudiated the
traditions of the elders so treasured by the Pharisees. Scholars disagree as to whether
they accepted al the Old Testament or only the Pentateuch. Their liberal views make
it evident that they accepted the Old Testament Scripture in about the same way in
which theradical critic accepts it today. They were influential in the Sanhedrin, and
had a practical monopoly of the high priesthood. Both sects united in crucifying
Jesus, but the Sadducees became the more relentless persecutors of the church in its
infancy. In their attitude toward the Bible and in their program and policies, they were
the counterpart of the "modernists’ of today.

The Essenes—The Essenes are thus described by Philo: "They were a sect of
Jews, and lived in Syria, Palestine, over four thousand in number, and called Essagl,
because of their saintliness. . . . Worshipers of God, they yet did not sacrifice animals,
regarding areverent mind asthe only true sacrifice. At first, they lived in villages and
avoided cities in order to escape the contagion of evils rife therein. They pursued
agriculture and other peaceful arts, but accumulated not gold or silver. No maker of
warlike weagpons, no huckster or trader by land or sea was to be found among them.
Least of dl were any daves found among them, for they saw in lavery aviolation of
the law of nature, which made all men free brethren one of the other.. . .For no one
had his private house, but shared his dwelling with all, and, living as they did in
colonies, they threw open their doorsto any of their sect who came their way. They
had a storehouse, common expenditure, common raiment, common food eaten in
common meals. This was made possible by their practice of putting whatever they
each earned day by day into acommon fund" (cf. Hastings Bible Dictionary, article
"Essenes’).

Josephus described them at great length. He said they had a peculiar kind of
worship of the sun, and the sect arose at the time when the friendship between Sparta
and Jerusalem was strongest. Possibly the sect arose under Greek influence. The sun
worship must have come from the East. Various attempts have been made to show
that John the Baptist, or even Christianity, was influenced
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by the Essenes. But the arguments are farfetched and feeble. It is very remarkable that
the Essenes are nowhere mentioned in the New Testament when they were aimost as
numerous as the Pharisees. But they were localized west of the Dead Sea, and we
know of no ministry of Jesusin this section. They were living apart like hermits, and
were not touched by the main current of Jewish life. They did not combat the works
of Jesus. Thisis what brought the Pharisees and Sadducees into such prominencein
the New Testament.

The Zealots—The Zealots are called "the fourth sect of Jewish philosophy" by
Josephus. They were the political extremists, who favored revolution to throw off the
Roman yoke, and were most active in bringing it about. Their rallying cry was "No
tribute to Caesar; no king but Jehovah; no tax but the temple tax." The party was
founded by Judas of Gamala, and led in the revolt against the enrollment of Quirinius
(A.D. 6, 7). They played a leading part in the final siege of Jerusalem, and were
fearful opponents both of the Romans and of the milder sects of the Jews. One of the
apostles of Jesus was a Cananaegan or Zedlot (Matt. 10:4; Mark 3:18; Luke 6:15; Acts
1:13).

The Herodions—The Herodians were probably a political party devoted to the
interests of the Herod family and eager to restore them to full power. Archelaus was
deposed A.D. 6, and a Roman procurator placed in power. This party had adherents
both in Jerusalem (Matt. 22:16; Mark 12:13) and in Galilee (Mark 3:6). These are the
only passages where they are mentioned in the New Testament. They may have
played some particular favorite; i.e., the Herodians of Galilee may have been
particularly interested in the pretensions of Herod Antipas. Tertullian says they were
areligious party, but thisis probably true only in the sense that all the sects of the
Jews were more or less religious.

The Multitudes—When one counts up six thousand Pharisees, four thousand
Essenes, and a much smaller number of the other three sects, and remembers the
dense population of Palestine in the time of Christ, it becomes evident that the great
mass of the Jews did not belong to any of these sects. They are constantly called "the
multitudes' in the New Testament. The frequent references contrasting the Pharisees
and publicans might give theimpression that all the people belonged to either one of
these upper sects or to the miserable horde of tax collectors. But thisis not true. The
mass of the people who found it impossible to keep the strict regulations of the
Pharisees, and who had grown disgusted
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with the Sadducees, were eager for some great religious movement like that of John
the Baptist, which would open its doors to them and into which it would be possible
for them to enter. This helps to explain the general response to the call of John the
Baptist. Among the masses there were devout men and women like Simeon and Anna,
Joseph and Mary, Zacharias and Elisabeth. These were the people who belonged to
none of the sects of the Jews, but were spiritual and saintly. They were anxiously
awaiting the coming of the Messiah. Sanday calls these people "the specia seed-plot
of Chrigtianity." How many smple, pious folk of the masses awaited Christ's coming,
we do not know. John and Jesus were born in such homes, and from this class the
leading disciples of John and Jesus doubtless came. Here was the nucleus of the
Christian church.

Minor Sectsin the New Testament—How does it happen that the other sects are
scarcely mentioned in the Gospels while the Pharisees and Sadducees play such a
prominent part? The reason the Essenes are not mentioned has already been
discussed. The Herodian party, since it was political and limited in its scope to
devotion to the ruling family, lay outside the range of Jesus activities. We have no
record of Jesus ever entering Tiberias, the capital city of Herod Antipas. He seems
to have avoided it. When Herod tried to drive Him out of Galilee by open threats,
Jesus sent back the ringing answer: "Go say to that fox, Behold, | cast out demons,
and | perform cures to-day and tomorrow, and the third day | am perfected” (Luke
13:32). When tried before Herod, He refused to answer a word to questions and
taunts. Once when starting across the Lake of Galilee, He warned His disciples
against the leaven of the Pharisees and "of Herod." This may have reference to
attempts of the Herodian party to influence the disciples. Thrice the Herodians are
mentioned as joining in the plots of the Pharisees against Jesus (Mark 3:6; Maitt.
22:16; Mark 12:13).

I nfluence of the Zealotson the Ministry of Jesus—The Zealots perhaps played
amuch larger part in the ministry of Jesus than we realize. They are practically never
mentioned, but they, with their great influence among the fiery Galileans, strongly
underlie the Gospel records. The continual necessity which Jesus had of warning men
who were hedled by prodigious miracles to keep silent about it, and not to stir up too
much excitement by reporting it abroad, doubtless came from the constant pressure
of the Zealots to start arevolution against Rome. The movement to take Him by force
and make Him a king whether
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or no, a the time of the feeding of the five thousand, was doubtless engineered by the
Zed ots, who were attempting to compel Him to be an earthly Messiah and lead on
against Rome. "And from the days of John the Baptist until now the kingdom of
heaven suffereth violence, and men of violence take it by force" (Matt. 11:12),
doubtless refers to the insidious pressure of the Zealots to turn His movement from
its spiritual to a material mission.

Jesus and the Pharisees and Sadducees—The gospel story iswoven in alarge
measure about the Pharisees and Sadducees and Jesus. The terrific controversy with
these sects, which culminated in the death of Jesus, was in part inherited from John
the Baptist. The cultured aristocrats and the self-righteous Pharisees, athough they
deigned to send delegations to investigate and question John, scorned his baptism and
repudiated his mission. John blazed forth against them in thrilling denunciation, and
by amighty effort wrested the leadership of the multitudes from these two sects. Here
lies the first secret of the desperate struggle which ensued. The Pharisees and
Sadducees controlled the nation. The movement of John and later that of Jesus, which
must have seemed to them to have grown out of John's work, directly challenged their
authority, their way of life, and their leadership of the nation. And so they fought
back in a most bitter and unscrupulous way to retain their leadership. The first
collision which Jesus had with the Sadducees was in the nature of a bold and
sensational challenge of their whole management of the temple which must have
electrified the nation. John had denounced them from a distance, but when Jesus, after
afew weeks of quiet work in Galilee, went up to Jerusalem for the great opening of
His public ministry, He walked into the temple court with a whip in His hand and
drove out the entire horde of merchandisers. The infuriated Sadducees who had been
perpetrating this piece of graft were dumbfounded and could only make a lame
demand for His authority. But they immediately began their incessant plotting to
bring about His death.

Continual Opposition of the Pharisees—The encounters with the Sadducees
were in the main periodic because they were centralized in Jerusalem; Jesus visits
here were only occasional. But His struggles with the Pharisees were almost
continuous, for they were scattered all over the nation in charge of the schoolhouses
and places of worship in every city and village. They were the real leaders of the
intellectual and religious life of the nation, even though the Sadducees controlled the
tem-
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ple. Moreover, they had a keen interest in the great teachings of Jesus. The deadly
skepticism of the Sadducees added fuel to their resentment when Jesus occasionally
met them and challenged and pierced their shallow unbelief, but the devotion of the
Pharisees to the traditions of the elders caused them to be in constant opposition to
Jesus. The struggle between truth and false teaching, between divine love and
hypocritical self-complacency and selfishness was fast and furious, and was fought
out in each town and village. "Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites; for
ye are as graves that appear not, and the men that walk over them are not aware of
them.. . . Woe unto you lawyers! for ye have taken away the key of knowledge: ye
entered not in yourselves, and them that were entering in ye hindered. And as he said
these things unto them, the scribes and Pharisees began to urge him vehemently, and
to provoke him to speak of many things: laying wait for him, and seeking to catch
something out of his mouth, that they might accuse him" (Luke 11:44, 52-54). "And
he again entered into the synagogue, and there was a man there which had a withered
hand. And they watched him whether he would heal him on the sabbath day, that they
might accuse him. And he said unto the man which had the withered hand, Stand
forth, and he said unto them, Isit lawful to do good on the sabbath day or to do evil,
to savelife or to kill? But they held their peace. And when he had looked round about
on them in anger, being grieved for their hardness of heart, he saith unto the man,
Stretch forth thine hand. And he stretched it out: and his hand was restored whole as
the other. And the Pharisees went forth, and straightway took counsel with the
Herodians against him, how they might destroy him. But Jesus withdrew himself with
his disciples to the sea' (Mark 5:1-7). These are characteristic scenes, the latter
showing the controversy in an early stage, and the former in a more advanced stage.
The Gospel of John shows how furious the encounters became as the struggle
developed. The Pharisees regarded Jesus as a breaker of the sacred traditions of the
elders, and continualy tried to prove that He set at naught the Old Testament law. But
when challenged, Jesus either showed that their traditions were false or that they had
supplanted the great principles of the Old Testament with puerile traditions, which
they reverenced more than the law itself, or, if He proceeded to set aside the law
itself, as in the case of divorce or the law of unclean meats, He did so in such
towering fashion that they knew not how to answer Him. The climax came in the
terrific series of discussions during the last week in Jerusalem, when finally they did
not dare
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to ask Him any more questions; they went off humiliated, but full of fury and of
determination to kill Him. Thefarcica trial which the two sects staged, and the weak
and conflicting testimony brought to prove He spoke against the temple and the law,
upon which He was condemned by the Sanhedrin, show how hypocritical and cruel
their attitude was. Before Pilate they brought the empty accusation of "king," but
finally made the real charge that "he called himself the Son of God."

It is customary to trace the life of Jesusin relation to the weak and the sinful —
to broken humanity — but one needs to make a study of Him in relation to His deadly
enemies to get a full-rounded picture. It is when we see Him surrounded by His
enemies, seeking to save them in spite of themselves, pausing to be kind and patient
with any one of them who gave the dightest indication of being fair or open-minded,
striking out fearlessly for the truth and for the downtrodden publicans and masses, but
suffering as alamb led dumb to the slaughter when the affront was personal; itisin
such moments that we see Jesus shine forth with heaven's splendor in a dark world.
The climax of this pictureis: "Father, forgive them; they know not what they do."



CHAPTER 9

THE INFLUENCE OF THE WEATHER
UPON THE MINISTRY OF JESUS

Conversation about the weather, unless an acute change renders life perilous or
unbearable, is supposed to be heard only when a sluggish brain or an insufficient
acquaintance renders unavailable any important topic. It is significant that the Bible
says but little about the weather. The concentration upon matters of eternal portent
causes almost al mention of the weather to fade from the picture, except when it
playsavita part in the momentous events recorded. Nevertheless, the careful attempt
to reconstruct the ministry of Jesus and to visualize the actual surroundings of His
daly life as He labored, traveled, taught, healed and preached, |eads one to consider
carefully such information about the weather asthe New Testament and a study of the
land of Palestine afford.

Power of Jesus over Nature—\When the Bible student begins to reflect upon the
Ideas of "the weather" and "the ministry of Jesus,” the mind naturally recalls the scene
inwhich Jesus was aslegp in the stern of the boat as the disciples crossed the Sea of
Galilee. It was toward the close of the day, after He had delivered the great sermon
in parables: "And there ariseth a great storm of wind, and the waves beat into the
boat, insomuch that the boat was now filling. And he himself was in the stern, asleep
on the cushion: and they awake him, and say unto him, Teacher, carest thou not that
we perish? 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. And he said unto them, Why
are ye fearful ? have ye not yet faith? And they feared exceedingly, and said one to
another, Who then isthis, that even the wind and the sea obey him?' (Mark 4:37-41).

Jesus provoked a similar comment from the disciples when He came to them
waking on the water in the midst of a storm: "But the boat was now in the midst of
the seg, distressed by the waves,

sl
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for the wind was contrary. . . . And when they were gone up into the boat, the wind
ceased. And they that werein the boat worshiped him, saying, Of a truth thou art the
Son of God" (Matt. 14:24, 32, 33).

But a consideration of these scenes may suggest to the reader the crisp rejoinder
to the topic of this essay, that it should be changed to read: "The Influence of the
Ministry of Jesus upon the Weather." One of the amazing proofs of the deity of Christ
Isthe fact that the wind and sea obeyed Him: the very elements of nature were subject
to His control. On both of these occasions there were spiritual reasons why Jesus
interfered with the course of nature and compelled the elements to obey His
immediate orders. But the records of His life lead us to believe that this was entirely
exceptional and that the ordinary current of His ministry shaped itself to meet the
ordinary difficulties or opportunities which the eements of nature offered. Thus Jesus
shared our experience, except when there was some divine reason for Him to rise
above and control earthly circumstances. He did not still the tempest for His own
comfort or advantage, nor did He walk on the water and cause the storm to cease that
night for His own convenience. It was not even to save His own life. It was the
desperate need of Hisdisciples that caused Him to control the elements. He rebuked
the disciples because, even while they had the faith to awaken Him and appeal to Him
to save them, they did not believe that God would care for His Son and not permit
Him to perish, no matter how great the storm.

Further reflection is apt to cal up the fearful transformation of the heavens when
Jesus died: "Now from the sixth hour there was darkness over al the land until the
ninth hour.. . . And Jesus cried with a loud voice, and yielded up his spirit. And
behold, the vell of the temple was rent in two from the top to the bottom: and the
earth did quake and the rocks were rent" (Matt. 27:45, 50, 51). While we may not
solve the reason for the sudden coming of darkness at noonday when Jesus died, there
can be no doubt asto its cause: the hand of an amighty Creator. Again the very world
of nature was brought in a most amazing fashion into harmony with the supreme
events being enacted by God as He gave His Son to die for sinful mankind. But,
again, thisis the startling exception to the general current of Jesus ministry.

Did the ordinary course of the weather exercise any perceptible influence on the
daily ministry of Jesus? What sort of weather prevails in Palestine? What does the
Bible record concerning it? How
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did the ministry of Jesus fit into "all sorts of weather" which "must be taken in
together, to make a year and a sphere"?

The weather certainly has a decided influence upon the nature and success of our
efforts today to extend the kingdom of God. Often we find our work hampered by
wesather which renders impossible intensive campaigning and the gathering of large
crowds together to hear the gospel. Rain, excessive cold or heat are the things that
usually hamper our efforts, and we try to take them into account as far as possible in
laying our plans. There are certain indications in the Bible that the weather had an
influence on the time and nature of the campaigns that were carried on for God. We
usually overlook the fact that the weather was not uniformly favorable for the
ministry of Jesus.

Geography and Climate of Palestine—Palestine is situated in about the same
|atitude as the southern part of the United States, but since it is a narrow, mountainous
country with a great desert on one side and a great sea on the other, it offers
consderable variation as to temperature according to the local situation. The land is
fifty to seventy-five miles wide, and the deep crevice (The Jordan Valley and the
Dead Sea) which extends through the length of the land (150 miles) and on out into
the desert to the south, causes some variation in temperature between Jerusalem
(2,600 feet above sea level) and the Dead Sea (1,312 feet below sealevel). A rainy
season prevails through the winter (November to April). During the seven summer
months, when dry weather prevails, the heat is usually alleviated by the wind from
the Mediterranean, which blows regularly from 9 a. m. to 4 p. m. January is the
coldest month and August the hottest. The rain in the winter is not incessant and
sometimes in the rainy season there are several days together of beautiful southern
Mediterranean spring weather. It gets cold enough to form ice in the mountains, but
seldom in the plains. Snow is rare in Palestine, except on locations like the summit
of Mount Hermon (over 9,000 feet above sea level). The desert to the south and east
of Palestine might be expected to be much warmer in winter, but for the most part it
Is high, rough tableland. One of the surprises for the reader of Lawrence of Arabia's
fascinating Revolt in the Desert is the description of the bitter cold he had to face
traveling on foot and on camel through the ice and snow, and the fierce blizzards that
drove the Arabsindoors. One traveler, commenting on how sharp are the changesin
the desert, where one burns up by day and freezes by night, even in summer, and
often finds ice on his tent in the morning, humorously remarked
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that the writer of the popular song, "True | will be, to the love | gave thee, till the
sands of the desert grow cold," either had never traveled much or else was an
abominable philanderer. The climate of Palestine is much more even and delightful
than that of the desert to the east and south. The wilderness about the Dead Seais, of
course, warmer than the desert tableland because the Dead Sea is the lowest-lying
body of water in the world and the mountains rise sharply about it, making it like a
boiling teakettle.

Winter in Palestine—The Bible contains occasional references to the extreme
changes of the weather. "Benaiah . . . went down also and slew alion in the midst of
apitintime of snow" (Il Sam. 23:20). "The channel of brooks that pass away; which
are black by reason of the ice, and wherein the snow hideth itself: what time they wax
warm, they vanish; when it is hot, they are consumed out of their place" (Job 6:15-
17). "If I wash myself with snow water" (Job 9:30). "Drought and heat consume the
snow waters' (Job 24:19). "He saith to the snow, Fall thou on the earth; likewise to
the shower of rain, and to the showers of hismighty rain” (Job 37:6). "He giveth snow
like wool; he scattereth the hoarfrost like ashes. He casteth forth hisice like morsels:
who can stand before his cold? He sendeth out his word and melteth them: he causeth
his winds to blow, and the waters flow" (Ps. 147:16, 17). "Fire and hail, snow and
vapor; stormy wind' (Ps. 148:8). Proverbs abounds in such references. the
extraordinary "cold of snow in time of harvest [April]" (Prov. 25:13); the fool who
"taketh off a garment in cold weather" (25:20); the ideal woman's weaving heavy
garments for winter: "She is not afraid of the snow for her household; for all her
household are clothed with scarlet” (Prov. 31:21). "The sluggard will not plow by
reason of the winter; therefore he shal beg in harvest, and have nothing" (Prov. 20:4).
The ground baked hard by the hot, dry season could not be plowed until the first rains
of winter softened it; the lazy farmer who refused to face the cold and rain in order
to plant his wheat could expect no harvest in the spring.

Ezra's Assembly—One of the very interesting and illuminating passagesin the
Old Testament which describes how the weather interfered with a great religious
assembly at a critical moment in the history of the nation is recorded in Ezra. Even
the remnant of the two tribes had disobeyed the law of Moses and married foreign
wives; the purity and perpetuity of the chosen race was imperiled. Ezra called the
nation together in the temple area and after great prayer and lamentation pleaded with
the people
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to put away the foreign wives. It was a heartbreaking scene: "It was a very great
assembly of men and women and children; for the people wept very sore" (10:1). The
north wind blew itsicy blasts and the rain poured; the people stood helplessly in the
elements and listened to the impassioned appeal of Ezra. The people cried out,
promising to carry out the law as Ezra directed, and then appealed to Ezra to dismiss
them that they might escape the wild weather: "Then al the assembly answered and
said with aloud voice, Asthou hast said concerning us so must we do. But the people
aremany and it isatime of much rain, and we are not able to stand without: neither
Isthisawork of aday or two" (10:12, 13).

The Jewish Feasts—God made the weather and the land, and chose the people.
To them He gave the law which fitted perfectly the varying demands. It is interesting
to notice that all three of the great feasts ordered in the law, when all the nation was
obligated to come up to the central place of worship, were placed during the dry
season. The Passover, in the early spring; Pentecost, fifty days later in the early
summer; the Feast of Tabernacles, in the fall. The Feast of Dedication (late
December) was added by the Jewsto celebrate the rededication of the temple after its
defilement by Antiochus Epiphanes during the Maccabean period. The Feast of Purim
(February) was aso added by them to celebrate the rescue of Jewry by Esther. There
was no compulsion from the Old Testament to attend these two feasts. It would have
been a great hardship and an unnecessary one for the people to be compelled to make
this pilgrimage during the cold, rainy season. The aged and the infirm, who might
have come in the summer, would have found it well-nigh impossible in the winter.
There is the wail of the north wind and the splash of rain and sleet in the sorrowful
prediction of Jesus concerning the destruction of Jerusalem as He warned the
disciplesto flee from the city before it was besieged by the Romans: "Woe unto them
that are with child and to them that give suck in those days! And pray ye that your
flight be not in winter" (Matt. 24:19,20).

The Desert in Winter—Reflection upon these facts stirs a tremendous amount
of speculation about the ministry of Jesus. When He went into the desert to be
tempted of the devil, what suffering did He undergo from the elements without home
or protection of any kind? It was evidently in the rainy season of winter, for while the
baptism can not be definitely dated, an approximate count of time backward from the
first cleansing of the temple at the Passover (April) through the
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brief stay at Capernaum, the wedding feast at Cana, the calling of the six disciples by
the Jordan, and to the forty days of temptation in the wilderness, forces the date well
back into the winter. And yet there is not a syllable of all this physical suffering
suggested in the Scripture, except the two words, "he hungered." The spiritual agony
which Jesus endured was so great that rain or cold and lonely wandering fade into the
background. John the Baptist grew up "in the deserts," and what hardships did he
endure? How rugged and powerful was he of body as well as soul! He began his
ministry in the wilderness of Judaea, in the section just north of the Dead Sea where
the Jordan River flows for some eight or ten miles through that wilderness. This was
amost fitting place to begin, both by reason of hislife in the desert, his message, the
Jordan River, and the proximity of the capital, Jerusalem. But since he evidently
began in the fall or winter, was it not also strategic because of the balmy weather
which usually prevails about the Dead Sea even in winter? The wise minister plans
his revival when and where the people can attend, and the location of John's opening
ministry probably was in part based upon this principle.

Preaching in the Rainy Season—What did Jesus do and where did He go when
the wesather was cold and rainy — in the winter? To whom did He preach? Hereis a
problem concerning the life of Christ which has been generally overlooked. Three
conclusions seem probable: (1) The seasons of great revival, the times of the great
multitudes crowding about Jesus in the outdoors, were in the dry season when the
people found it possible to come together in this fashion. (2) The evangelistic work
of the rainy season was for the most part confined to work indoors — teaching in the
synagogues, preaching in the homes of the people, healing and ministering wherever
an opportunity offered. (3) A great amount of traveling and reaching untouched places
was done even in the rainy season, with occasional gatherings of multitudes in the
open when the weather permitted. Considerable evidence confirming these
conclusions appears in the Gospel narratives. Counting the ministry of Jesus as about
three and a half years, we have nearly nine-tenths of the days of His ministry
concerning which nothing is recorded. There doubtless were many thrilling scenes
and great campaigns and wonderful miracles enacted during these days, but there
were also many "rainy days,” when the time was devoted to persona work in the
homes of the people. This was the work in which Jesus delighted and excelled, even
as in the preaching to great crowds. Look through the narratives and see how many
con-
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versations are recorded. The ministry at Sychar was in midwinter (December — "four
months and then cometh the harvest” — John 4:35). Here He talked with the
Samaritan woman and had a stirring, but brief, ministry. This had been preceded by
aministry in Judaea which was gaming great momentum in spite of the early winter
season (John 3:22; 4:1). But an entirely different type of winter weather seemed to
be influencing the method of Jesus in John 10:22ff. Again it was December; Jesus
was preaching in the temple; but notice how Heis pictured: "And it was the feast of
dedication at Jerusalem: for it was winter; and Jesus was walking in the templein
Solomon's porch. The Jews therefore came round about him, and said unto him, ..."
"For it was winter." How sublimely brief, but significant, that clause! Rain and cold;
Jesus preaching in Solomon's porch, which afforded protection from the rain; Jesus
walking as He preached (like the Peripatetic philosophers of Athens), and thus
enabling those about to resst the cold as they listened; His enemies crowding in about
Him to question and oppose. And thus the gospel was preached, whether in fair
weather or in foul, whether to many or to few. What an example thisisto us!

When we picture Jesus traveling from place to place in His eager, but patient,
ministry, we seldom think of His going through rain and cold, buffeted by the
elements. Has any artist so presented Him, even though we have so many hundred
famous paintings? Studdert Kennedy, in his touching poem, "Indifference,” contrasts
the raging fury of those who long ago crucified Jesus with the cruel indifference of
those who regject and pass Him by today. He pictures men today as they scornfully go
their way and leave Jesus out in the winter rain:

And still it rained the winter rain that
drenched Him through and through;
The crowds went home and left
the streets without a soul to see,
And Jesus crouched against awall and
cried for Calvary.

This poetic representation of the rejection of Jesus by men today may well have
been actually enacted many times as men refused to receive Him into their midst,
even though the elements raged. We pass over with a gesture of impatience and regret
the incident when James and John wanted to call down fire from heaven on the
Samaritan village that refused to permit Jesus to spend the night in their
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midst. But has anyone really seen below the surface in that passage? What was the
weather like as they hastened by forced march to the Feast of Tabernacles? What dire
necessity did the apostles fedl as they sought arefuge for their blessed Master? If we
knew all the circumstances, we probably should marvel less at the sudden rashness
of James and John, and more at the infinite gentleness and longsuffering of the Son
of God. Rugged campaigners were these Jesus gathered about Him. How many things
they must have endured as they traveled over mountain and plain, over rivers and
deserts, accompanying their tirdless and inspired Leader! What a stirring example our
Master has left us!



CHAPTER 10

THE TWO-SOURCE THEORY

Present Trends—It requires considerable temerity to maintain a position which
Is contrary to the entire trend of current scholarship. But trends of scholarship are the
most fickle factors imaginable and are apt to rest more upon presuppositions and
prevailing atmosphere than upon facts. The person who still holds that Matthew,
Mark, Luke and John were directly inspired of God to write their accounts of the life
of Christ may feel rather lonely sometimes when he sees even scholars with the
conservative reputation of A. T. Robertson yield to the current skeptical trend and
adopt the radical Two-source Theory for the origin of the Synoptic narratives. But
when the scholars of this present unbelieving generation are placed alongside those
of al preceding Christian centuries, then the present group, whose voices sound like
a unanimous chorus today, becomes a very small minority amid the roll call of the
ages.

The Issue—The crucial question is, Does the change of conviction as to the
method of composition of the Gospel narratives rest upon newly discovered facts —
facts that were unknown to preceding ages? The answer to this is flatly, no. The
change of conviction rests upon a change of mental attitude. The facts cited to prove
the radical theories asto composite authorship or that the Gospel writers copied from
one another or from common written sources are facts which were in the hands of the
early Chrigtian writers and those of all succeeding ages. It is the custom of the times
to wave aside scholars of preceding generations and especialy those of the early
centuries with the contemptuous gesture which affirms that they were "ignorant and
unlearned men" as compared with the "super-men" of our time. It is true that early
Christian writers occasionally advance views which indicate a certain lack of
information and insight, but the most extravagant statements available from Justin
Martyr, Clement of Alexandria, Origen, or Eusebius could not possibly competein
alack of intelligence contest
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with the dizzy statements and theories which are the common product of the super-
scholarship of our day. Furthermore, the early Christian scholars were very closeto
the time of the actual writing of the Gospel narratives, some of them had seen and
talked with apostles; others were students under men who had been trained by
apostles. They had every conceivable advantage for the ascertaining of the factsin the
case, over any person trying to concoct novel theories two thousand years later. The
real basisfor the whole present trend in Biblical study is not any flood of light from
new facts, but simply the application of the theory of evolution to the facts and
problems of the Bible. The theory of evolution is the accepted basis of measurement
for the"intellectuals' of this generation and everywhere is seen the blind and ruthless
rejection or alteration of the factsin order to fit the preconceived hypothesis.

A Modern Tower of Babel—The varieties and shades of opinion among the
radical scholars are so numerous and contradictory that it is well to remember the
term "modernist” covers about as much latitude as the word "socialist.” The genera
trend of present scholarship, however, is so extremely hostile to Christ and the Bible
and, in many quarters, even to the very existence of God, that the Christian will do
well to examine with care the conclusions of modernists. It is a notorious fact that the
modernists themsealves are exceedingly impatient with any effort to examine the basis
of their conclusons. They urgently demand that Christians shall keep their mindsin
a fluid state, ready to change any belief or conviction they may have entertained
concerning Christ and His teaching. But when someone proposes that they,
themselves, halt their endless construction of superstructure, which constantly rises
higher with the most amazing and intricate multiplication of adornment and
decorative designs, in order to join in the investigation of the foundation of this huge
structure, they view such a proposal with resentment and horror. The foundation is
pure theory, but they have reiterated the hypothesis so often, they expect assertion to
take the place of proof. They view any challenge of the foundation as heresy and
announce that "it is unnecessary, at this late date, to discuss such matters' and "the
consensus of opinion” has established their theory as "an assured result.” But all of
thistwisting and turning leaves a theory till atheory — which is quite different from
fact and proof.

Damaging Admissions—It isahopeful sign to see some from among the radical
group dare to admit that all of this immense superstructure is realy founded on a
theory which
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itself has never been proved. The Dogma of Evolution, published by Professor Louis
T. More of the University of Cincinnati, frankly challenges the whole intellectual
attitude of the day toward the theory of evolution. The author takes the position that
it isstill atheory which has not been proved and which, in the very nature of the case,
never can be proved. A somewhat smilar volume published in 1934 challenges in part
the theory on which the radicals base their whole structure of interpretation of the
Gospel narratives. The Synoptic Gospels — a posthumous volume from the pen of
James Hardy Ropes of Harvard. Both volumes have been like bombshells thrown into
their respective fields. Modernists have been affirming and describing from their
imagination such sources as " Q," from which they claim our Gospel narratives were
copied, for so many years that it is very disconcerting to hear a famous scholar of
their own group push aside their concoction as pure theory.*

The Synoptics and John's Gospe—Professor Ropes, of course, does not desert
the modernistic position and is unwilling to see the whole radical theory of the
composition of the Gospels challenged, but he writes with a modesty and sobriety of
judgment very rare among modernists. He assails with vigor some of the fundamental
props in the current modernistic view as to the origin of Matthew, Mark, and Luke.
He frankly admits that some of their most "assured results' are not "assured" at all,
but are only theoretical and that the whole amazing product of the skeptical
speculation of a century is utterly inadequate to explain the facts. It is not surprising
that his book has caused consternation in certain circles.

The first line of division made in current study of the Gospel narratives is
between Matthew, Mark, and Luke, which are called "Synoptic Gospels,” and the
Gospel of John. Synoptic comes from the Greek "seen together" and is applied to
these three narratives because they can, at least in certain sections, be arranged in
parale columns. They show acertain smilarity in outline and, at times, in language.
John's Gospdl is, however, entirely different from the others. He presents an immense
amount of new material even in discussing the same scenes, and, for the most part,
devotes his

* Three years of graduate study in the Harvard Divinity School under the
immediate direction of Professor Ropes gave the author an excellent opportunity to
learn his views. The positions he advances in this book, published shortly after his
death, by one of his colleagues, are essentially the same as the views he presented in
his classroom, with the exception that he has turned more sharply away from belief
in the existence of "Q" and toward an immediate dependence of Luke upon Matthew.
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attention to speeches and events to which the others do not refer at all. The Gospel
of John has been the particular object of hostility on the part of the critics because he
so plainly and strongly affirms the deity of Christ. They attempt to place the date of
this Gospel very late and to discard it as unhistorical. They hold that it does not tell
facts about Christ as they actually happened or speeches that He actually made, but
only the beclouded conceptions of the Christians in the time in which it was written,
as they came to deify Jesus and attribute all sorts of marvelous deeds and claimsto
Him. They clam to discern a clear line of difference between the way Jesus is
presented in the Synoptics and in John, both as to the deeds, claims and speeches of
Jesus. A typical example of the reckless regjection of John's Gospel as unhistorical is
seen in The Fourth Gospel in Research and Debate by Professor B. W. Bacon of
Y ae. Thereis perhaps no phase of New Testament criticism upon which radicals are
so completely in agreement as in the assignment of the Gospel of John to alate date
and the denia of its historical accuracy. Thereisno similar subject concerning which
early Christian writers are in such complete agreement and upon which they write
with such strong and impressive affirmations of the certainty of the facts they record,
as the declaration that the Gospel of John was actually written by the apostle John,
the son of Zebedee, and published about the year A.D. 90 during his residence in
Ephesus. The whole weight of early Christian testimony is against the modernistic
view. Theinterna evidence of the book itself, with its strange omission of the name
of John, its use of the titles, "the disciple" or "the disciple whom Jesus loved," its
emphatic declarations that the book is the work of an eyewitness (19:35; 21:24, 25),
and the veiled identification of the author in the last chapter make it clear that the
apostle John was the author. All of this evidence is so overwhelming that the best the
criticsare able to do isto attempt to confuse the evidence by admitting that somebody
by the name of John wrote the book and then affirming that it was a John, the
disciple, alater figure. When pressed for details concerning this person they suppose
to be the author, the portrait they present is that of John the apostle with a later date
attached. The discovery of a fragment of the Gospel of John which the most
competent critics declare to have been written shortly after the close of the first
century places in our hands evidence which promises to destroy completely this, the
central conclusion of radical criticism of the Gospel narratives. This fragment was
discovered by C. H. Roberts, Fellow of St. John's College, Oxford, while working
through a col-
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lection of fragments that had been gathered from rubbish heaps in Egypt during 1920
and sent to the Rylands Library, in Manchester, England. Dr. Roberts, in the
monograph which he published concerning his discovery in 1935, says. "On the
whole we may accept with some confidence the first half of the second century as the
period in which it was most probably written — ajudgment | should be much more
loath to pronounce were it not supported by Sir Frederic Kenyon, Dr. W. Schubart,
and Dr. H. C. Bell, who have seen photographs of the text, and whose experience and
authority in these matters are unrivaled." He argues that the presence of this
manuscript in Egypt during the first half of the second century immediately thrusts
the composition of the Gospel itself at Ephesus back to the close of the first century.
If this dating proves to be correct, then this is the oldest extant manuscript of any
portion of the New Testament. It actually dates from almost the very time in which
the origina document was written. This utterly demolishes the whole structure of
radical attack upon the Gospel as of late origin, written by someone who lived in a
later period and invented out of hisimagination his own extravagant claims that Jesus
said He wasthe Son of God. It is certainly the irony of fate that the critics, after many
decades of attack on the Gospel of John, and after declaring repeatedly that they had
discredited it as of late second-century origin, should now find themselves face to
face with an actual copy of John's Gospel written shortly after the close of the first
century! Thisfragment is sure to be the object of research and discussion during the
next few years. If further study sustains the early date assigned to this manuscript, it
will be amost important piece of evidence. The proof from the Gospel of John itself,
and from early Christian writers, however, is already so overwhelming that only blind
bias could have suggested its rejection.*

The Two-source Theory—The current theory as to the composition of the
Gospel narratives is that they were copied from one another or from some common
source or sources. The accompanying outline of the Two-source Theory taken from
The Life and Teachings of Jesus by Professor C. F. Kent of Yale offersaclear and
convenient presentation of

* The author does not discuss herein further detail this problem of the authorship
of John, but concentrates upon that of the composition of Matthew, Mark, and L uke,
inasmuch as he has aready written at length upon the former theme in an earlier
volume, The Everlasting Gospel. The chapter on "The Authorship of the Fourth
Gospel" is a summary of data and conclusions drawn from his B.D. Thesis ("A
Critical Study of the Twenty-first Chapter of John"), written at Y ale under Professor
B. W. Bacon.
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the prevailing theory. The sketch is arranged in decades with the names of the
reigning emperors in the left column and the pertinent historical events in the right
column. In thisframework of history, Kent has arranged the Two-source Theory. Two
main lines of descent are indicated by the lines drawn: the preaching of Peter on the
day of Pentecost descends into Ur-Mark and then into the Gospel of Mark. Ur isthe
German word for "early" and by the name Ur-Mark is meant an earlier, shorter
document than the Gospel of Mark which we possess. It is held that this earlier
document grew by accretions into the Gospel of Mark as we have it today. Another
line of descent is from the eyewitnesses who bore testimony to the things which they
knew concerning the deeds and words of Jesus. This line proceeds through "brief
gospels" into the Gospel of Luke. Preceding in time the formation of Ur-Mark and
beginning another line of descent is"Q." "Q" is the name given another document
which they assume. The name comes from the German word "Quella" which means
source, the first letter being used to designate the document. It is also called the
"Logid' ("words' or "sayings') because of the supposition that it contained mainly the
words of Jesus. Speeches being harder to remember than events, they figure that the
first thing to be written down would be some of the declarations and sermons of
Christ. They hold that "Q" developed into the Gospel of Matthew as we have it by
being combined with the Gospel of Mark or Ur-Mark, at least with generous use of
this Gospd for generd outline and framework, and with much of the same expression.
Lukeis held to have used both Mark and Matthew in compiling his narrative. Mark
and Luke are also declared to have been influenced by the Pauline Epistles. All of
these are held to have contributed to the compilation of John's Gospel, in which a
strong influence of Alexandrian philosophy is supposed to be found. This, in brief,
Isthe current theory. The complexity of the hypothesis and the assurance with which
the critics discuss and describe the imaginary documents which are the basis of the
theory are little short of astounding to those who meet it for the first time. Thisisthe
huge structure whose foundation is to be examined in this chapter. It makes the
modernist very indignant to ask for proof of the basic assumptions of this theory. It
Is simply the consensus of opinion of the scholars of the day, one of "the assured
results.” Who hasthe right to challenge its foundation? The similarity of process and
conclusions between this Two-source Theory and the theory of evolution, of which
it isthe offspring, is evident, A theory is concelved and asserted. Adequate proof can
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not be offered to establish the theory as a fact, but repeated declarations that the
theory is true are supposed to supply the lack of proof. Thusis the effort made to
transmute theory into fact by mere repetition of the theory. Even Professor Ropes
shows a touch of this impatience with any demand for proof of the major
presuppositions. "It requires at the present day no elaborate explanations to justify the
consideration by themselves of the Gospels of Matthew, Mark and Luke, with the
exclusion of the Gospd of John. Nor need | defend the assumption which | shall make
that Mark is the source from which Matthew and Luke have drawn much of their
material" (The Synoptic Gospels, p. 3). He thinks clearly in the frank admission that
the whole proposition asto the use of Mark by Matthew and Luke is an "assumption,”
but isit true that this hypothesisis so well established that it needs no defense "at the
present day"?

Quotation from Papias—The customary statement of the case for the Two-
source Theory is that it is proved by the similarities and the differences in the
synoptic accounts. In other words, in the passages where Matthew, Mark and Luke
are parald, the accounts are so closdly identical that they must have risen from some
interdependent relation; in the passages where they are entirely different, there are
adequate reasons for any omissions or changes by the person who copied, and omitted
and changed as he copied. An effort will be made to test this line of reasoning and
some of the data upon which it rests. But another line of evidence which is adduced
will first be considered. Two passages from early Christian literature are urged as
evidence for the theory. Papias, leader of the church at Hierapolisin AsiaMinor and
associate of Polycarp and others who had been trained by the apostles, says:
"Matthew composed the Oracles (Ta Logia) in the Hebrew dialect, and every one
trandated it as he was able" (Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. 111. 39). From this declaration
they take the name The Logia and suppose it to have been an earlier, shorter work
than our Gospdl of Matthew. But neither the statement of Papias nor that of any other
of the early Christian scholars gives ground for the supposition. Instead of implying
that it was a different book, he implies exactly the opposite — that the book was their
Gospel of Matthew which now furnished no difficulty of trandlation since it wasin
Greek, but which initsfirst writing was in Hebrew and caused such difficulty. The
past tense "every one trandated” impliesthat this was not true of the book at the time
he wrote. His whole statement implies that the book was not in circulation in Hebrew
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at his time or he would not have had cause to inform his readers on the subject.
Matthew wrote for Jewish Christians and to the Jewish readers; hence he wrote at first
in Hebrew. But he himself doubtless published it in Greek when the early church
swiftly took on a world-wide scope. If Matthew also wrote the Greek edition, this
would explain the absence of evidence of our Gospd of Matthew's being a tranglation
from Aramaic. It isacurious quirk that the critics seeking for evidence of an Aramaic
original should declare that Mark rather than Matthew furnishes such indications.
Ropes declares: "Among the several Gospels, Mark is the one regarding which the
claim of adirect Aramaic original has made most appeal to scholars’ (ibid., p. 97).
Into the maze of theorizing which critics have wound around this statement of Papias
in order to found here in history their theory of "Q," Professor Ropes casts the
following bombshell: "In using the term ‘oracles,’ it is not unlikely that he [Papias]
had in mind abook like one of our Gospels, and he was unguestionably interested in
reporting a tradition bearing on the origin of our Greek Gospel of Matthew, which
was unquestionably known under that title in his day. His fragmentary sentence,
detached from all context, has had grest influence on the church's view of the Gospel
of Matthew, and must refer to some important fact within the Aramaic phase of early
Christian life. But it is not to be taken as the basis for atheory of 'Q," or, indeed, as
having any bearing whatever on that pure hypothesis® (ibid., pp. 107, 108).

The Apostle Peter and the Gospel of Mark—A second statement from Papias
has been much discussed: "Mark being the interpreter of Peter, whatsoever he
recorded he wrote with accuracy, but not, however, in the order in which it was
spoken or done by our Lord; he was in company with Peter, who gave him such
instruction as was necessary, but not to give a history of our Lord's discourses'
(Eusebius, Eccles. Hist. 111. 39). This has been the basis of endless theorizing upon
the existence of an earlier form of Mark, called Ur-Mark. Professor Ropes aso flatly
contradicts this whole effort and declares that the statement of Papias refers to our
Gospel of Mark: "A third piece of knowledge relates to Mark and Matthew aone. It
Isof primeimportance, although limited in its bearing, more limited, in reality, than
Is sometimes thought. At some time before the year 160, perhaps many years before
that date, the Christian bishop of Hierapolisin Asia Minor, named Papias, wrote a
statement which has been preserved for us in trustworthy form, although most of his
book has
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been lost. He had had the advantage of acquaintances with older men who had
themselves known some of the veterans of a still earlier, and even of the first,
generation of Christians, and from his own conversation with these older men he
reports what they had told him of their intercourse with those veterans. One of them
had stated to Papias informant that Mark had at some time been in contact with the
apostle Peter, and Mark wrote down what he remembered of Peter's accounts of
Christ's words and deeds. Whether anything beyond this in Papias' long sentence
came to him thus, with only one intermediary, from the veteran, whom he calls 'the
Elder,' and what Papias means by calling Mark the 'interpreter’ of Peter, are questions
of uncertain answer and are immaterial. There is no question that Papias, writing
when he did, meant our Gospel of Mark by the book he refers to" (ibid., pp. 105,
106). It should be noted in this quotation how Professor Ropes attempts to avoid the
admission that Papias was actually trained by the apostle John himself. He attempts
to create the impression that another generation intervened between the apostle John
and Papias, even while admitting that Papias wrote this famous statement in A.D. 160
and "perhaps many years before that date." The early Christian writers declare that
John wrote his Gospel at Ephesus about A.D, 85. Professor Ropes undertakes to leave
room for an intervening generation by underscoring the fact that Papias in this
passage speaks of John the Elder instead of John, the apostle. This is the radical
theory, to which reference has been made before, that two Johnslived at Ephesus: one
the apostle and, succeeding him, a younger man, named John the Elder. All of thisis
conceived from thetitle "the Elder" which Papias used concerning the aged apostle
John.

Deadly Effect of the Quotations from Papias—Before leaving the external
evidence from Papias, it should be noted that the passages strike hard at the Two-
source Theory itself. Papias gives no indication whatsoever of any contact or
connection between the writing of the two narratives, the Gospels of Matthew and
Mark. His declaration that Mark was directed or informed by Peter in the writing of
his Gospel upsets completely the theory that the author of our Gospel of Mark would
need the help of so-called "sources.” Peter had been with Christ from the beginning;
If Mark had the information Peter gave, what need had he of more help? Moreover,
Papias affirms that the apostle Matthew wrote his Gospel. Matthew was with Jesus
in person. What need would he have had of "sources'? Who would know
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better than he himsalf? Why have to borrow from Mark, who was not an eyewitness,
accounts of thrilling events he had himself experienced? Again, take notice of the
implication in the affirmation that Matthew wrote in Aramaic. This certainly implies
that Matthew's Gospel was the first to be written; Matthew wrote while the Hebrew
element was still strong in the early church. Thisis death to the Two-source Theory
which supposes that Mark was written first and that Matthew copied from Mark. That
the above inference from the statement of Papiasis correct, may be confirmed from
the declaration of Irenaeus, who lived from about A.D. 135 to 200. He, too, had seen
Polycarp in his youth and had been instructed by those associated with the apostles.
He declares. "Matthew aso issued awritten Gospel among the Hebrews in their own
diaect, while Peter and Paul were preaching at Rome and laying the foundations of
the church. After their departure, Mark, the disciple and interpreter of Peter, did aso
hand down to us in writing what had been preached by Peter. Luke aso, the
companion of Paul, recorded in abook the gospel preached by him. Afterwards, John,
the disciple of the Lord, who had also leaned upon His breast, did himself publish a
Gospd during hisresidence at Ephesusin Asid' (Against Heresies, 111. 1). The Two-
source Theory must fly in the face of the testimony of the early Christian writers who
had been in touch with the apostles or those instructed by them. The issue is history
versus theory, facts versus presuppositions. Thus do the critics hang themselves from
the very two passages of Papias upon which they had hoped to suspend their theory.

Dilemma of Pseudo-conservatives—The Two-source Theory arose in a period
when the critics assigned the Gospels to a late date in the second century. Radical
scholars of the nineteenth century held that the Gospels were written late by unknown
"editors' who knew nothing at first hand of the facts of Jesus' life and had to draw on
ancient "sources." They supposed these writers used the names of apostles to give
authority and credence to their publications. Two monstrous inconsi stencies now face
the proponents of thistheory. On the one hand, there is the group of writers who are
ordinarily considered conservative, but who have adopted this theory. You can
scarcely pick up a magazine or book commenting on the Gospel narratives but you
will find this theory staring you in the face: Mark wrote first, Matthew copied, etc.
When men of conservative reputation such as A. T. Robertson adopt and expound the
Two-source Theory (A Harmony of the Gospels, p. 255), here is the ridiculous
situation which results.
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They till hold that the Gospel of Matthew was written by the apostle Matthew who
was with Jesus during His ministry and yet that he did not have such ordinary
intelligence as to be able to record facts in the life of Jesus which he saw and heard
without copying from Mark who was not present. Truly, the structure of Christian
faith can not be made to fit on the warped and wobbly foundation of nineteenth-
century infidelity. If our Gospels were written by eyewitnesses or those who were
immediately in touch with eyewitnesses, then what need of "sources'?

TheEarly Date of the Gospels—The dilemma of the more radical scholarsis not
less embarrassing. They have on their hands a theory which was specially constructed
to fit the theory of alate, second-century date for the Gospel narratives and, now that
the evidence has become overwhelming, they have had to surrender the question of
late date and move the books up into the first century. Professor Torrey, of Yale,
declares there is not a scintilla of evidence to sustain the supposition of alate date
(second century) for the Gospels. Professor Ropes frankly admits the fact that the
Gospds must have been written in the first century: "From these circumstancesiit is
a secure conclusion that about the year 125 after Christ, all the Gospels were already
relatively ancient books, associated with an earlier generation. This certainly carries
us back to a date not later than about the year 100" (ibid., pp. 104, 105). Thus he finds
himsdlf in the embarrassing position of admitting that the Gospel of John was written
at atime when the early Christian writers declare the apostle John was still alive and
yet denying that it is accurate history written by the apostle! In casting doubt upon the
Fourth Gospel, he must contradict the whole body of early Christian literature. He
confesses himself "baffled in any effort to determine how much credible historical
knowledge can be drawn from John" (ibid., p. 91), after affirming it was written in
the very period when the gpostle John, an eyewitness, was still aive, according to the
whole historic testimony of the period. The radical scholar feels that he must by all
odds continue to deny the historic value of the Gospel of John because it is so
powerful in affirming the deity of Christ, but how he can maintain this denial, while
admitting the early date of the book, is a predicament which is indeed baffling.

The Time Element of the Theory—The critical need of the Two-source Theory,
as of its parent — the theory of evolution — is time. Hear the evolutionist as he
conjures up a sonorous and unending array of figures — thousands of years,
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millions of years, billions of years. He must have unlimited time on which to weave
the intricate threads of his theory. So with the current, skeptical theory of the
composition of the Gospels. Now that the facts force the date of writing of the Gospel
narratives back into the first century, how in such a compressed spaceis it possible
to maintain any longer an extended development from source to source? Professor
Ropes places the Synoptics between A.D. 70 and 100. This comes within one or two
decades of the time which conservative scholars have always assigned to these
narratives (probably 50-60, and certainly before A.D. 70). How could it be possible
that during the short period of forty years, myths should grow up and be published as
historic facts while hundreds of eyewitnesses of these events in the life of Chrigt,
which are presented as astounding miracles, were still alive? How could it be
possible, when the date of the Gospels is admitted to be at a time well within the
probable lifetime of the apostles, that the writers should have to fumble with
"sources' and copy from one another, if they themselves saw and heard or had
Immediate access to the eyewitnesses who had aleading part in the events recorded?
The clinching question is: how could it be possible for the Gospel of Matthew, which
was a "relatively ancient” document by A.D. 125 and quite evidently known and
revered in the church during the closing years of the first century, to be a forged
document — a pseudonymous writing — to which the name of the apostle Matthew
had been attached under the very eyes of those still living who had been associated
with him?If it is admitted that the apostle Matthew wrote the Gospel which bears his
name, the Two-source Theory becomes ridiculous, for what need would an
eyewitness of even ordinary intelligence have of copying such matter as the critics
hold the author of Matthew's Gospel copied from Mark? A scholar less acutein his
reasoning or less conscientious in his writing might be unable to see or unwilling to
admit this critical dilemma. Not so with Professor Ropes. He both sees and admits the
difficulty and that he can not solve it. He starts his whole series of lectures with the
declaration that he is building on an "assumption” in declaring Matthew and Luke
copied from Mark. Then he uses this "assumption™ to deny that the apostle Matthew
wrote the Gospel bearing his name. One assumption is thus proved by another
assumption! But he at least sees that he must deny the apostolic authorship of the
Gospel of Matthew to maintain his theory. "Now it is inconceivable that one of the
twelve, such as the apostle Matthew, should have been so dependent as the author of
the
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First Gospel shows himsealf to have been on an informant (Mark) whose opportunities
for knowledge of the events were incomparably inferior to his own. Consequently the
conclusion seems inevitable that the author of the First Gospel, the so-called Gospel
of Matthew, was not the apostle Matthew. What led to the name, which this Gospel
has borne from the earliest times, what relation Matthew the apostle may have had to
our Gospel or to one of its sources, can merely be the subject of conjecture, and, as
amatter of fact, conjectures on this question have proved elusive and futile" (ibid.,
p. 38). What a confession! It sounds like a person who finds himself driven into a
corner and forced to throw up his hands. He has no explanation as to how this Gospel
could have arisen at such an early time and have been attributed to Matthew the
apostle, when it was not written by him. The Two-source Theory was built by the
skeptics of the nineteenth century on the assumption that the Gospels are late, second-
century documents; it simply does not fit into the admitted facts today that the
Gospels were written far back in the first century.

" Q" the Mythical—One of the features of the Two-source Theory which has
been most confidently affirmed is that back of Matthew is an earlier document, "Q."
Thousands of pages have been written describing this document. A. T. Robertson says
in A Harmony of the Gospels: "The criticism of the Synoptic Gospels has been able
to reach abroad genera conclusion that is likely to stand the test of time. The reason
for this happy solution liesin the fact that the processes and results can be tested. It
IS not mere subjective speculation. Any one who knows how to weigh evidence can
compare Mark, Matthew and Luke in the English, and still better in the Greek. The
pages of the present harmony offer proof enough. It is as plain as a pikestaff that both
our Matthew and Luke used practicaly al of Mark and followed his general order of
events. For this reason Mark has been placed first on the pages where this Gospel
appears at all. But another thing is equally clear and that is that both Matthew and
Luke had another source in common because they each give practicaly identical
matter for much that is not in Mark at all. This second common source for Matthew
and Luke has been called Logia because it is chiefly discourses. It is sometimes
referred to as'Q." . . . Unfortunately we do not have the whole of the Logia (Q) before
usasinthe case of Mark" (p. 255). This flamboyant affirmation of "Q" comes from
the supposedly conservative Professor A. T. Robertson, of the Southern Baptist
Theological Seminary in Louisville, Kentucky. Now
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let us hear Professor Ropes, radical scholar of the Unitarian Harvard University, as
with sledge hammer blows he smashes into bits this theoretical structure"Q." "It is
commonly held that Matthew drew much of his matter from an earlier compilation of
Jesus' sayings also used by Luke and nowadays sometimes dubbed 'Q.' But of such
abook no ancient seems ever to have heard, and the grounds on which its existence
Is inferred by modern scholars are far less secure than is commonly represented or
supposed” (p. 37). Again he says: "The hypothesisis usually accepted that there was
in existence at the close of the first century a book containing an extensive record of
Jesus' sayings, from which both Matthew and Luke drew, but which, having been
largely reproduced in their Gospels, was thereafter lost. This supposed book was
often termed the 'L ogia by scholars of the last century. In the present generation it is
more commonly known by the symbol 'Q." Matthew, as can be observed by anyone,
has combined this material of Jesus sayings into his large unified discourses and
blocks of connected paragraphs. Luke has it distributed in smaller portions, mainly
In two long sections of his Gospal. Now, in view of these plain factsit is a necessary
conclusion, that if Matthew and Luke wrote their Gospels independently, such a
common source, 'Q," must have once existed. However, in the discussion of this
matter — which of late has reached enormous proportions and attained to bewildering
perplexity — the fundamental assumption that Luke and Matthew were independent
has been but lightly treated, and often the critical significance of this question for the
problem does not seem to have been present to the critics minds. There is, however,
an dternative; namely, that Luke drew these sayings from Matthew, and in the present
state of the investigation it ought not to be excluded from consideration. That this
alternative is still open renders unsatisfactory a great deal of current discussion of
these Gospel's and their sources, and makes even more futile the various inconclusive
attempts to determine the limits, contents, purpose, and ideas of 'Q," the hypothetical
'second source' of Matthew and Luke. The third possibility, that Matthew is
dependent upon Luke for these sayings, may, for avariety of reasons, be dismissed,
although the idealis sometimes advanced. In any case, it ought to be repeated that 'Q,'
iIf it ever existed, is a pure inference, a strictly hypothetical document. No ancient
writer known to us appears to have so much as heard of it, to say nothing of knowing
it by personal inspection.

"Thistheory of a second written source, devised to explain the resemblances of
Matthew and Luke, seems to have occurred to the
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mind of man, or at least to have been published to the world, just one hundred years
ago. In the present state of our knowledge, whether such a document ever existed
must be regarded as uncertain” (ibid., pp. 67, 68). Repeatedly Professor Ropes attacks
the assurance with which radical scholars conjure up "Q." "That Mark, in
substantialy its present form, was drawn on by Matthew and Luke for the greater part
of their narrative of events and incidents, can be regarded as an achieved result of
Synoptic criticism, and can be used without scruple as the basis for modern study. But
it is surprising, and a little mortifying to scholarship, to have to admit that this
fundamental conclusion is the only assured result of the vast amount of incessant
labor which has been expended upon the so-called Synoptic problem in the whole of
the past one hundred years and more. As to the other main question for the
examination of which the material is directly open to students, that presented by the
great mass of sayings common to Matthew and Luke, but not found in Mark,
agreement among scholarsis lessthan it was forty years ago. The widespread idea of
acommon source, now lost, for these two Gospels — the theory of 'Logia or 'Q' —
has tended to be modified, refined, and complicated to such a degree as, for that
reason if for no other, to arouse doubts of its validity. There is a simpler, competing
possibility; namely, that Luke drew these sayings from our Gospel of Matthew, which
has never been shown to be impossible. If this could be made a probability, the
hypothesis of 'Q' would lose at least its main ground of support” (ibid., p. 93). Thus,
after one hundred years of discussion and endless speculation in which the towering
structure of "Q" "has reached enormous proportions and attained to bewildering
perplexity,” it is frankly admitted that its foundation is mere shifting sand and the
evident doom of the theory clearly presaged.

Did Luke Use Matthew?—But what of the alternative which Professor Ropes
offers — the theory that Luke copied directly from Matthew? Forced to yield the
theory "Q" after all the years of toil spent in constructing it, he urges the possibility
that Luke copied from Matthew. But this theory also has been thoroughly discredited.
The famous English scholar Alfred Plummer has achieved a monumenta work in his
commentary on Luke. It is modernistic, in some positions advanced, but it standsin
the sharpest contrast with other commentaries of the International Critical Series on
the Gospel narratives. Allen's Commentary on Matthew is devoted almost completely
to a defense of the Two-source Theory and as a commentary is a most pathetic
failure. Any
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meager grains of wheat are hopelesdy lost in the chaff. But Plummer devotes himself
to acareful exegesis of the text as would be expected of a commentator. However, he
pauses ever and anon to point out the improbability of the theory that Luke copied
from Matthew. Moreover, it is exceedingly interesting to notice that he holds that
Luke did not even have Mark before aim. He accepts rather the theory of Ur-Mark as
a source of the three. "The early narrative (itself perhaps not primary), of which all
three Synoptists make use, and which constitutes the main portion of Mark's Gospel,
was probably aready in writing when Luke made use of it. Luke may have had the
Second Gospel itsdlf, pretty nearly in the form we have it, and may include the author
of it among the polloi (1:1). But some phenomena are rather against this. Luke omits
(6:5) 'the sabbath was made for man, and not man for the sabbath' (Mark 2:27). He
omits the whole of Mark 6:45—8:9, which contains the digression into the borders
of Tyre and Sidon and the incident with the Syrophcenician woman, whichisalsoin
Matthew (15:21-28). And all of thiswould have been full of interest to Luke's Gentile
readers. That he had our First Gospel is much less probable. There is so much that he
would have been most likely to appropriate if he had known it, that the omission is
most easily explained by assuming that he did not know it. He omits the visit of the
Gentile Magi (Matt. 2:1-15). At 20:17 he omits 'Therefore | say to you, The kingdom
of God shall be taken away from you, and shall be given to anation bringing forth the
fruits thereof (Matt. 21:43). At 21:12-16 he omits '‘And this gospel of the kingdom
shall be preached in the whole world for a testimony unto all the nations (Matt.
24:14; comp. Mark 13:10). Compare the omission of Matt. 17:6, 7 at Luke 9:35, of
Matt. 17:19, 20 at Luke 9:18; and see page 41. Both to Luke and his readers such
things would have been most significant. Again, would Luke have left the differences
between his own Gospel and that of Matthew as they are, if he had been aware of
them? Contrast Matt. 2:14, 15 with Luke 2:39; Matt. 28:7, 10, 16 with Luke 24:49;
and generally mark the differences between the narratives of the Nativity and of the
resurrection in these two Gospels, the divergenciesin the two geneal ogies, the 'eight
days (Luke) and the 'six days (Matthew and Mark) at the transfiguration, and the
perplexing phenomena in the Sermon on the Mount. These points lead us to the
conclusion that Luke was not familiar with our First Gospel, even if he knew it at all.
But, besides the early narrative, which seems to have been nearly coextensive with
our Second Gospel, Matthew and L uke used the same collection,
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or two similar collections, of 'Oracles or 'Sayings of the Lord'; and hence the large
amount of matter, chiefly discourses, which is common to Matthew and Luke, but is
not found in Mark. This collection, however, can hardly have been a single document,
for the common material is used very differently by the two evangelists, especially
as regards arrangement. A Book of 'Oracles must not be hastily assumed.

"In addition to these two main sources, (1) the narrative of events, which he
shares with Matthew and Mark, and (2) the collection of discourses, which he shares
with Matthew; and besides (3) the smaller documents about the infancy incorporated
in the first two chapters, which are peculiar to himself — Luke evidently had (4) large
sources of information respecting the Ministry, which are also peculiar to himself"
(Commentary on Luke, Introduction, pp. 23ff.).

Independence of Luke's Gospel—This compact citation from Plummer which
Is crammed to the limit with points of evidence and cross currents of the Two-source
Theory, probably is enough to give the untrained reader an insight into what the
learned Harvard professor was moved to call "enormous proportions’ and
"bewildering perplexity" of the Two-source Theory. Plummer advances some twenty-
two points of evidence in the paragraphs quoted above. And some of these items of
proof he offers to show that Luke did not have Mark before him in its present form,
aswell as Matthew. Thus that which Professor Ropes argued as absolutely assured
(that Luke copied from our Mark) and the theory which he urged (that L uke copied
from our Matthew) are both assailed. Those who will have the patience to ook up in
Plummer's Commentary the various passages he citesin hisintroduction will find that
the argument is powerful. Take, for instance, his elaboration of the omission by Luke
of the entire narrative found in Matthew and Mark of the events from the feeding of
the five thousand to the confession of Peter at Caesarea Philippi. If Luke copied from
Mark and Matthew, why did he omit the thrilling scene when Jesus walked on the
water, when he had just recorded, as did the others, the feeding of the five thousand?
What conceivable reason can any person give for such an omission, if he were
copying from narratives which contained it? Why omit all the immensely interesting
series of events up to Caesarea Philippi? Plummer, like Professor Ropes, tries
desperately to cling to the Two-source Theory, but al that is left, when it collides
with the facts,
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is unintelligible fragments. After noting this strange series of omissions by Luke,
Plummer says, "can he have seen either Matthew or Mark? So aso here: both the
others mention that the incident (confession of Peter) took place near Caesarea
Philippi, on the confines of heathenism. Luke mentions no place. It is a desperate
expedient to suppose with Reuss that the copy of Mark, which Luke knew, chanced
to omit these sections” (ibid., p. 246). In addition to this, he points out the immense
amount of new material whichis found only in Luke. "According to one calculation,
If the contents of the Synoptic Gospels are divided into 172 sections, of these 172,
Luke has 123 (3/4), Matthew 112 (2/3), and Mark 84 (¥2); and of these 172, Luke has
48 which are peculiar to himsdlf (2/7), Matthew has 22 (1/8), and Mark has 5 (1/37)."
Now how can anyone explain all of this origina material in Luke and the other
Synoptics if Matthew and Luke copied from Mark, and Luke also from Matthew?
Plummer tries to explain that there was a large number of sources from which Luke
copied. But the Two-source Theory ceases to be "Two-source" and tends to become
manifold and then infinitesmal. Thus the whole theory breaks up. This gives further
significance to the admissions of Professor Ropes and his patient effort to try to turn
back and collect the fragments of the theory and put them back again into a two-fold
container (Mark and Matthew). The "bewildering perplexity" of the theory as the
skeptical writers go round and round in their endless attempt to explain on a purely
rational basis the similarities of the Synoptics makes the reader dizzy.

I ndependence of M atthew's Gospel—The peculiar gyrations of which the critic
IS capable in the effort to maintain this theory is abundantly illustrated in Allen's
Commentary on Matthew. He attempts to explain differences in Matthew from the
account of Mark, from which he supposes that Matthew copied, by arguing the
growth of the idea that Jesus was the Son of God and the dislike of the author of
Matthew's Gospel for any mention of human emotions on the part of Jesus. For
example, in the section selected above for illustration to show the absolute
independence of Luke from both Matthew and Mark (the events from the feeding of
the five thousand to the scene at Caesarea Philip-pi), there is the strong evidence that
Matthew also wrote entirely independent of Mark, to be found in the omission by
Matthew of the healing of the deaf stammerer (Mark 7:31-37). Allen claims that the
reason that "the editor of Matthew" did not copy from Mark this miracle and that of
the healing of the blind man of Bethsaida
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(Mark 8:22-26) is that they were both private and in both the method of Jesus was
peculiar! "The editor of Matthew" did not like the idea that Jesus used "physical
contact or material means,” or sighed; the people disobeyed Christ, or that recovery
of the sight was gradual! This shows the absurd extremities to which the advocates
of the Two-source Theory are forced. Questionsto be considered in regard to this are:
(2) Isit true that Matthew does not record miracles in which Jesus touched the person
healed? Cf. 8:3, 15; 9:29; 20:34. (2) Isit true that Matthew gives greater emphasis to
the "immediacy"” of Christ's miracles? (3) Isit true that Matthew avoids attributing
"emotion and effort to Christ"? (Note Jesus weeping over Jerusalem in Matthew and
not in Mark!) (4) Isit true that Matthew avoids admitting that people disobeyed His
injunctions? (5) Isit true that Matthew avoids picturing Jesus as "asking questions as
though He had not absolute knowledge"? Notice how the account of Matthew
generalizing on the work of Jesus here verifies, by a double reference to the dumb
being caused to speak, 1 the record of Mark that it was the healing of a deaf and dumb
man which caused the most excitement. This incident is only one of a whole
multitude of citations which could be offered to show that the assumption of the
modernists that Matthew copied from Mark simply can not stand the test of the facts.

I ndependence of John's Gospel—It can be clearly established that one of the
Gospel writers had seen the other Gospel narratives before he wrote his account. The
Gospel of John was written so much later (A.D. 85-90) than the other Gospel
accounts (A.D. 50-60) that everyone agrees that the writer must have been familiar
with the contents of the Synoptics. That being the case, this should be the ideal book
on which to test the whole theory that the Gospels arose out of a process of
I nterdependence, through copying from one another or from common sources. No one
can absolutely prove that either Matthew, Mark, or Luke, who wrote in the same
period, was familiar with the work of the other two. Now no one denies that the
author of the Fourth Gospel knew the ; three narratives that had already been written.
The test question then is, Does the Gospel of John bear evidence of the author's
having copied his narrative from the other three? Kent affirms that thisis true, as
indicated by the lines on his sketch. But there is not the slightest evidence to sustain
his declaration. A cursory reading of the four books will immediately show that any
effect which the preceding narratives had upon John was purely negative. Instead of
copying from the others, he deliberately avoided repeating
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what they had recorded and devoted himself to writing down events and sermons
which had not been mentioned. In the whole ministry of Jesus, he only records one
miracle which the other three record (excepting, of course, the resurrection of Jesus):
the feeding of the five thousand. And in this miracle he gives an entirely fresh and
original presentation of setting, details, and results. A. T. Robertson claims that the
Two-source Theory must be true because "the processes and results can be tested.”
But here we see that the theory fails under the most elementary and indubitable test
which can possibly be made. In the one case where the test is clear-cut and
inescapable, the answer is plainly in the negative: John did not copy from the other
three. Modernists attempt to break the force of this by a continuous attack upon the
historical merit of John and by insisting that the Synoptic problem must be kept in an
entirely different compartment from the problem of the Fourth Gospel. But here are
the four narratives in our New Testament. If Matthew copied from Mark, and Luke
from Mark and Matthew, if that is the way in which the accounts grew up, then why
did not John copy from all three? According to the logic of the theory, Professor Kent
had to affirm that John copied from the others. But the facts in the case prove exactly
the opposite.

Declaration of Purpose and Method by Luke—Two of the narratives contain
direct assertions as to the purpose and methods which directed the writing: Luke and
John. The prologue of Luke's Gospel has been frequently quoted as evidence for the
Two-source Theory. But a close examination of its contents will show that it offers-
absolutely no support to the supposition that he copied his narratives from preceding
ones. He affirms exactly the opposite. "Forasmuch as many have taken in hand to
draw up a narrative concerning those matters which have been fulfilled among us,
even asthey delivered them unto us, who from the beginning were eyewitnesses and
ministers of the word, it seemed good to me aso, having traced the course of al
things accurately from the first, to write unto thee in order, most excellent
Theophilus, that thou mightiest know the certainty concerning the things wherein thou
wast instructed” (Luke 1:1-4). It was natural and inevitable that immediately after
Pentecost, Christians in Jerusalem would be moved to write to their relatives and
friends in Joppa, Caesarea or elsewhere, and explain to them the wonderful things
which had transpired. Such brief accounts would naturally be passed about. Luke
refers to such efforts and does not condemn them. Martin Luther trandated "many
have
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presumed" to draw up a narrative, but Luke does not condemn the efforts of those
who had written as presumptuous. The universal command had been to preach the
Word. Luke does imply that the "many" were not eyewitnesses or had not had his
opportunities for knowledge, or had not gone back to the beginning; had not been
entirely accurate or orderly in their narratives or at least had been inadequate and
incomplete. Luke evidently does not refer to the works of Matthew and Mark. These
were authoritative narratives, the one by an eyewitness and apostle; the other, written
under the guidance of the apostle Peter. The following free paraphrase will assist in
gathering the full meaning of Luke as added phrases give the shading of the Greek
words and syntax and the implications of the context: "Since many have been
attempting to write an account of the life of Christ as enacted in the midst of those of
us who are now Christians, using the information which the apostles and other
eyewitnesses who were with Jesus from the beginning and who also have been
ministers of the word and fully tested its power and their devotion to the divine
message, have been delivering in sermons and interviews unto us, who are not
eyewitnesses, it seemed entirely proper for me also, since | have interviewed the
available witnesses with the greatest care and traced the course of eventsto the very
start, to write unto you a narrative drawn up in orderly fashion, so that you, most
excdlent Theophilus, might be absolutely assured of the exact facts concerning Christ
which you have already learned by oral instruction." Now instead of this passage
giving even the slightest ground for saying that Luke used the writings of those who
had preceded him, exactly the opposite is true. He pushes aside the efforts to write a
narrative about Christ which he refers to as utterly inadequate, and places his own
work in the sharpest contrast with them. If he knew of the narratives of Matthew and
Mark, he certainly does not include them in his reference, but he also did not use
them in his writing for he deliberately declares that his document is based upon
firsthand interviews with the eyewitnesses. Instead of copying from other writings,
he investigated for himself.

Declaration of John—John is the other narrator who frankly states his plan of
writing. He solemnly claims to have been an eyewitness of the events he records:
"And he that hath seen hath borne witness, and his witness is true: and he knoweth
that he saith true, that ye also may believe" (19:35). He claims to have had at his
command an almost inexhaustible amount of information as to events and sermons
of Jesus which he does not
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record: "Many other signs therefore did Jesus in the presence of the disciples, which
are not written in this book: but these are written, that ye may believe that Jesus is the
Chrigt, the Son of God; and that believing ye may have life in his name" (John 20:30,
31). "Thisisthe disciple that beareth witness of these things, and wrote these things:
and we know that his witness is true. And there are also many other things which
Jesus did, the which if they should be written every one, | suppose that even the world
itself would not contain the books that should be written" (John 21:24, 25). This
collides squardly with the fundamental assumption of the modernists that the Gospel
writers copied from one another because they had only very scanty information
available and that they wrote everything they knew.

A Coallection of Suppostions—W. B. Hill in hisIntroduction to the Life of Christ
gives an interesting review of the history of speculation concerning: the relation of the
Gospel narratives and offers a series of arguments to sustain the Two-source Theory.
The reader will discover on pages 112, 113, where he is describing the process by
which the Gospels arose as writers copied from one another, that he uses such words
as "perhaps,” "doubtless," "very probable” "may explain,” "more likely,"
"supposing,” "supposes,” "apparently,” "many think," about twenty-two timesin the
compass of two pages. Thisis characteristic of the foundation of sand on which the
theory rests. William Jennings Bryan once counted such words on the pages of a so-
called scientific book advocating evolution and after reciting the hundreds of times
that such words were used, uttered one of the greatest epigrams of modern times. "
'We may well suppose' is not a sufficient substitute for 'Thus saith the Lord." "

Smilaritiesto Be Expected—The argument is advanced by Professor Hill that
if the Gospels were written independently we should expect them to be "made up of
different selections and have littlein common" since al three Synoptics are very brief
and give only afew of the deeds and sayings of Jesus out of agreat mass. A sufficient
rejoinder to thisis found in the fundamental assumption of Professor Hill which is
exactly the opposite of what should be affirmed. If the Gospels were written
Independently, we should expect them to be similar and to record many of the same
great scenes, miracles, and sayings: to have much m common. Even if one follows the
purely rationalistic basis for explanation of the relation of the narratives and
disregards completely their inspiration, it still follows that the sermons and events
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which had impressed most profoundly one witness would also impress another and
would appear in these narratives. This becomes especially clear when we remember
that the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus are the very center of the gospel asit
was the great purpose of His coming into the world. About one-half of the Gospels
IS devoted to the events of the last week, especialy the trial, death, burial, and
resurrection. Thusit isto be expected and was absolutely necessary that they should
tell the same things much of the time.

Differences Are Unexplained—A further statement of this argument from
Professor Hill is as follows: "Mark has comparatively few of the teachings of Jesus,
but gives various important incidents in His life, from the imprisonment of John the
Baptist down to the resurrection. Now these same incidents, often arranged in the
same order and told sometimes in ailmost identical words, form the main part of the
narrative in Matthew and Luke' (ibid.,, p. 104). Notice the words "often,"
"sometimes,” "almost." In contrast with this, the reader will find that Matthew and
Luke are very different from Mark in the early sections. And in the latter half of their
narratives, where they describe the tragic climax of Jesus ministry, each continually
introduces new facts and sayings which the others do not record. Thisistrue of the
whole record. Thisalso isto be expected. The same great events and sermons would
appeal to various witnesses, but different details and angles would at times impress
different men. The differences in the Gospel accounts are so startling that one
hundred and fifty years ago the skeptics were directing their whole attack to the
proposition that the Gospel narratives contradict one another hopelessly. Now they
have swung to the other extreme and argue that they are so much alike that the writers
must have copied from one another or from common sources! As a matter of fact,
both positions are false and the arguments advanced for each help to destroy the
other. Professor Hill admits the weakness and inadequate character of Synoptic
criticism when he admits the distinct character of the Gospels. "If we add John, and
thus make a harmony of the four Gospels, the peculiarity of the Synoptics becomes
still more evident, for John has very little in common with the other three; and parallel
columns are usually impossible. In fact, there is nowhere else in biographical
literature an instance of three books so similar and yet distinct. Each relates or omits
certain incidents and sayings not related or not omitted by one or both of the other
two; and in a passage common to two or to al three the phraseology



THE TWO-SOURCE THEORY 83

may be identical for alittle ways, and then vary without any apparent reason. Each
book has its individual character, its own way of treating a topic, and its special
purpose; there is no possibility of identifying one with another” (ibid., p. 105). "When
we seek to determine which Gospel wasfirst, and which was second or third, serious
difficulties arise. For example, Matthew is much longer than Mark: then evidently —
according to this theory — (that each succeeding Gospel was copied from the
preceding) if it was written later, it is an enlargement of Mark: or if it was written
earlier, it is condensed in Mark. But if it is an enlargement, why does it omit some
important portions of Mark? Or, if Mark is a condensation, why does Mark give some
of the common facts in much fuller form? And in either case, why should the copying
be in one place very exact and in another place full of alterations? There may be a
measure of truth in this theory of mutual dependence; but it does not fully solve the
Synoptic problem. Thisis shown by the fact that scholars who adopt it can not agree
asto the order of writing of the Gospels, or thelir relation to one another. Each of the
three Gospels has been given afirst or second or third place in time, and each has
been supposed to be dependent upon one or both of the other two; and yet none of
these arrangements has fully solved the problem™ (ibid., pp. 107, 108). Could any
more damaging admissions be imagined? Radica scholars using exactly the same data
in the Gospd narratives come to exactly opposite conclusions as to which Gospel was
written first and who copied from whom!

Bewildering Array of Theories—A. B. Bruce, the great Scotch scholar, points
out this weakness in the whole theory of interdependence: " Theoretic critics tell, each
onein turn, their own story very plausibly, but it helps to deliver ssmple readers from
the spell of thelr enchantment, to compare the results at which they respectively
arrive. Such a comparison does not inspire confidence in the methods and verdicts of
Tendenz-Kritik as practiced by the experts. This may be illustrated by placing side
by side the views of Baur and Pfleiderer respecting the Synoptical Gospels. Take first
the order in which these Gospels were written. Baur arranges them thus: Matthew,
Luke, Mark; Pfleiderer simply reverses the order, so that it runs. Mark, Luke,
Matthew. With reference to the historic value of the Gospels the two masters are
equally divergent in opinion. In the esteem of the earlier critic, Matthew is entitled
to the highest measure of credit; for the latter he possessesthe least” (Apologetics, pp.
450, 451). It ismost surpris-
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ing to hear Bruce, after such a statement as this, agree with the present critical
conclusion that Mark was used by Matthew and Luke. After warning others that the
whole method was without rational foundation, he had to fall into the pit from which
he warned others. Some idea of the contradictory views advanced on the question as
to which Gospel came first and which was used as a source by the others can be
gained from the following array of theories which have been advanced by various
scholars: (1) Matthew wrote first; Luke and Mark used Matthew (Luke also used
Mark). (2) Mark, Matthew and Luke: from Mark came the Hebrew edition of
Matthew and aso Luke; the Greek edition of Matthew made use of both. (3) Mark,
Luke, Matthew (written in this order, the latter two copying from Mark and the last
from the second). (4) Luke, Matthew, Mark. (5) Luke, Mark, Matthew. The fact that
the Two-source Theory, which isthe popular radical view at the present time, places
Mark first and affirms Matthew copied from Mark, and Luke from both, is not based
upon any new facts. It isssimply the prevailing view. World-famous scholars using the
same facts have arrived at all the various views indicated above.

Single-sour ce Theory—A variation of the theory is seen in the view that al the
Synoptics sprang from asingle source — a Gospe which has been lost. Professor Hill
points out that the critics who have advanced this view disagree as to whether this lost
document was written in Greek or in Hebrew. Some argue it must have been written
in Greek (in order to explain the similarities of the Synoptics); others hold it wasin
Aramaic or Hebrew (in order to explain their differences). Both fail to explain the
facts for these theorists have been compelled to suppose the lost Gospel appeared in
various editions and that each evangelist used adifferent edition! But how could such
a book have existed for so long a time as to have appeared in a variety of widely
different editions and to have exercised such a profound influence upon the church
and the history of the world, and have been lost without trace, never to be mentioned
or heard of except in the imagination of modern skeptics? Moreover, the early date
of the Gospels is absolutely fatal to the whole theory of a long development of a
source document which is supposed to have passed from one edition to another and
ruled the conviction of the church for decades and then suddenly disappeared without
leaving the slightest trace or direct quotation in all early Christian literature.
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The Gospels and the Eyewitnesses—The admission that Luke, the physician,
wrote our Gospel of Luke is as fatal to the radical theory of development as the
citations from Papias. Both the Gospel of Luke and Acts have been the center of
furious controversy, but the extended discussion has brought forth repeated
admissionsfrom radical scholars, such as Harnack, that these books are the work of
Luke, the companion of Paul. The opening sentences of Acts show clearly that the
same person wrote both books and directed them both to the same destination; and
that the Gospel had been written sometime previous to the Book of Acts. "The former
treatise | made, O Theophilus, concerning all that Jesus began to do and to teach ..."
(Acts 1:1; cf. Luke 1:3). The manner in which the Book of Acts closes with the reader
In breathless suspense as to what became of Paul imprisoned at Rome and without the
dlightest indication as to whether he was released or beheaded can only be explained
by the publication of the book at the close of Paul's two years in prison there. This
settles the date of Actsat about A.D. 63. It immediately forcesthe date of Luke earlier
by some years. Matthew and Mark were evidently written still earlier. And if these
Gospels were written in the period between A.D. 50 and 60, there was only a short
space of about twenty-five years separating the writers from the events. Matthew was
an eyewitness. Other eyewitnesses abounded with whom Mark and Luke would be
inimmediate contact. What necessity would these writers have for written sources?
The testimony of the early Christian writersforms a sort of unbreakable chain joining
our present text of the New Testament which dates at least back into the middle of the
fourth century, to the original documents written by Matthew, Mark and Luke. This
living chain of witnesses includes Polycarp, who lived from about A.D. 50 to 155;
Papias, who was born about A.D. 70; Clement of Rome, who died in A.D. 101 after
having written his famous Epistle about six years earlier; Justin Martyr, who was at
his prime in A.D. 140; Irenaeus, who flourished m A.D. 180 and whose experience
reached back to join the later first century Christians. The chain broadens with a
wider stretch of links as we come to the close of the second century. The whole
weight of this evidence sustains the documents which we possess in the New
Testament asthe origina and the actua work of the apostles or those associated with
them. Theradical theory of development rests upon the presupposition of alate date
for the Gospel narratives which now must be abandoned.
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Theory of Stereotyped Oral Tradition—A further development of the theory
Is that this lost Gospel, which the radicals presuppose, was never written, but was
merely an oral Gospd. This comes very near to yielding the whole theory of common
sources for the narratives, because the Christian who believesthe Gospel writers were
divinely inspired also believes that Peter and the other apostles who preached the first
sermons established the faith of the early Christians and exercised a profound
Influence on the things which were preached and emphasized in the early church. The
statement of Papias that Peter was the source from whom Mark secured his
information fits entirely with the view that the preaching of Peter had a great
influence upon the things believed and proclaimed about Christ in the early church.
But if Mark had heard Peter preach and talked with him or even written under his
immediate direction, what need would he have had of a written source such as Ur-
Mark? The same principle applies that Matthew himself would have had a great
influence by his preaching upon the faith of the early church. Guided by the same
Spirit, he would have emphasi zed the same things. But what need would he have had
to copy from Mark? The critics who hold that there was a stereotyped oral tradition
which served as a definite source of the Synoptics are compelled to face the same
dilemma as their comrades in supposing a late date for our Gospel narratives, such a
date asthe radicals themselves have had to surrender. Moreover, other critics object
tothe"oral Gospel" theory on the ground that such an early Gospel must have been
in Aramaic and thus fails to explain the similarities of the Greek texts of the
Synoptics. And if the Gospdl was so fixed by ora tradition, how account for the many
differences? For instance, why does Mark fail to record so many incidents found in
Matthew or Luke or both, or vice versa?

Divine I ngpiration of the Writers—There can be no doubt but that in the early
preaching of the apostles and other eyewitnesses certain facts and teachings received
universal and powerful emphasis. Thisis to be expected since they were all guided
by the Holy Spirit. This same choice and emphasis would reveal itself in the spoken
and in the written word. But it is not so much a matter of influence by an "ora
Gospel" as it is influence by the Holy Spirit who guided both the speech and the
writing. Do the critics respond that such a statement does not explain the close
similarities in our Gospel narratives? That all depends upon the power of the Holy
Spirit to guide the writers
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and whether one believesin such abeing as God and in such athing asamiracle. The
whole radical school absolutely discards and denies such a thing as the unique
ingpiration of the Scriptures. They are purely human books. This makes all the more
impossible the situation of a conservative scholar who attempts to combine his belief
in a supernatural religion such as the New Testament proclams, with a purely
naturalistic theory of the origin of the biographies of Jesus. Moreover, have the
radicals been able by al their theorizing to explain in any fashion the facts which they
facein the Gospels? Read again their "mortifying" admissions that after one hundred
years of prodigious effort they still find themselves unable to offer a rationa
explanation of the smilarities and differences of the Gospels. The Christian views the
documents as inspired by the Holy Spirit. What a confirmation of his faith is found
in the futile efforts of the skeptics to explain them on a purely natural basis! Verily
the wisdom of God still exceeds that of men and both His Word and His deeds furnish
the unbeliever with problems he can not explain. If the Gospel narratives are inspired
of God, we should expect them to be unigue. Such is the case even in the matter of
their smilarities and differences. Hear again the confession of Professor Hill: "In fact,
thereisnowhere else in biographical literature an instance of three books so similar
and yet digtinct." There are many other ways and much more important ways in which
these books are unlike any othersin biographical literature. The individuality of the
human writer is evident in each of these narratives, but the superhuman guidance of
the Spirit of God — mysterious and inscrutable — is also apparent.



CHAPTER 11

FORM CRITICISM

Origin of Theory—The preceding chapter on the Two-source Theory was
written in 1936. Now, in revising the book thirty years later, this chapter on Form
Criticism is added to give a survey of developments in the field during the recent
decades. In his posthumous book, The Synoptic Gospels (1934), James Hardy Ropes
expressed profound concern lest the entire critical effort to dissect the Gospel
narratives be brought into general disrepute because of the "enormous proportions’
and "the bewildering perplexity” of the towering structure of speculations being built
up. In his strong protests against the weird, irresponsible speculations that were being
heaped up in utter abandon, he was discussing Form Criticism. In 1919 M. Dibelius
had published his study of what he considered the history of the formsin which the
Gospel narratives had arisen (Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums). In 1921 R.
Bultmann had followed a different method, but the objective to carve up the Gospel
narrativesinto tiny segments had been the same. Dibelius had sought to identify the
segments by showing how they had arisen out of "quite definite conditions and wants
of life." Instead of proceeding from the background, Bultmann had sought to analyze
"the particular elements of the tradition operating on the text rather than the
background." Bultmann makes a devastating admission in his recent work, History of
the Synoptic Tradition (1962), when he says that this entire vast maze of speculations
hasto movein acircle. "The forms of the literary tradition must be used to establish
the influences operating in the life of the community, and the life of the community
must be used to render the formsintelligible” (ibid., p. 5).

Nature—The notorious "shell game" of the days of "the wild west" seemsto have
proceeded in some such dizzy fashion as this: The mysterious unseen object was
moved so swiftly from one hidden location to another that the eye was not able to
detect the deceitful maneuvers. Thus the Gospel narratives are arbitrarily
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cut up into tiny fragments which are then used to affirm "certain influences operating
inthe life of the community” and these imaginary influences are then introduced as
solid ground for establishing the original use of violence on the historical narratives
"to render the forms themselvesintelligible."

Albright says of Form Criticism, "Only modern scholars who lack both historical
method and perspective can spin such aweb of speculation as that with which form-
critics have surrounded the Gospel tradition.” "The leading exponents of the school
disagree completely in their theories as to the relation of the principal categories of
form-criticism to the life of the early church and vicious circles are evident
throughout their work" (From the Sione Age to Christianity, pp. 298, 293 1.).

Early Exponents—Earlier writers, Holtzmann, Wrede, Johannes Weiss,
Wellhausen, H. Gunkel, and K. L. Schmidt, had al added their particular
contributions to dissecting the Gospel narratives and finding at least afew grains of
historical wheat amid what they considered the chaff of "secondary material" added
to the "oral tradition" by "editorial review." In all this random procedure of adding
theory to theory oneisreminded again of the sarcastic remark of C. S. Lewis that the
entire range of human speculation concerning the historical documentsis covered by
the critics with the exception of the one proposition that these documents might be
precisely what they claim to be—faithful firsthand history of actual events recorded
by eyewitnesses or by men who had immediate access to the eyewitnesses.

The genera design of the infinite ramifications of Form Criticism asit starts out
to create imaginary forms in which imagined segments of the historical accounts were
supposed to have arisen can be seen from the diagrams on the following pages.

Dibelius Analysis—It will be seen that the outline of Dibelius' theory which
Grobel offers gives only five "pericopes’ or "forms,” while Thiessen gives six, the
"passion story" being the one which Thiessen adds. Donald Guthrie also gives only
five forms, in agreement with Grobel's analysis (New Testament Introduction to the
Gospels and Acts, 1965, p. 182). A study of Dibelius own statements of his theory
confirms Thiessen's analysis. Dibelius declares, "Even m the earliest period there
existed afixed modd of the Passion story, which could be expanded, but not departed
from, because it had been handed down from the beginning” (Jesus, p. 33). "Hence,
we may presuppose that before our Gospel there had already been a Passion story
which was the earliest connected narrative of the
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life of Christ" (A Fresh Approach to the New Testament and Early Christian
Literature, p. 49). But this till leaves Dibdlius with five "forms' out of six that do not
present the gospel of redemption in Christ through His death and resurrection. It will
be seen that the outlines given by Bultmann and Grant have no "forms" which
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proclam this gospel of redemption in Christ. The extreme importance of this fact will
be examined later in considering an article written by Lewis Foster.

Bultmann explains what he means by the term "apothegms' by pointing out the
Greek origin of the word: "athing uttered”; hence, a short, pithy, instructive saying.
He attempts to distinguish apothegms from "the sayings of Jesus that are not placed
in aparticular framework." This entire procedure reminds one of the swiftly changing
fancies and tastes of little children cutting out paper dolls without any let or hindrance
to the undertaking. The
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segments into which the Gospels are cut are supposed to follow certain principles, but
the principles are arbitrarily created by the critic out of his imagination as to what the
background was. We are told that these "forms' arose out of "the quite definite
conditions and wants of life" in the early church. But it never seems to have dawned
upon these critics that the most e emental and omnipresent need was for simple, plain,
historical accounts by eyewitnesses that would give the church a solid historical
foundation for its faith and for the proclamation of the gospel. The colossa
assumption of this entire Tower-of-Babel Form Criticism is that the first Christians
did not have enough native intelligence to observe and ascertain with assurance
historic events and actual instruction and to write down plain, historical events and
teaching of what had been seen and heard. And yet these four Gospel narratives are
SO unique, So majestic, so unassailablein their historic verity that two thousand years
of attacks have been unable to destroy
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them. The attacks have not even been able to draw the concentrated attention of the
world away from these narratives. Just as the radicals resolutely refuse to consider the
possibility that this may be actual history in the Gospel narratives, so they refuse to
consider it possible that we have honest, faithful, firsthand testimony. And yet they
contradict and overturn their whole laborious effort of intricate analysis by spending
their entire lives on the study of these narratives! If they are collections of myths, why
bother?

It is obvious that the fatal weakness of Form Criticism is the same weakness
which destroys the Two-source Theory—it has no foundation. To make their case the
more hopeless, its proponents are only interested in building the vast, intricate
superstructure higher and higher. This was the tendency which Professor Ropes
deplored. He feared it would bring ridicule upon their whole speculative system.

How Prove "Myths'?—Before any attempt can be justly made to
"demythologize' the Gospel narratives, it must be proved that there are myths in these
accounts to be "demythologized." Before the Gospel narratives can be cut up into all
sorts of odd fragments, it must be proved that these are myths, legends, miracle tales,
etc. Just how does aradical critic decide with such ease and assurance that thisis a
myth, that is alegend, and this next paragraph is a mere "tale" about a miracle; and
that none of them is part of straightforward, plain, dependable, historical record
written by an eyewitness or one in immediate contact with the eyewitnesses?

In Book Four, pages 1113 to 1124, in the chapter on Mythical Interpretation and
Form Criticism," | attempted to consider this problem. Just what proof can the radical
critics offer to prove that these accounts are myths and legends? | attempted to
anayze and expose the utter failure of some of the characteristic efforts to derive the
Gospel accounts from Greek, Egyptian, Persian, and Buddhist sources. One reviewer
of this chapter offered the criticism that these efforts to derive the Gospel accounts
from these pagan sources are out of date and are no longer attempted. But hereisR.
Bultmann in his recent work, History of the Synoptic Tradition (1962), attempting to
argue that parallels with these pagan myths give him ground for declaring the Gospel
accounts mythical (pp. 6, 7). He contents himsalf with vague generalization and offers
no specific examples to prove that the Gospel writers were copying down pagan
myths. But it is the third and most important of his arguments to substantiate his
myth-legend charge.
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Bultmann's Cosmology—Bultmann discusses this proposition of proving the
New Testament isacollection of mythsin his book Kerygma and Myth. He says that
he can prove the presence of myths in the New Testament from the fact it declares
heaven is up and hell is down. Bultmann declares, "The cosmology of the New
Testament is essentially mythical in character. The world is viewed as a three-storied
structure, with the earth in the center, the heaven above, and the underworld beneath.
Heaven is the abode of God and of celestial beings — the angels. The underworld is
hell, the place of torment” (p. 11). Bultmann absolutely falsifies the facts when he
declares that the New Testament undertakes to locate heaven and hell. The New
Testament does not state that heaven is one hundred thousand miles east of the sun
and west of the moon. Jesus said, "l go to prepare a place for you. | will come again
and receive you unto myself that where | am there ye may be also." He does not state
where this place is. That is God's business, and not ours. When Jesus ascended, He
went up into the sky and a cloud received Him out of their sight. He declared He
would return in like manner. In our own space age these are still the directions in
which astronauts launch out into space and return. Jesus declared of the rich man, "In
Hades he lifted up his eyes, being in torments, and seeth Abraham afar off, and
Lazarus in his bosom" (Luke 16:23). But Jesus did not state where Hades and
Paradise are located. He declared that "In all these regions, a great gulf isfixed. .,"
but still no affirmation is made of their location. Thereisto be anew heaven and a
new earth so that it would seem this earth, after it isrenovated by fire, isto have some
part in the divine arrangements, but what these are God has not revealed to us.

Karl Barth's Attack—Further attempts to prove the existence of mythsin the
New Testament by charging that the process was one of borrowing from pagan
religions, as | point out on pages 1113 to 1124, are found in the writings of Karl
Barth. At two points the Neo-radicalism of Karl Earth can be approached in a
practical manner so that the conclusions will not be obscured by his abstruse,
confused, contradictory, philosophica speculations. These points are baptism and the
resurrection of Jesus. Many people were so elated that Barth had declared that
baptism is immersion and cannot be sprinkling or pouring, they failed to see that in
his treatment of baptism Barth had denied the inspiration and truth of the New
Testament accounts and, by the test which Jesus Himself applies, had assailed the
deity of Christ.
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Barth declared that baptism was a pagan ritua by which novitiates were initiated into
the Greek mystery religions and that this pagan ritual was taken over by the
Christians. The immediate question is, Who perpetrated this fraud? Was it John the
Baptist? Was it Jesus of Nazareth? or the apostles? Or are our New Testament
accounts so far removed from history that we cannot tell anything about anything? On
pages 192, 193 of his Commentary on Romans he cites the pagan deities, Mithras, or
Isis, or Cybel of the Greek mystery religions. He says,

What we have been saying throughout and wish to drive home here also,
Is supported by the fact that baptism as a rite of initiation, is no origina
creation of Christianity, but was taken over from "Hellenism." There is a
good reason for this. The Gospel of Christ was not concerned with inventing
new rites and dogmas and institutions. Everywhere it can be seen quite
naively borrowing religious material already in existence.

That word "naively" is heavy with meaning. It is a compound of dishonesty and
decelt amagamated with stupid ignorance. Someone is supposed to have sneaked the
ordinance of baptism from a pagan religion in Greece and then got up in public and
solemnly affirmed that the baptism of John was not from men, but had been
miraculoudy and directly revealed by God. He is supposed to have been of such low
mentality that he did not realize this was lying. Furthermore, the myriads of enemies
of Christianity in Judaea, Greece, and Rome are supposed to have been of such low
intelligence that none of them detected and exposed the hoax. The critical question
IS, Who perpetrated this fraud? Not only does this radical theory utterly destroy the
historical declarations of the New Testament and the claims of Jesus, but there is not
the dightest evidence to prove any connection between the pagan mystery religions
of Greece and the baptism of John or Christian baptism. The same sort of arguments
are used to substantiate the theory of evolution that man descended from lower forms
of animal life. It is argued that an animal such as a monkey has eyes, ears, nose,
mouth, and other organs which man has; therefore.... The differences are entirely
ignored, but these make a vast chasm separating man from al animals.

Attack on the Resurrection—Form Criticism is fundamentally an attack upon
the historical verity of the New Testament accounts. It would change history into folk
lore.
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Barth isnot so radical as Bultmann is; they have often crossed swords. But the same
deadly attack upon the historicd truth of the Gospel accounts is seen in Barth. He has
a shell game of his own particular variety. He changes historic facts over into
philosophical concepts and then affirms the ideas as true, while denying that they are
historic facts. His assertions concerning the resurrection of Jesus illustrate this: "We
have already seen that the raising of Jesus from the dead is not an event in history
elongated so as to remain an event in the midst of other events. The resurrection of
Jesus is the unhistorical relating of the whole historical life of Jesusto itsoriginin
God" (Commentary on Romans, p. 195). "The resurrection is not an event in history
at al" (ibid., p. 30). Yet some Christian leaders have tried to be popular by endorsing
Karl Earth's declarations that the resurrection of Jesusis true as an idea; they close
their eyes to his denia that it is a fact of history. The natural destination of such
thinking is the current humanism which denies there is any such person as God, but
affirms that God is a useful idea which should be kept in man's mental furnishings.
In the same way many Christian people have persuaded themselves that they are
popular by adopting Form Criticism while closing their eyes to the facts of its
elemental denia of the historic truth of the New Testament account. Bultmann,
holding that legend and historical narrative are the same, declared himself a complete
skeptic. In hisbooks Jesus and the Word and New Testament Theology, however, he
declares that he can find some kerndls of historical facts amid the legendary material.

"Q" and Ur-Mark—Form Criticism not only cannot furnish any basis for its
charge that the Gospel accounts contain myths and legends, it cannot furnish any
proof of the existence of the ultimate basis for its numberless segments. That ultimate
basisisthe existence of "Q" and Ur-Mark. Here is the same stone wall against which
the Two-source Theory went to pieces. We have seen in the preceding chapter the
utter failure of all effortsto prove the existence of these basic "sources." If these two
cannot be proved, what becomes of the hundreds of tiny sources which are presumed
to rest upon these two imaginary documents? For confirmation of the fact that Form
Criticism rests upon the Two-source Theory the defense of "Q" by Dibelius is
enlightening (Jesus, pp. 21, 22).

In late December of 1946 the annual meeting of scholars associated together in
The Society of Biblical Literature and Exegesis was held in Union Theological
Seminary, New Y ork City. A young
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Irresponsible Speculation—scholar read what was evidently a summation of a
recent Ph.D. thesis on The Priority of Mark. Here is another basic element of the
theory, Form Criticism, which must be proved and which cannot be proved. A spirited
discussion among the scholars followed. Morton S. Endlin of Crozier Theological
Seminary and Henry J. Cadbury of Harvard Divinity School were the chief
antagonists. Endin, following the lead of Professor Ropes, was denying the existence
of "Q." Hesaid, "Let uskill 'Q' right here. | will preach the funeral." Cadbury was
reluctant to abandon these basic elements of their whole scheme of speculation. He
said, "We have been enjoying a holiday in Form Criticism. Now we need to go back
for serious study to see whether we can establish the existence of 'Q' and the priority
of Mark." It would be hard to coin a more revealing description of flimsy, fantastic
Form Criticism than the words of Professor Cadbury, "We have been enjoying a
holiday in Form Criticism." What awild holiday of irresponsible speculation it has
been! Professor Ropes had pointed out that the net result of the one hundred years of
speculation in the field has been limited amost entirely to "Q." And then he
proceeded to smash "Q." He tried to turn back the tide of speculation to the theory
that Matthew copied from Mark and Luke from Mark and Matthew. We have seen in
the last chapter how Plummer made very plain that this theory isimpossible. But the
succession of failures does not seem to have daunted the theorists who rush on to new
fields of speculation.

The Time Element—The third element which stands squarely in the path of
Form Criticism theorists is time. This was one of the fatal weaknesses of the Two-
source Theory. It is much more deadly for Form Criticism, which supposes much
more detailed growth of formless tradition over a much longer period into gradual
forms of imagined accounts. This sort of process simply could not take place in the
lifetime of eyewitnesses or those who had been in contact with eyewitnesses. When
we read the frank admission of Professor Ropes that the Gospel narratives "were
relatively ancient documents in A.D. 125" (op. cit., pp. 102-104), we see how
Impossible it is to conjecture such a long development of "tradition" which is
supposed to have mixed pagan tradition with vague accounts handed down through
generations. Even Dibelius admits that the Rylands fragment of John's Gospel is from
the period A.D. 100-140 and points out it "does not differ by a single word from our
printed Greek texts" (op. cit., p. 13). If we take the
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earliest date Dibelius admits (A.D. 100), then we have in our possession a fragment
of a copy of the Gospel of John which was made within about a decade of the time
the gpostle John wrote the book. Dibelius admits that the Gospel of John was written
about A.D. 100 (ibid., p. 22). The date A.D. 125, which Ropes names for the Rylands
manuscript, only allows some twenty-five years to have elapsed since the writing of
the Gospd of John and some seventy-five years to have separated the writing of the
Synoptics from this period of their universal circulation among the churches. Form
Criticism acts on two false premises: (1) the supposition that there is no historical
testimony upon which the Gospel narratives rest; (2) the supposition that there is no
limit to the amount of time they have for their elongated theory of tradition-
development.

Schmidt's Fragmentation—There were three publications in 1919-1921 which
made these years explosive in the development of the Form Criticism. K. L. Schmidt,
a student of Dibelius who was using ideas he had secured from Dibelius, not yet ]
published by him, held that the order of "pericopes’ of Mark is "casual and arbitrary."
In other words he was cutting up the Gospel of Mark into fragments to suit his
theories and announcing that these segments or pericopes were not arranged in
chronologica order by Mark or in any other discernible order. Thisleft Schmidt free
to rearrange or separate at his personal convenience.

Dibdius Form Criticism—Dibelius own exposition of his theory appeared the
same year (1919) in Die Formgeschichte des Evangeliums (The Form History of the
Gospels). Thistitle gave the name "Form Criticism" to the development which the
Two-source Theory had now taken. It was still the Two-source Theory, for it was the
same basic method and objective. They still faced the dilemma that they had not yet
even proved the existence of "Q" and Ur-Mark. But they rushed on from this
unfinished task to anew and wider field of speculation. The hostile critics, who were
seeking to carve up the Gospel narratives and prove they were not history but myth,
are described by K. Grobel as being in a"stalemate” at the close of the last century
(Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, "Form Criticism," p. 320). Now "stalemate’
finds two opposing armies or forces in collision where neither can gain a decisive
victory. The radical scholars were indeed in a variety of opposing camps, and none
was able to convince the others of the truth of his own particular theory. Unable to
prove even the existence of "Q" and Ur-Mark, they now proceeded to take a holiday
from serious theorizing by multiplying at liberty all
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Par adigms—sorts of fantastic views of an incredible number of sources. Dibelius
divided his pericopes (cutout sections or "forms') into five forms—paradigms,
novelle, legend, paranesis, and myth. Of these he considered the paradigm the most
important: "those concise, self-contained and edifying (not worldly) stories
concentrated about a striking saying or deed of Jesus." These stories which centered
in adeed or saying of Jesus, since they were used in Christian teaching, are our surest
source of information about Jesus, according to Dibelius (Jesus, pp. 31, 32).

Par anesis—He considered paranesis the next in importance. These consisted of
exhortatory words of practical guidance in persona ethics and community self-
discipline. Dibelius held that these may have been created by the church because they
were needed and may or may not have come from Christ. In other words the first
Chrigtians falsdly attributed to Jesus al sorts of sayings and teachings which they felt
they needed. The low state of morals which is everywhere assumed by this theory
illustrates how carefully slander may be created by a theorist. The only other
aternative isto imagine that the first Christians were so stupid that they did not know
it was wrong to lie. And these Christians have given to the world the noblest
exatation of truth in the New Testament and in their lives which the world has ever
known!

Novelle -Novelle is the French word for novel. With thistitle Dibelius hurls his
charge of fiction-writers at the authors of the Gospel narratives. He held that they
were relating some "wonder" and giving details to satisfy worldly curiosity. He calls
these "floating stories' about Jesus — some examples' might contain some kernel of
historical data which has been exaggerated. He cites the account of the Gerasene
demoniac and that of Jairus daughter as examples of afloating story. He calls them
"tales." Dibelius undertook to introduce geographical sourcesinto his theories and to
separate Palestinian from Hellenistic. When he talks about Hellenistic stories, even
though ever so vague, he isimplying Greek myths have entered into the creation of
the fanciful account found in the Gospels.

L egend—A further "pericope” or "form" was called "legend." "By thisterm is
meant a narrative written in an edifying style and telling of extraordinary things about
aholy man or aholy place" (Dibelius, A Fresh Approach to the New Testament and
Early Christian Literature, pp. 43 ff.). He cites as an example of a"legend" Jesus as
a boy of twelve in the temple. He holds that this
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Is afabrication brought forth to create areligious hero. He says that even myths may
have some kernel of history which has been inflated, but he insists that itsinterest is
in the theological idea advanced (ibid., pp. 40-42; Jesus, pp. 32, 33).

Myth Deity—The mythologica interpretation imputing deity to Christ, Dibelius
says, arose partly from false interpretations which Christians forced upon Old
Testament Scriptures (A Fresh Approach to the New Testament and Early Christian
Literature, pp. 46 ff.). He attempts to maintain that this mythological interpretation
Is found particularly in John's Gospel (ibid., pp. 95 ff.).

Bultmann's Analysis—In 1921 R. Bultmann published his Geschichte der
Synoptischen Tradition (History of the Synoptic Tradition). As Dibelius had divided
up the Gospel text into various odd fragments to suit his imagination, so Bultmann
attempted to put the material in the Synoptic Gospels into various forms. He used the
term "apothegm”" as parallel to Dibelius "paradigm.” He used the term "miracle tale"
as a variation of "novelle." The Palestinian and Hellenistic division of tradition
became the basic idea in Bultmann's analysis. His extreme skepticism led him
practically to identify legend and historical narrative, although he admits there may
be some higtorical factsin the legendary materia. He held that the connected account
of the life of Christ had already been lost before Mark was ever written; hence, the
Form Ciriticism theorist maintains that no one can now properly write on the "life and
teaching of Jesus' concerning which we have fragmentary, exaggerated, and uncertain
remains. Bultmann's constant call to remove the myths from the Gospel accounts he
called "demythologizing the New Testament." The Greek word kerygma means
"preaching." He attempted to separate the preaching about Christ in Acts and the
Epistles (in other words, the faith of the early church) from the actuality of the
historical material recorded in the Gospel accounts.

The Eyewitnesses—It isimmediately evident that the fatal weakness of the lack
of timein the Two-source Theory becomes even more desperate for Form Criticism.
It isplain that this entire scheme is built upon the untenable theory of the nineteenth
century skeptics that the Gospel narratives were written late in the second century. Sir
Frederic Kenyon expressed the conviction that the Rylands fragment would have
produced a sensation in the middle of the nineteenth century if it had been
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found and identified at that time because it would immediately have forced the
abandonment of the prevailing theory of the late date of the Gospel narratives. But not
even al the quotations by early Christian writers of passages from the Gospel
narratives and manuscripts such as the Rylands fragment have been able to bring the
Form Ciriticism theorists down from the balloon ascension of their imaginations to the
hard earth of historical facts. Bultmann says that by the time the Gospel of Mark was
written (which he holds was written first, instead of Matthew) any connected account
of thelife of Christ had been lost. But the writing of Mark was in the fifties, or at the
latest, sixties. Even the radicals admit it must have been written in the seventies. Now
thislast date isonly forty years after the crucifixion. Persons twenty years old at the
time of Jesus ministry would now be sixty; those forty years old would now be
eighty. How could the connected account of Jesus life, its basic purpose and
achievement, possibly be lost in so short atime with thousands of eyewitnesses still
alive and testifying to what they saw and heard? Bultmann lives in a dream world of
his own creation.

Herman Gunkel (1862-1932) is generaly held to be the first scholar to apply
Form Criticism to the Bible. Herder, Wellhausen, and Norden had done preliminary
work in this field before the time of Gunkel. From about 1830 forward the literary
criticism of the Synoptic Gospels had been developing the Two-source Theory.
Lachmann (1835), C. H. Weisse, and C. G. Welke (1838), H. J. Holtzmann (1836)
and B. Weisse (1886) are some of the key names and dates. Since 1900 German
scholars have led the way in assuming a gradual development of "gospel tradition”
before the writing of the Gospel accounts. Streeter, Grant, and Parker have had alarge
part in theories of multiple sources of material common to Matthew and L uke, and not
in Mark. If the Gospel writers were not eyewitnesses or did not have immediate
access to eyewitness testimony so that they could record history (not to mention the
solemn promises of Jesus that they would be miraculously inspired to recall what He
had said to them and to proclaim the assured facts to the world), if some unknown and
uninformed persons were left to collect what scattered bits of information were
floating around, then it would have been comparatively easy for the theorists to move
from two sources to many. If Matthew wrote his account of the birth and infancy of
Christ after he had been in direct contact with Mary, the mother of Jesus, and if he
had been guided by the Holy Spirit in what he wrote, then there is solid basis for
Christian faith. The same conclusion isinescapable in regard to Luke's
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account. The differencesin the accounts are the results of their different interests and
plan, and of divine guidance. But if these are |ate writings by persons so far removed
from history that they can only scrape together little bits of popular tradition, then it
Is plain the theorists can assume different "sources’ for the infancy accounts in the
two narratives. But observe this monstrous inconsistency in the theorists. Most of the
radicals will admit that Luke wrote Acts and the Gospel of Luke. Thisinstantly places
Luke in contact with eyewitnesses. How, then, can they talk about "tradition” and
"sources'? Instead of Luke's declaring that he had copied from written "sources,” he
affirms exactly the opposite; he had carried on his own direct investigation by
interviewing the eyewitnesses (1:1-4).

In spite of this inconsistency, however, the critics built up their ever-mounting
theory. A third cycle of "tradition" wasimagined and called "L"; Moffatt, Bussmann,
and Crum held that Luke used this "source." Streeter held that L uke had combined
"Q" and "L" into a Proto-Luke before it was combined with Mark. V. Taylor, W.
Manson, and Parker agreed with thistheory, but the idea of a framework from Proto-
Luke instead of from Mark was rejected by many.

Geographical I maginations—A wild debate ensued among the theorists as to
whether Matthew had a Judaistic source such as"Q" and "L." Some scholars still held
to "Q" (Easton, Bacon, Scott). Others sought to split "Q" up into different sources.
We have dready given much space to the effort of Ropes to call his colleagues back
from their fantastic imaginings to a more simple effort to say the Gospel writers
copied from one another instead of creating such an incredible melee of imagined
sources. Having created such a vortex of different cycles of tradition, the originators
of the confusion undertook to suppose geographical localities or conditions as the
motifs of these various "sources' they had imagined. To name acity or a section as
the place where a"source” grew up is supposed to add an aura of geographical verity
to a "source" which has been created out of thin air. It was this turn given to the
theorizing that led to the general division of Palestinian and Hellenistic as the two
great backgrounds. Thiswas a familiar division which was readily adapted when no
let or hindrance attached to their fancy.

Theory vs. History—K. Grobel, writing in the Interpreter's Dictionary of the
Bible (Article, "Form Criticism"), describes the consensus among the theorists as they
Start
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with the dictum that "folk memory operates with small units." Hence, the separation
of these unitsisthe first task of the analyst. The units which are floating around at
about the same time and are similar "in structure, length, tendency, rather than
content,” make up the "forms" or "categories." "Tradition is never preserved for its
own sake with conscious antiquarian intent, but only because some need or interest
of the community pressesit into service. In such service it stays alive as oral tradition
as long as that practical interest remains alive." "The forms themselves, apart from
thelr content, have a history which in broad outline can be discerned — a pre-literary
history. Thisisjustification for speaking of ‘form history.™

Thefirst question that arisesis, who saysthat the Gospel narratives are "folklore"
and on what basis? Is there nothing but folk memory to be had in the recording of the
affairs of mankind? Is there no such thing as history? Did such a person as Xenophon
never live? Did he not accompany Cyrus on his great military campaign against
Artaxerxes and record the things he saw, heard, experienced in his Anabasis? Did
Thucydides not carry on his careful, systematic research and record actual history of
the thirty years war between Sparta and Athens? Why should Matthew and John have
had to pick up floating scraps of folklore and publish these instead of writing directly
of the things they had themselves seen and heard? Why should Mark and Luke, in
constant association with the eyewitnesses, depend on anonymous bits of writing that
werein circulation?

Denial of Divine Plan—The second fundamental assumption which is in
complete contradiction to the facts is that there was no leadership, no definite plan,
no guiding hand. The folk memory simply operated in haphazard fashion, gradually
collecting all sorts of popular rumors. The accounts of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and
John grew up like Topsy and hence are to be turned turvy. The Gospel accounts, we
are asked to believe, grew like a snowball that rolled down the hill of its own weight
(?) and in the end was a shapel ess mass which reflected merely the terrain over which
it had traveled. There was no person who had the guiding purpose and plan that
produced the New Testament.

Denial of God—Thisisan unwarranted denial of al that we read in the Scripture.
Jesus selected and trained twelve leaders who were carefully instructed so they could
deliver His message and program to the world. He promised them miracul ous
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Ingpiration which would enable them to recall what He had said to them, which would
lead them into al necessary truth, and which would empower them to speak infallibly
for Him. Inthe Book of Acts and the rest of the New Testament we have the history
of how these very promises were fulfilled. These were the leaders, together with Paul,
whom God selected and Christ commissioned, and other |leaders trained by the
apostles, who preached the gospel far and wide in that very generation and wrote
down the first three Gospel narrativesin that very generation. Asif to seal the case,
the apostle John was spared to the next generation and wrote his books toward the
close of the century. Instead of there being no leadership, here was the chosen trained
leadership God had prepared. Instead of God's divine plan for man's redemption being
left to folklore which "is never preserved for its own sake with conscious antiquarian
intent," John seals the case by declaring, "These are written that ye might believe that
Jesusisthe Christ, the Son of God; and that believing ye might have life through his
name" (20:31). The eemental assumption of Form Criticismisreally adenia of God
Himself. He is the One who provided the leadership, the plan, the divine guidance.
We come again to atheistic evolution, which is the presumptuous and absurd effort
to explain the universe and its contents and inhabitants without God. Matter and
motion are adl that are admitted, and even this cannot be explained. The evolutionist
begins with an unintelligent beginning. In like fashion Form Criticism, the child of
the theory of evolution, insists that we have only folklore growing up without any
guiding personality or plan.

Attack on Miracles—Why isit that Form Criticism theorists such as Dibelius
and Bultmann insist that the Gospel narratives are to be considered folklore? It is
because they contain the accounts of miracles. Look at their charts. See how the
attack upon the miracles stands out in their "forms': "myths," "legends," "miracle
tales." What lies back of this attack? The assumption that a miracle is an
impossibility. But why an impossibility? There is but one answer — because there is
no such person as God. All there is which must be admitted is matter, motion, and
laws of nature. Thisis not to say that al of these men are conscious atheists. It is
rather that they live in a contradictory dream world where in their confusion they
refuse to face the facts of history and of their own logic. The absurd "God is dead"
movement, which is their latest fad, bears witness to the increasing boldness with
which many of these Form Criticism theorists now boast of their atheism.
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The Divine Plan Even when they cannot explain their own existence, they refuse
to take into account the existence of God. He is the Leadership, the Divine Planner,
the Guiding Intelligence. But could not God have willed that Matthew, Mark, Luke,
and John use written sources of all varieties arising out of unknown origin? If that had
been the divine plan, it would have contravened intelligence itself. Jesus clearly
declares that the leadership of the church isto be of His own choice and training and
empowered with miraculous ability to prove by miraclesther divine appointment and
authority. What stupidity must be assumed in back of keeping the chosen qualified
witnesses silent while anonymous nonentities started vague rumors which gradually
exaggerated into accounts of miracles? It was the chosen plan that every person saved
by the grace of God should be on fire to tell everyone the wondrous news; and in
pursuing this commanded course it was natural that many would seek to write to
relatives and friends and give to them the good news of man's redemption. But Luke
1:1-4 shows clearly that such written accounts were in a different category from the
divinely inspired accounts of the apostles and their chosen associates.

Natural Elements—This does not mean that the Gospel narratives were written
in avacuum. Let any college professor who will, try this experiment. Choose some
memorable occasion — even such an ordinary affair as a college picnic, when
professors and students join in turning aside from the steady grind of hard study. Give
no intimation of what you plan, but after some days suddenly ask the studentsin a
given classto write an account of that picnic. See that the students are so placed that
thereisno possihility of consultation or copying. There will be avery great similarity
in the accounts, and there will be some surprising differences in subject matter and
emphasis. The wesather, whether glorious or miserable or so uncertain as to have kept
everybody on edge, the beautiful world of nature that always invites the cloistered
soul, the jolly fellowship of college studentsin "the golden days of our happy youth,"
the athletic contests, the hearty meals, and similar subjects will be discussed over and
over. Thisisnatural for these are persons with similar background, ideals, objectives,
and reactions. Moreover, even though the students were without any intimation that
such an essay would be required, they would have exchanged comments and ideas
about the affair many times during the day itself and the days that immediately
followed.
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Tradition vs. History—This is exactly what happened when the church was
established at Pentecost following the ascension and in the days that followed. The
other apostles heard Peter preach at Pentecost. They must have heard one another
proclam the gospel countless times in private conversation and in public
proclamation. Their unity of faith, purpose, and experience would alike guide them
to recall and emphasize many of the same things in the same way. This is not an
appeal to "oral tradition." It merely is the recognition that the Gospel narratives were
not written in avacuum. What right does anyone have to apply that word "tradition”
to what an eyewitness records out of his own persona experience or what the
associates of eyewitnesses record out of their immediate testimony? That word
"tradition” isonly ady way of moving the Gospel accounts over into the late second
century. The word implies something handed down from one generation to another
over along period of time which has rendered obscure and uncertain what the source
really was and what the facts are.

Divine Inspiration—The similarities and differences which arise naturally out
of the same background and occasion as focused by different personalities are seen
in the Gospel narratives. But there is more than this. There is the divine inspiration
of the writers through which God Himself guides and directs the writers. The protest
israised, "If God and divine inspiration are introduced into the discussion, then there
Isno problem.” What a confession! And must God be ruled out so that there will be
a problem? If so, we can be sure it will remain an insoluble problem. This view
cannot be brushed aside with the caricature-epithet "dictation theory of inspiration."
Christ promised His divinely appointed leaders miraculous inspiration for the
proclamation of the good news to the world. Certainly the very words could have
been given, when God so willed. That the human personalities also express
themselves in differences in style is constantly manifest. R. H. Lightfoot thinks
clearly when he says that a choice must be made between verbal inspiration of the
Gospd narratives and the critical theories of "sources' such as"Q" and Ur-Mark or
Form Criticism (History and Interpretation of the Gospels, pp. 10, 12). Those who
think they can adopt these rationalistic theories and still believe the promises Jesus
made to His apostles that they would be divinely directed in their proclamation are
like the evolutionists who talk such nonsense as "theistic evolution." What sort of
theism is compatible with the theory of evolution? Pantheism!
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Theory of Evolution and Form Criticism—The space age with its explosive
efforts to secure a nearer approach to the moon and other planets has confronted the
atheistic scientists again with the enigma of life. How can they explain the fact that
this small planet on which we live has atmosphere, moisture, and the other elements
necessary to life and also immense numbers of varieties of life crowned by the
existence of man? How is it that the sun, moon, and stars serve so admirably the
necessities of our life here on this earth? Having denied the existence of an intelligent
Creator, all that they can conjure up is "the million to one chance" combination of
matter and force that produced on our planet the essentials for life and the existence
of life itself. And where did they even get this matter and force? In my book The
Everlasting Gospel there is a chapter entitled "Whence the Church — by Evolution
or by Revelation?' Thisisthe same issue faced in Form Criticism. As we consider the
mysterious maesty, the unique authority, the sublime contents, and the profound
influence of these books written by Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, whence the
Gospel narratives — by Evolution or Revelation? "God has spoken unto us in his
Son" (Heb. 1:1-4).

Streeter's Four Document Hypothesis The "stalemate” which developed at the
turn of the century in the struggle of contrary theories as to two "sources' proceeded
to bring forth Form Criticism. Instead of either Dibelius or Bultmann being able to
win unanimous support among the radical theorists, a variety of other fanciful
arrangements has been proposed. Notable among these is Streeter's Four Document
Theory. The chart on the next page illustrates its nature. Streeter held that there was
a document he calls Proto-L uke, which Luke himself made out of a combination of
"Q" and the new material now found in Luke's Gospel (The Four Gospels, A Sudy
of Origins, pp. 201ff.). Luke is supposed to have made a second effort, revising his
early work, when he had secured a further source of the Infancy stories and had
Mark's Gospel in hand to guide his rearrangements (ibid., pp. 217ff.).

While Ropes, Endlin, Chapman, and others deny the existence of "Q," Streeter
denies the existence of Ur-Mark and affirms "Q." The four sources he affirms for
Matthew and Luke are these: (1) Mark and "Q" were used by both Matthew and L uke;
(2) Streeter then imagines a source for Matthew associated with Jerusalem; he calls
this"M"; (3) The Proto-Luke Streeter associates with Caesarea, as well as a source
he calls "L"; (4) Matthew is supposed to have had some sort of a source which
Streeter associates with Antioch, and
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Luke had a written source of Infancy stories. But is this not five or six sources,
instead of four? Streeter claims simplicity as the particular strength of his theory.
Presumably to have advanced a five document hypothesis would have been
embarrassingly smilar to the five "forms' or "categories' of Dibelius and Bultmann
with their infinite fragments of documents under each category. But what sort of
simplicity can Streeter claim for his theory? He supposes that L uke chanced upon a
defective copy of Mark in which by accident a scribe had omitted al the sections
from the feeding of the five thousand to the confession of Peter at Caesarea Philippi.
Hence, although Luke is supposed to have copied Mark's account, he does not have
all these sections. Plummer denounced as "a desperate expedient” this weird theory
which Reuss invented. It did not suddenly change from an act of desperation to
simplicity when Streeter adopted Reuss' theory.

The Babel of Confuson—Streeter's theory has gained no significant support
from other scholars. Nor did the extreme imaginations of Dibelius and Bultmann
acquire any genera acceptance. The stalemate which descended at the close of the
last century upon the Two-source Theory combatants with their con-
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tradictory versions has now overtaken more than half a century later the Form
Criticism advocates. The last two decades have brought forth no new theories of any
consequence. The radical scholars still wrestle with one another over the very
existence of Ur-Mark and "Q." This same fantastic theory that Luke, the master
historian, did not even investigate enough before he copied it to know that he had
secured a defective manuscript of Mark has been adopted also by Wendling (1905),
Bacon, Moffatt, Goguel, Bussmann, and Crum. Their desperate efforts to save the
source theories reveal the spectacle of a drowning man grasping at a straw.

Streeter's Prologue to Luke—If Streeter's Four Document Theory is inserted
into the magnificent preface to the Gospel of Luke, what comes forth? "Forasmuch
as many have taken in hand to draw up a narrative concerning these matters which
have been fulfilled among us, it seemed good to me to copy down long sections of
these written accounts and to combine them with certain other written works, but my
first effort at producing a satisfactory account of the life of Christ was very
unsatisfactory and | have had to make a second attempt. | was especially moved to do
this when | came across some stories someone had written about the birth of Christ
and when | read the Gospel which Mark had published and which | immediately
copied.” The brusque manner in which Luke brushes aside the written efforts which
many had been making to tell ther relatives and friends about Christ is most
impressive. He rests upon his own independent investigation of the eyewitnesses,
tracing the historic events to the very beginning and securing absolute assurance of
the firsthand, indubitable quality of the testimony. He records the promises of Jesus
that His chosen witnesses were to have miracul ous guidance, and he testifies to the
actual fulfillment of these promises.

The Elemental |ssues—Besides the choice which Lightfoot affirms, there is
actually one that is more elemental. It is not only a choice between miraculously
inspired gpostles and their associates on the one side and imaginary theories of copied
mythical documents on the other. It is a choice between the honesty, veracity, and
intelligence of eyewitnesses and of those who had immediate contact with
eyewitnesses, and nondescript editors collecting written fragments of anonymous
origin and inflating mere natural eventsinto miracles via myths, legends, and miracle
tales. What honesty is left for the New Testament writers who copied from written
documents produced by others before them to whom they gave no mention, and
instead pretended to write with unique
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authority on the basis of their personal knowledge and research directed by
miraculous assistance of the Holy Spirit? What veracity can still be credited to them
If they shamelessly inflated into prodigious miracles what had been ordinary
occurrences? What intelligence is left to the writers who could not write down what
they themselves saw, heard, and experienced, but had to copy the written work of
some nonentities? What intelligence isleft to the early Christian leaders who werein
touch with apostles but copied from composite works of unknown authorship? H. C.
Thiessen says concerning the theory that Matthew and Luke used Mark and "Q,"
"That theory degrades the evangdists Matthew and L uke to the position of slavish and
yet arbitrary compilers, not to say plagiarists’ (Introduction to the New Testament, p.
127). Form Criticism is an even more complete denial and degradation. Thiessen
guotes Kerr as saying the same thing: "Matthew and Luke are charged with
plagiarism” (ibid.). Alford says:

It is inconceivable that one writer borrowing from another matter
confessedly of the very first importance, in good faith and with approval,
should dter the diction so singularly and capriciously as, on this hypothesis,
we find the text of the parallel sections of our Gospels changed. Let the
guestion be answered by ordinary considerations of probability, and let any
passage common to the three evangelists be put to the test. The phenomena
presented will be much as follows: First, we shall have three, five or more
words identical; then as many wholly distinct; then two clauses or more,
expressed in the same words but differing order; then a clause contained in
one or two, and not in the third; then several words identical; then a clause
not only distinct, but apparently inconsistent; and so forth, with recurrences
of the same arbitrary and anomalous alterations, coincidents, and
transpositions. Nor does this description apply to verbal and sentential
arrangements only; but also, with slight modification, to that of the larger
portions of the narratives. Equally capricious would be the disposition of the
subject matter. Can an instance be anywhere cited of undoubted borrowing
and adaption from another, presenting similar phenomena? (Greek
Testament, pp. 1, 5, 6).

It is no defense of the Gospel writers to say that they lived in a primitive time,
when, morals being low and undeveloped, it was not realized that it was wrong to
publish someone else's work as your own, or to pretend to possess firsthand
information or miraculous power, or to attach some famous person's name to your
book in the hope of increasing its circulation and influence. These men knew so much
more about honesty, veracity, and noble ideas, having
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studied under the Divine Teacher, that al the world has sat at their feet in the study
of these four narratives during two thousand years seeking guidance and inspiration
in the pursuit of noble living.

The "Q" Myth—Lewis Foster, writing in the Bulletin of the Evangelical
Theological Society of January, 1965, in an article entitled "The 'Q"' Myth in Synoptic
Studies,” has pointed out that the entire concentration of the ministry of Jesus was
upon the future proclamation by the apostles of the good news of the death, burial,
and resurrection of Jesus, the Christ, the Son of God. This was the essence of Peter's
sermon on the day of Pentecost and of every other sermon recorded in Acts or
reflected in the Epistles. The hypothesis that such a document as"Q" existed in the
early decades of the church and exercised such a profound influence and yet had no
content concentrated on the gospel itself which was the passionate proclamation of
every Christian on every occasion, is itself such a monstrous contradiction of all that
the New Testament declares, it falls of its own weight. The radical scholars have
given the most precise definition of the content of "Q"; it is the similar sections of
Matthew and L uke which are not found in Mark. They cannot find in these verses any
presentation of the degth, burial, and resurrection of Jesus the Christ, the Son of God.
And yet they claim that here is the early and decisive document which preceded the
Gospel narratives. The New Testament, on the contrary, declares that this message
of salvation was the constant and universal proclamation of the early Christians.

Applied to Form Criticism—This argument falls with deadly force upon Form
Criticism. Hereis Dibelius outline of the "categories' or "forms": (1) Passion story;
(2) Paradigm; (3) Novelle; (4) Legend; (5) Paranesis; (6) Myth. In five out of these
six forms where is there any place given to the original proclamation of the gospel
which proceeded from Pentecost? Here is Grant's outline: (1) Myths; (2) Legends; (3)
Miracle Taes, (4) Paradigms, (5) Apothegms (F. G. Grant, The Gospels: Their Origin
and Their Growth). Thisaso is sillent on the dramatic good news of redemption from
sin by the death of the Son of God to which the Christians called the attention of all.
The theory muzzles the passionate proclamation of the first Christians.

Dibelius makes public admission of this fatal weakness in his theory when he
includes "passion story"; in this he underscores the fact that he had not been able to
remedy the weakness, for he lists five out of six forms which do not contain this
message of salvation.



112 INTRODUCTION

It stands out that while many eyewitnesses were still living who had been present
when Jesus had claimed to be the Son of God and the Jewish leaders had charged Him
with blasphemy and attempted to kill Him for this claim on many occasions, it is not
a matter of mythical interpretation imputing deity to Christ. It is a historical fact
backed by firsthand testimony. While many witnesses were still living who had seen
the Jaws compel Pilate to pass the death sentence upon Jesus, as they blurted out their
real charge that He claimed to be the Son of God, it is not possible to talk about
written sources which developed a mythical interpretation imputing deity to Christ.
It ishistoric fact and the eyewitnesses were still available when the Gospel narratives
were written. The resurrection appearances had included five hundred at one time
who were made eyewitnesses. While dependable eyewitnesses still remain, mythical
interpretation cannot be assumed. It is proved historic fact.

It is plain concerning Dibelius outline of Form Criticism that he still has five
"forms’ which are silent concerning this heart of the gospel message. L uke declares
that the written documents which had preceded his writing had been written
concerning "those things which are most surely believed among us' (A.V.); "those
matters which have been fulfilled among us' (A.S.V.). These matters were the
redemption achieved by the divine Son of God in His death and resurrection. Thisis
the soul and body of what they had to tell. These five unchanged "forms" in Dibelius
theory contravene all the facts. They still leave the theory with a deadly malady. All
it can do is limp off the stage.

Streeter's Dilemma—Streeter's Two-source Theory—Form Criticism hypothesis
Isaso dedlt adevastating blow by this same argument. The heart of histheory is"Q."
He has to suppose that such a document was written at a very early period, a
document which ignored the death, burial, and resurrection of the Son of God. Since
the content of "Q" is so definitely affirmed, there is no escape. Where is the central
theme of the gospel which was the concentrated proclamation of those early years?
How could any written document arise from Christians in this period who were on
fire with evangelism and not be concentrated on this central proposition? Form
Criticismisapassing fancy arising in a perverse dream world in which the dreamers
stubbornly close their eyes to the facts and the evidence of history.
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Thiessen's Position— It was in 1943 Thiessen's excellent work Introduction to
the New Testament came from the press. The eleventh printing of the book was
published in 1960.

He devotes a chapter of twenty-nine pages to the Synoptic Problem. It gives a
splendid summary of the history of the Two-source Theory and of Form Criticism.
He regjects both theories and affirms his faith in the verbal inspiration of the
Scriptures. But he presents as his own view that "oral tradition” is the base for the
Synoptic accounts and he is willing to admit that the Gospel writers may have used
some written accounts so far as they were reliable (pp. 126, 127). In this last
admission heislike agenerd on the battlefield who allows his line to give ground in
certain sections, fearful that he may not be able to hold the entire terrain. His position
on page 127 is contradictory, for after having admitted that L uke may have used some
of the written documents to which he refers in his prologue and that "athough
Matthew and Mark did not say anything about 'sources/ — we may yet suppose that,
to some extent, they too used them" (ibid., pp. 126, 127, 155), he then proceeds to
charge that such a use of Mark and "Q" by Matthew and Luke would have been
plagiarism. This leaves Thiessen's position deplorably weak. He is willing to admit
use of little "sources," but not a big one.

Since Matthew was an eyewitness and was inspired by the Holy Spirit, why
should he need to copy into his book what someone else had written? Such an
assumption denies his intelligence and assails his inspiration. If Luke copied from
some of the written documents to which he refersin his prologue (while he does not
openly charge them with inaccuracy, he certainly intimates they are inadequate), then
why' did not Luke acknowledge this fact? How much honesty does this allow Luke?
What else but plagiarism? Why should Luke place in such sharp contrast his own
persona investigation of the witnesses as against these inadequate written documents,
If he used any of them at all? Why should he give such profound emphasis to the
exactitude and assured accuracy of his own persona investigation and of his
recording of the facts if he copied the written work of these others? Earlier in his
discussion Thiessen argues that Luke would not have spoken in such derogatory
fashion of the Gospel of Mark as to include it in the documents which "many have
taken in hand to draw up." He says, "He does not seem to include our canonical Mark
in these earlier narratives. Thisisimplied in his statement that he attempts to present
an
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accurate account of the events of the Life of Christ. It does not seem possible that
Luke would imply that Mark's account was inaccurate” (ibid., p. 116). And yet
Thiessen turns right about face and at the close of his discussion says that it was
possible for Luke to have copied some of these documents! It would be an intolerable
affront to Mark to classify his Gospel with documents which Luke seesfit to copy!
Thiessen's book is so full of faith and valuable information that it is agreat pity that
he yields thus to the source theorists and leaves himself in hopeless contradiction.

Matthew's Eyewitness Testimony—Although Thiessen regects the source
theoriesin bulk, he iswilling to buy some of them in parcels. He says of the apostle
Matthew:

Since he was an apostle, and since all that isin his Gospel, save chapters
1-4, the story of the cleansing of the leper (8:1-4), the account of the healing
of Peter's mother-in-law (8:14-17), and the incident of the paralytic borne of
four (9:1-8), occurred after his conversion and call, we think it strange to
suppose that he should have to resort to "sources' for the information that he
had received firsthand (ibid., p. 116).

But on page 121 he says:

As contrasted with these other views, the true view gives primary
consideration to the divine aspect in the composition of the Synoptics. It
grants that the authors may have used "sources' for some of the materialsin
the Gospel s but holds that they used them under the guidance and control of
the Holy Spirit. This means that sometimes they used materials that had come
to them from the immediate apostles of our Lord, and in the case of Matthew,
materials that had come from his own observation and experience; that at
other times they probably adopted parts of the oral tradition concerning the
life and work of Christ that had come to their notice; that at still other times
they appropriated a part or al of an account that was already in circulation
in writing; but that over and above al the Holy Spirit quickened their
memories as to the things they had heard and seen and guided them in the
selections they made and in the editing and arranging of the materials.

Now thisisthe very position which he rejects on page 127 as reducing Matthew
and Luketo therole of plagiarists, if it isdonein bulk.

Just what would "oral tradition” know about the life of Christ which an inspired
apostle did not know—an apostle who was directly inspired as was Matthew to write
his Gospel ? Why should he have to "appropriate a part or al of an account that was
already in circulation in writing," when he himself was an eyewitness and
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miraculoudly inspired of God to write this record he has given to the world? And who
saysthat Matthew was "converted” at the time that he was called to leave al and give
Jesus al his service?

When the four fishermen were called by the Sea of Galileeto leave all and give
Jesus al their time and energy, they had already believed on Christ and had been
helping Him in His Judaean ministry for nearly a year. Instead of supposing that
Matthew was not an eyewitness to anything that Jesus had said and done before he
was called to give up his tax-collecting work, the opposite is implied in his ready
acceptance of this revolutionary change. Matthew certainly was not an eyewitness of
the scenes during the early Judaean ministry, but he does not record any of these. Nor
was he awitness of the scenes surrounding the birth of Jesus or the transfiguration
and some of the resurrection appearances, but he had immediate access to the chief
persons involved in these scenes. Why should he have to copy from the written
account of someone else who was trying to produce alife of Christ? He was not a
witness of what took place in the wilderness when Jesus was tempted of the devil, nor
of the secret prayers of Jesus in the Garden of Gethsemane. He could have learned
from the three — Peter, James, and John — of their experiences in the garden, and
he could have learned from Jesus of the secret experiences in the wilderness and in
the garden, but it seems highly probable that Jesus experiences in these two secret
events were made known to Matthew and the other apostles by direct inspiration. It
hardly seems probable that Jesus would have discussed His prayers in the garden with
them. The supposition that Matthew copied from other written accounts already in
circulation is not compatible with his honesty, his intelligence, or his divine
inspiration.

In addition to "The 'Q" Myth in Synoptic Studies' three other recent essays are
significant. Two of these are by British scholars: " Synoptic Criticism Since Streeter”
by O. E. Evans of Manchester College, The Expository Times, July, 1964; and
" Agreements between Matthew and Luke," A. W. Argyle of Oxford, The Expository
Times, October, 1963. The last of the four articlesis"A 'Skeleton in the Closet' of
Gospel Research,” W. A. Farmer, Perkins School of Theology, Southern Methodist
University, Biblical Research, VI. The following conclusions are offered on the basis
of these articles:

The Stalemate—(1) The "stademate” that K. Grobel describes as prevailing at the
turn of the century still prevails. Among the theorists every man's hand is raised
against his neighbor. The words since Streeter suggest that here is the beginning of
an
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epoch which till continues. Thisisthe gist of the position of the two British scholars:
Evans, endorsing Streeter's theory; Argyle, offering hostile criticism of it. No new
theory or theorist of significance has arisen in the last three decades. Dr. Vincent
Taylor is selected by Evans as the leading exponent of Streeter's theory, the main
defender of Proto-Luke. Any reader who felt that my sarcastic rewriting of the preface
of Luke's Gospel (page 109) so as to include Proto-Luke was exaggerated should
consider the following description of Proto-Luke by Evans: "only a preliminary draft
which Luke did not consider fit for publication until it was later supplemented from
Mark" (op. cit., p. 299). Evansfinishes his survey of the present state of the confused
conflict with this quotation from Taylor: "It may well be that the theory with a future
is a Three-Document Hypothesis which posits the use of Mark, 'Q' and 'M,’
supplemented by oral sources in the 'L' tradition, the birth stories of Luke, and the
narratives peculiar to Matthew." Evans remarks that thisis nothing more than a minor
modification of Streeter's position. (2) A second conclusion is the manifest passing
of Form Criticism. Having enjoyed its little day of glory, it is bowing off the stage.
None of these recent writers on the present state of the conflict give Form Criticism
any placeinther discussion. All four concentrate on the questions of the priority of

End of Form Criticism—Mark and the existence of "Q." This confirms the
judgment of J. H. Ropesin his book The Synoptic Gospels that Form Criticism is too
fantastic to deserve serious consideration; and the estimate and prediction of J. H.
Cadbury in 1946 that the critics had merely been "enjoying a holiday" in Form
Criticism and should now return to a serious effort to see whether they can prove the
priority of Mark and the existence of "Q." This is the very course which the
discussions have actualy followed. Form Criticism was an escape from the
responsibility of trying to prove the twofold basis for the Two-source Theory. Now
they face the origina obligation. The skeleton in the closet of Gospel research which
W. R. Farmer exposes and puts on exhibition is the fact that the priority of Mark has
never been proved. It has never been proved that the early Christian scholars werein
error in affirming that Matthew wrote first, followed by Mark and then Luke; finally
toward the close of the century in the reign of Domitian, John wrote his Gospel. The
theorists have never proved that Matthew copied from Mark. It is curious to see a
succession of radical scholars dodge the responsibility of proving the priority of Mark
by the uniform stereotyped declaration that it is
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not necessary to prove it. Why not? Who has ever proved it? Evans cites it as afact
that since Streeter's time the priority of Mark has been regarded as virtually closed.
He quotes Vincent Taylor's commentary on Mark (1952): "Significant of the stability
of critical opinion isthe fact that, in a modern commentary, it is no longer necessary
to prove the priority of Mark" (op. cit., p. 11). But thisis the same declaration which
Ropes had made two decades earlier that he was assuming the priority of Mark which
it was not necessary to prove. Farmer in dragging out this skeleton from the closet
shows that one radical scholar after another had been affirming this same thing
through this century. F. C. Burkitt in 1906 had declared the priority of Mark was an
axiom; there was no need to proveit. Thiswas repeated by H. L. Jackson in 1909 and
by Moffatt in 1911.

Martin Noth, a German theologian, affirms, "In New Testament studies in
Germany — at least in West Germany — the 'Bultmann School' everywhere stands
in the foreground" (Developing Lines of Theological Thought in Germany, translated
by John Bright, Fourth Annual Bibliographical Lecture, Union Theological Seminary
inVirginia, 1963, page 10). But the cessation of discussion of Form Criticism in other
countries reveals the lack of interest and the demise of the theory. An exception to
this decrease of interest in Bultmann is the assembly of scholars who met in New
York in 1964 for several days of discussion concentrated exclusively on Bultmann.

(3) Foremost in the reflections on these four survey articlesis the fact that such
vigorous challenges are now being offered both of these "assured results," the priority
of Mark and the existence of "Q." Ropes was the pioneer among the recent radical
writersin challenging the existence of "Q." Endin and many others have followed his
lead. Farmer cites the following writers, all of them radical, who have recently
assailed the priority of Mark: Butler in England in 1951; Parker in Americain 1953;
Vagany in France in 1954; Ludlum in Americain 1958. These have

Priority of Mark vigorously denied that Mark was 