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THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM 

BY J. F. SPRINGER, 

NEW YORK 

FOR Christians, the importance of the Synoptic Prob
lem centers upon the fact that a wrong solution is in 
course of acceptance, and that this wrong solution car
ries with it a lowered view of the character of the larger 
part of our record of the deeds and teachings of the 
Founder of the Christian religion. Everywhere in the 
world of New Testament scholars--! do not say, however, 
everywhere in the world of learned Christians-men are 
adopting the view that in Matthew we have a composite 
document derived from two or more prior writings, one 
of which was more or less identical with our Mark. This 
view is in fact part of the celebrated Two-Document 
Hypothesis. An immediate corollary to the assumption 
of a dependent Matthew is the conclusion that someone 
else than the Apostle Matthew must have been the author. 
An eye-witness would hardly have been a secondary 
writer.1 

The Two-Document Hypothesis views Matthew and 
Luke each as derived, in large part, from Mark or a docu
ment nearly equivalent, and a hypothetical source con
sisting largely of discourses. Mark thus becomes the 
earliest of all these Synoptic Gospels. That his hypothe
sis has met with wide acceptance may be illustrated by 
the following excerpts. 

"These phenomena of the Synoptical Gospels have given rise to 
a most protracted and intricate discussion, in which various theo
ries, e. g. of original writings from which our Gospels are drawn, 
and of the priority of one Gospel or another, from which the rest 

1 Compare with the text the following passages: 
"For a work which we shall show to be dependent upon various 

authorities, some of which were themselves not at first hand, cannot 
indeed be from the pen of an Apostle, one of the Twelve." A. 
Jiilicher, An Introduction to the New Tntament (1904) (From the 
German), p. 306. 

"The answer, therefore, to the question. Who was the author 
of the First Gospel? is a negative one. It was not S. Matthew." 
A. Plummer, An E:eegetical Commenta"' on tlu GolJHI GCCof'dirlg 
to S. Matthew (1909), Introduction, p. •· 
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were drawn, have been· presented and thoroughly sifted. For
tunately, we are at the end of this sifting process, for the most 
part, and are in possession of its results. Tradition and internal 
evidence have concurred in giving us two such sources, one of which 
is the translation into Greek of Matthew's Logia, or discourses of 
our Lord, and the other our present Gospel of Mark." E. P. Gould, 
A Critical and E:i:egetical Commentary on the Gospel according to 
St. Mark (1896), Introduction, p. xi. 

"I am not going to give a history of the ebb and flow of modern 
criticism; it will be enough to say that the relative priority of 
Mark is now accepted almost as an axiom by the great majority of 
scholars who occupy themselves with Gospel problems." F. G. 
Burkitt, The Gospel History and its Transmission (1906), p. 38. 

"After 70 years of fervid debate, the fundamental proposition 
of this theory, Mark, the literary groundwork of Matthew and 
Luke, is now admitted. The second principle, Matthew and Luke 
independent combiners of Mark with another evangelic writing 
(Q) principally made up of the teaching of Jesus, is accepted with 
almost equal unanimity." B. W. Bacon, The Beginnings of Gospel 
Story (1909), Introduction, p. xix. 

"It is well to take this Gospel (St. Mark) first, as being almost 
certainly the earliest in date and quite certainly the simplest in 
structure." Sir J. C. Hawkins, Horae Synopticae (2d ed., 1909), 
Part III. A., p. 114. 

" ... the theory, now very generally held, that a source corre
sponding on the whole with our present Gospel of St. Mark was 
used by the other two Synoptists as a basis or Grundschrif t, to 
which they added introductions, insertions and conclusions derived 
from other sources." Ibid., Part III. A., p. 114. 

"A record which, if not virtually identical with our St. Mark, 
is at least most nearly represented in it, was largely used in the 
composition of our first and third Gospels." "This thesis, which is 
now one of the most widely accepted results of modem criticism of 
the Gospels, cannot claim support, it must be admitted, either from 
early tradition, or from long prescription." V. H. Stanton, The 
Gospels aa Historical Dotuments, Part II, The Synoptic Gospels 
(1909), pp. 30f. 

"Secondly, the priority of Mark to Matthew and Luke no longer 
requires to be proved. Whatever modifications and qualifications 
it may be necessary to introduce into this general thesis, the 
starting-point of research is the working hypothesis that the order 
and outline of the second canonical gospel lay before the writers of 
Matthew and Luke, who employed it more or less freely as a frame
work into which they introduced materials from other sources." 
James Moffatt, An Introduction to the Literature of the New Testa
ment (1911), p. 180. 

"The one universally accept.eel result of modem study of the 
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synoptic problem is the dependence of Matthew and Luke upon the 
Gospel of Mark. 

"Though it is no longer necessary to demonstrate this use of 
Mark by Matthew and Luke, the relation among the three Gospels 
is not to be dismissed with a simple statement of this dependence. 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
"Our first work is to observe, with some thoroughness, the man-
ner in which Matthew and Luke use the Gospel of Mark. If any 
proof is still required that Matthew and Luke did employ this 
Gospel, it will appear in the discussion." C. S. Patton, Source• 
of the Synoptic Gospels (1916), p. 3. 

••From all these facts criticism bas come to the very general 
conclusion that Mark's narrative and order of events form the 
basis for the narratives and order of Matthew and Luk~in other 
words, that when they wrote their gospels, Matthew and Luke had 
before them and used in their writing the Gospel of Mark sub
stantially in the form in which it lies before us t.o-day." M. W. 
Jacobus, A Commentary on the Gospel according to Mark (1916), 
p. 17. 

"All study, whether literary or historical, of the first three gos
pels must start by assuming as an ascertained discovery the de
pendence of the authors of the first and third gospels for a large 
part of their material on a document practically identical with 
the gospel of St. Mark. Since Matthew and Luke have in common 
some two hundred verses not contained in Mark, the hypothesis that 
they derived these from a second document, now commonly spoken 
of by the symbol Q, has gained a very general acceptance." B. H. 
Streeter, The Hibbert Journal, October, 1921, article Fresh Light on 
the Synoptic Problem, p. 103. 

"On the other hand, the similarity (between Mt. and Mk.) would 
be reasonably accounted for if the two Gospels were partly founded 
upon documents used by both Matthew and Luke. One such docu
ment we know of, namely, the Mark Gospel. There was probably 
another which has not come down to us, and which many critics 
refer to as Q." J.E. Symes, The Evolution of the New Testament 
(1922), p. 206. 

"Practically all the critics, conservative and advanced, agree that 
St. Mark is the earliest gospel, and generally that the first and third 
gospels have another source in common, usually called Q, which 
according to an increasing number of critics lies behind St. Mark 
also." W. Lockton, The Church Quarterly Review, July, 1922, 
article The Origin of the Gospels, pp. 216f. 

"There is not only a large amount of common material in the 
narrative portions of our first three Gospels, but also a most re
markable agreement in the presentation of this material. The 
Gospel of Mark, which consists in the main of stretches from the 
Lord's ministry together with the story of the cross, has been almost 
entirely incorporated in the Gospel of Matthew, and three-fourths 
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of It bu been t.aken over into the Gospel of Luke. Since lt la self
evident that Matthew and Luke depend upon Mark, we may say 
that the Gospel of Mark represents the Gospel literature in its moat 
primitive form." B. Offermann, The Lutheran Church Review, 
January, 1923, article TlwJ Present Sta.te of the S11noptic Problem, 
p. 10. 

"But it may now be said that for some time there baa been a 
steady increase of opinion, approaching t.o very general agree
ment, that the earliest Gospel is the Second, and that it was used by 
both the other Synoptiata, in a form ,aot aubstantiall11 dilf erent from 
that which we know." A. B. Browne, The Church Quarterly Re
view, January, 1923, article SoJM Earl11 Gospel Sources, pp. 309f. 

The foregoing extracts are sufficient, perhaps, to em
phasize the fact that there is a widespread acceptance of, 
and acquiescence in, the main features of the Two-Docu
ment Hypothesis. This is particularly the case with re
spect to the thesis that Mark represents a form of the 
gospel that originated prior to Matthew and Luke. How
ever, history teaches us that a consensus of experts is 
by no means always in the right. In the present case, 
I think the verdict is wrong. And not only so, but it 
appears to me that the conclusion reached has not been 
because there has been a proper and thoroughgoing in
vestigation of the facts nor because there has been an 
application of a suitably directed and inevitable logic. 
I do not, at his stage, ask the reader to accept my view 
of the inadequate and unscientific manner in which the 
Synoptic Problem has been handled. Not at all. But 
I do ask him to ustop, look, and listen." If the view that 
is everywhere being urged is really wrong, then the 
Christian who accepts it suffers a great calamity. 

I propose that we shall look into the whole matter and 
seek to ascertain where the truth is. The facts are multi
tudinous and some of them intricately interrelated. It 
will be necessary to restate them. Apparently, it is im
possible to refer the reader to an adequate and correct 
statement of the phenomena to be explained, a statement 
not cluttered up with irrevelant and imperfectly ascer
tained data. The reader who accompanies me in my effort 
to get the facts before us and disentangle the logic will, 
perhaps, not have an easy time. I can promise him, how
ever, that he will be importantly employed. 
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Let us not begrudge the time, patience, and mental 
effort necessary to an examination of the foundation upon 
which the Two-Document Hypothesis rests. We will then 
be better prepared to go on, if God will, and see what 
may be done of a constructive character. 

THE SYNOPTIC PROBLEM AMONGST THE ANCIENTS 

The first three of the New' Testament writings are char
acterized by considerable sameness of material and unity 
of treatment. The point of view is one, and for this 
reason there is appropriateness in the descriptive title, 
Synoptic Gospels. But the similarities are associated 
with differences. The ensemble of the difficulties of ex
plaining the origin of the likenesses and dissimilarities 
constitutes the renowned Synoptic Problem. 

But men have not always been particularly conscious 
of the existence of this problem. Perhaps the earliest 
trace of a perception of the desirability of an explana
tion is to be found in a fragment of very ancient writing 
of Papias, who lived, say about 120 A. D. Eusebius has 
preserved for us some statements of this author which 
admit of the interpretation that he was concerned to 
explain the divergences of the Markan from the Mat
thaean progression of events.• 

Later on-say, about 210 A; D.-Tertullian, speaking 
of the four Gospels, remarks incidentally of the divergent 

2 J. B. Lightfoot's translation of Fmgmmta of Ptlf)iae in his 
work The Apostolic Fathers (1907), p. 629: "And the Elder [or 
presbyt:er] John said this also: Mark, having become the inter
pret.er of Peter, wrote down accurately everything that he remem
bered, without however recording in order what was either said or 
done by Christ. For neither did he hear the Lord, nor did he 
follow him; but afterwards, as I said (attended) Peter, who adapted 
his instructions to the needs (of his hearers) but had no design 
of giving a connected account of the Lord's oracles. So then Mark 
made no mistakes, while he thus wrote down some things as he 
remembered them; for he made it his one care not to omit anything 
that he heard, or to set down any false statement therein." 

Such then is the account given by Papias conceming Mark. Bat 
concerning Matthew, the following statement is made (by him) : 
"So then Matthew composed the oracles in the Hebrew language, 
and each one interpreted them as he could." Eusebius, Church 
HistoTy, 3.39.16, 16. See Nice?UJ and Poat-Nicne Fatluln, Second 
Series, vol. 1 (1904), pp. 172f. 
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orders: "Never mind if there does occur some variation 
in the order of their narratives." Tertullian, Against 
Marcion 4 :2 (Anti-Nicene Fathers, American Edition, 
vol. 8, p. 847). . 

Later yet, but still in the early period of Christianity
that is to say, about 400 A. D.-we find the great Augus
tine engaged in explaining the first considerable, and in 
fact the only such, statement of the Synoptic Problem 
to be found in the ancient literature known to have sur
vived to the present day. Speaking of the four Evange
lists, Augustine says : 

"And however they may appear to have kept each of 
them a certain order of narration proper to himself, this 
certainly is not to be taken as if each individual writer 
chose to write in ignorance of what his predecessor had 
done, or left out as matters about which there was no 
information, things which another nevertheless is discov
ered to have recorded. But the fact is, that just as they 
received each of them the gift of inspiration they ab
stained from adding to their several labours any super
fluous conjoint composition. For Matthew is understood 
to have taken it in hand to construct the record of the 
incarnation of the Lord according to the royal lineage, 
and to give an account of most part of His deed and words 
as they stood in relation to the present life of men. Mark 
follows him closely, and looks like his attendant and epit
omizer. For in his narrative he gives nothing in con
cert with John apart from the others: by himself sepa
rately, he has little to record; in conjunction with Luke, 
as distinguished from the rest, he has still less; but in 
concord with Matthew, he has a very large number of 
passages. Much, too, he narrates in words almost nu
merically and identically the same as those used by Mat
thew, where the agreement is either with that evange
list alone, or with him in conjunction with the rest." 
The Harmony of the Gospels, 1 :2 (Sec. 4), Nicene and 
Post-Nicene Fathe'rs, vol. 6, p. 78. 

So far as appears to be known, the Synoptic Problem 
afterwards attracted no serious attention until we come 
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to the eighteenth century. However, from the times of 
Griesbach and Lachmann until the present, it has never 
for any considerable length of time disappeared from the 
field of discussion. Today it is probably the most impor
tant New Testament question of a critical character with 
which Christians have to do. 

PRELIMINARY STATEMENT OF THE FACTS REQUIRING 

EXPLANATION 

As already explained, the Synoptic Problem grows out 
of the likenesses and unlikenesses of the three Gospels 
concerned. Let us consider first the matter of likenesses. 

All three narratives are principally engaged in setting 
forth in narrative form the events and discourses of the 
active Galilean ministry of Jesus. That this similarity 
should exist is no cause for surprise. The main narra
tives begin with the ministry of John the Baptist This 
is a natural starting point, as is confirmed by the fact 
that the Fourth Gospel likewise begins in substantially 
the same way. That the three Synoptics should end at 
some point not long after the Resurrection is also quite 
natural. The Gospel of John does the same. And that 
the order of events should be largely the same constitutes 
nothing that calls for explanation. The order is inherent 
in the history. But the likenesses discernible amongst 
the first three Gospels go far beyond the matters outlined. 

We are told in the Fourth Gospel that the deeds of 
Jesus were innumerable (Jn. 21 :25). Accordingly, it 
is a notable matter that in so many instances the Synop
tic Gospels, either all three of them or some one of the 
three combinations of two each, treat one and the same 
incident. In fact, incidents which are set forth by a single 
narrator constitute in respect to the total of text occu
pied in their portrayal but a fraction of the combined text 
of the three Gospels. 

There is also a very great amount of verbal similarity. 
There is perhaps nothing extraordinary, in such simi
larity, in connection with what is said by others than the 
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narrator. But the verbal similarities extend to the nar
rative matter. Everywhere there are to be seen, espe
cially when two Gospels are compared, equivalences and 
identities of phraseology. 

So much, at present, in respect to similarities. The 
diversities which occur in the midst of likenesses are also 
very notable. The First and Third Gospels prefix to their 
accounts of the beginnings of the active Galilean ministry 
not only an account of John's activities but an extended 
Infancy section. These, while agreeing in the general 
topic of the birth and early period of the Savior's life, 
are nevertheless markedly different in detail. There is 
no parallelism. Each of the two sections belongs with 
the special matter of the Gospel of which it is an integral 
part. 

A very notable matter of fact consists of the diverg
ences disclosed when Matthew and Mark are compared in 
respect to the order of events, and also when Mark and 
Luke are brought into similar comparison. In neither 
case is the number of deviations large, being round a 
dozen. They are, however, sufficient in number and char
acter to constitute a large feature in the aggregate of 
facts calling for explanation. 

If parallels be compared in respect to verbal agree
ment, there will be found more or less diversity of phrase
ology, even where the general sense is similar. In some 
cases, our Greek MSS. disclose variations in details. These 
may not necessarily reflect actual contradictions amongst 
the original Gospels. (Our Greek Matthew is probably a 
translation from the Aramaic). Then, there are those 
differences which consist in material added by the several 
Gospels. All the Gospels have, each of them, special mat
ter which it adds to its presentation of the individual 
incidents and speeches. 

So much attention has been given to the combination of 
likenesses and dissimilarities that it may be well to con
sider an example. I select one in which all three Synoptic 
Gospels are involved. 
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Matthew 26 :47 Mark 14:43 Luke 22:47 

Ital IT-& cawoii Aca.\omo, Kcai ~, ln cawoii "ET, R cawoii Aca.\o~ 
lBot 'lov&i, d, Tfija, ,\ca.\oiiv1'CK ,rapoylvenu l8av o,cA«K, «ca& o 
&:.Buca iABo «ca& ,wr' [o] 'lov3ca, d, TIU)' M)'Ol'ffCK "lov3ca, cl, 
cawoii o,cAD. ,roA~ p.cT!I &,3(«11 «ca& p.cT' cawoii TIUII &:i3urca -..poqp,ctTo 
1'4,Cca&pi:,11 «ca& ~N&IV cbro o,cAo. p.cT4 /JA')(.111.pOJII «Iii Cl~Tcw1, - - - • 

Tlii11 d.p,cup,c,i11 «cai ~N&Jv '"'P4 Twv d.pxtt· 
,rpra/Jvrlpc,iv Toii Acaoii. plc,iv iccai Tciiv ypop.p,anc,i11 

' ,Q , 
ICCI& 1'f'ttT/JV'f'(Pc.Jtl• 

The first thing to note is the similarity of presentation. 
Judas is presented as coming at a moment when he inter
rupts Jesus in His talk with the disciples. Then his name 
is so presented as to direct attention to the fact that he 
is one of the Twelve. We have here a considerable amount 
of sameness of presentation discernible in all three paral
lels, although but a single Greek sentence is involved in 
each. Further, all agree in including the multitude as 
participants in the event. 

Now, consider the likenesses and dissimilarities of 
presentation which occur in pairs of Gospels. Matthew 
and Mark present all the matters they have in common 
in precisely the same order-Jesus is speaking-Judas 
comes--he is one of the Twelve-with him a multitude
these have swords--and staves--they come from the chief 
priests-and the elders. Included here are naturally 
those points in which all three Gospels agree, as they 
are part of the agreement of any two. 

Mark and Luke have less agreement in presentation. 
In fact, it goes no further than what is common to all. 
The same may be said as to the agreement in presenta
tion as between Matthew and Luke. As to differences-
while all mention the multitude, Luke presents it at a 
different point. Moreover, he puts Judas in advance. 

Let us now consider the similarities and dissimilarities 
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in such way as to take into account the exact phraseology. 
There are seven matters: 

1. Identities and similarities extending through all 
three Gospels. 

2. Identities and similarities between Matthew and 
l\lark as contrasted with Luke. 

3. Identities and similarities between Mark and Luke 
as contrasted with Matthew. 

4. 'Identities and similarities between Matthew and 
Luke as contrasted with Mark. 

6. Special material belonging to Matthew alone. 
6. Special material belonging to Mark alone. 
7. Special material belonging to Luke alone. 
In connection with No. 1, all three of the Synoptics, 

we have: 

With No. 2: 

lT, a-t.Toii Aa.\o,iVToll 
1Iov8a1l (lll TWV 8w8(Ka 

&x.\O\l 

Mt. and Mk. 

Kal 

~,\60, 1ra.pa.ylw.Ta, 
«at µn" aVTOii &xAoll 
JUTO. µaxa,pc':Jv «at ~,\wv 

~ff'O ,rapa. TWV apxup<wV 

«at 1f'p(U/3VT<(IWV 

With No. 3: 
Mk. and Lk. 

With No. 4: 
Mt. and Lk. 

!IL' , wov 

With No. 6: 

,ro,\v\l 

TOV ,\aoii 

With No. 6: 

Mt. 

Mk. 

«at Twv ypaµ.µa.Tlwv 

With No. 7: 
Lk. 

Lk. 

1rpo~px_ETO aliTOV\l 

oxAoll 

Mt. 

Mk. 
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In the foregoing, we have illustrations of almost all the 
varieties of textual phenomena that occur in connection 
with parallels belonging to three or two Gospels. Absent 
are cases illustrative of agreements between Mark and 
Luke as contrasted with Matthew (No. 3 and also in
stances representative of apparent discrepancies as to 
matters of fact). Otherwise, the example may be taken 
as fairly representative of a large part of those difficul
ties which in the aggregate constitute the Synoptic Prob
lem. 

However, we are not to suppose that the Problem has 
been consciously the same at all times. Augustine had 
before him a considerable proportion of the main fea
tures; but investigation of the Greek texts of the Synop
tic Gospels has in the course of, say, the last century and 
a half uncovered multitudes of facts which must also 
be taken into account. On the other hand, with the ad
vance of knowledge, some of the phenomena are discov
ered to present an aspect much different from that which 
was formerly assumed. Consequently, the Synoptic Prob
lem, from the viewpoint of the one seeking a solution, 
is in respect to detail varying from time to time. 

The Problem may be viewed from two angles. ( 1) 
We may consider it from the point of view of mutual in
dependence. This hypothesis is beset with the difficulty 
of perceiving a reason for the choice, in so many cases, 
of one and the same incident and for the similarities of 
the presentation of the details. When the identities and 
similarities of phraseology, particularly narrative 
phraseology, are taken into account, the maintenance of 
the hypothesis becomes exceedingly difficult. (2) We may 
consider the Problem upon the basis of the assumption 
that in some way there is dependence amongst the three 
documents. Many solutions have been proposed which 
seek to utilize this assumption. I do not wish at this 
juncture to give an account of all of these nor indeed a 
full account of any. At the same time, it will be useful 
perhaps to have before us a compact statement of two 
principal hypotheses, which were for many years rivals 
for the approval of scholars. In recent years, one has 
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gained the ascendancy and is now enjoying an extended 
triumph. 

The Griesbach Hypothesis had the support of the great 
New Testament expert, J. J. Griesbach. It seeks to ac
count for Mark by a process of double derivation from 
Matthew and Luke. That is to say, the Markan author ia 
eonceived as having had before him the First and Third 
Gospels. He chooses now from one and now from the 
other. In this way, one could explain similarities between 
Matthew and ·Mark and between Luke and Mark. The 
hypothesis readily explains the alleged unbroken support 
of Mark, in respect to order, by one or both of the others. 
This statement cannot be made in connection with either 
of the other Synoptic Gospels. But with Mark continually 
taking from one or the other, there is not so much diffi
culty in granting that thus his order would always have 
support. However, this alleged unbrokenness of support 
is, as the reader will find later on, not a fact. The Gries
back Hypothesis explains much, especially the great mass 
of id~ntity and similarity of language in Matthew and 
Mark and in Luke and Mark. 

The opposing conception, the Two-Document Hypothe
sis, sets up Mark, or a document not much different from 
Mark, as the primitive Synoptic Gospel. This narrative 
ia conceived to have been a principle source of Matthew 
and Luke. In addition, it assumes a hypothetical docu
ment, the famous Q (=Quelle source), as a second com
mon source. Some have, however, sought to identify Q 
with the Logia of Matthew mentioned by Papias. Much 
can be explained by this hypothesis. We have already 
seen that, especially as to the priority of Mark, it has 
been very widely accepted. 

Attention has already been directed to the fact that the 
Griesbach Hypothesis accords well with the conception 
that Mark's order is always supported by Matthew or 
Luke. The Two-Document Hypothesis proposes to derive 
the Matthaean order in the main from Mark but to ex
plain the divergences by a purpose on the part of the 
Matthaean w·riter to arrange his material in a.:cordance 
with some topical, numerical or other non-chronological 
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principle. The Markan order is set up as the normal, 
historical progression, and is thought to have served t.o 
regulate the progressions both of Matthew and Luke. 

This hypothesis explains most of the textual facts which 
we have had before us representatively in connection with 
the sentence in triple parallelism-Mt. 26 :47=Mk. 14 :43 
=Lk. 22 :47. The sameness of presentation and phrase
ology extending through all three is accounted for by 
making Mark the common source at this point. So also 
with similarities between Matthew and Mark and between 
Mark and Luke. Difficulty is experienced in connection 
with such agreements as that which illustrates sameness 
and similarities possessed in common by Matthew and 
Luke but not participated in by Mark. There are many 
instances of such agreements against Mark that permit 
of explanation on the ground of coincidence. But with 
cases of the character illustrated, coincidence is scarcely 
adequate, especially when we consider the cumulated 
effect of a considerable aggregate of such instances. In 
the present case, it is that we have not only l.Bov in com
mon, but an iB011 appended to a genitive absolute. How
ever, this source of difficulty is probably something with 
which any hypothesis will have to reckon that attempts 
to maintain substantial independence between the First 
and Third Gospels. 

The considerable mass of discourse material possessed 
in common between Matthew and Luke in the form of pas
sages of some size is explained, upon the basis of the 
Two-Document Hypothesis, as due to a common use of 
Q by the authors of both Gospels. These agreements in 
respect to a large part of the language of whole passages 
are not to be confused with the agreements in respect to 
fragments of text in which Matthew and Luke agree 
against Mark. Those are in connection with narratives 
recorded by all three, whereas the present ones are found 
in passages which have no representation at all in Mark. 

The foregoing presentation of the Synoptic Problem is 
sufficient, perhaps, to give us a preliminary conception of 
its general features. It will now be in order to go on and 
consider the facts in greater detail and to study the ex-
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planation offered by the Two-Document Hypothesis. I 
maintain the proposition that, when this hypothesis is 
brought into close contact with the phenomena of the 
text, but little support will be found for it. 

THE PRIORITY MATTER-MATTHEW VS. MARK 

If, for the time being, it be assumed that there is de
pendence between Matthew and Mark, my programme 
contemplates two principal undertakings: 

1. The overthrow of the proposition that Mark ante
dates Matthew. 

2. The establishment of the proposition that Matthew 
is the original document and Mark the secondary one. 

It will be perceived that this programme ignores the 
question of the hypothetical document Q. In fact, it will 
be unnecessary, I think, that this matter be taken up at 
any time, for the reason that the single feature of the 
Two-Document Hypothesis which assumes the priority 
of Mark over Matthew is essential to its existence. The 
destruction of the argumentative basis for this asserted 
priority and the successful maintenance of the priority 
of Matthew over Mark will together amount to a death 
blow to the Two-Document Hypothesis. 

I now proceed to present what may be regarded as the 
principal claims on which the priority of Mark over Mat
thew is based. 

CLAIMS DEPENDED UPON BY ADVOCATES OF THE TWO
DOCUMENT HYPOTHESIS 

1. That the order of events as it is disclosed in Mark, 
in Matthew, and in Luke, leads to the conclusion that 
Mark was composed prior to Matthew. 

2. That the Markan uniqueness in defining the be
ginning, course and termination of the account in so far 
as that is given in common by the other Synoptic Gospels, 
is indicative of priority. 

3. That the presence of nearly all the Markan inci
dents in Matthew is to be explained by the derivation of 
the First Gospel from the Second. 

4. That Mark's uniqueness in having the other Synop-
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tic Gospels but seldom in textual agreement against it 
is indicative of its priority. 

5. That there are numerous irreversible parallelisms 
favoring the priority of Mark over Matthew. 

6. That the presence of doublets in Matthew and their 
absence from Mark support Markan priority over Mat
thew. 

7. That there are certain other considerations favor
ing Markan priority. 

The corner stone of the foundation of the Two-Docu
ment Hypothesis consists of the proposition that Mark, 
or a writing substantially the same as our Mark, was 
used as an exemplar by the writer of Matthew. One of 
the chief lines of argument in support of this proposition 
concerns itself with the matter of the order in which 
the incidents are presented in the First and Second Gos
pels. I begin with an examination of this matter. 

THE ARGUMENTS BASED ON ORDER 

In discussions favoring the Two-Document Hypothesis, 
the divergences of order are considered from three points 
of view. 

1. The priority of Mark over the remaining Synoptic 
Gospels is claimed on the ground that its order is always, 
or nearly always, supported by one or both of the other 
orders, and that a similar claim cannot be made for either 
of the other Synoptic writings. 

2. The primitiveness of the Markan order is based 
on the claim that it alone reflects the historical develop
ment. 

3. The secondary character of Matthew and Luke rela
tively to Mark, particularly of Matthew, is conceived to 
be disclosed by a departure from the historical progres
sion of events for the purpose of effecting topical and 
numerical groupings. • 

In view of this statement, the reader will, perhaps, not 
find it difficult to believe that the matter of the order of 
events plays a very considerable part in connection with 
the Two-Document Hypothesis. He will not be wrong 
in entertaining such a belief, but he will be in error if 
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he thinks that those who have been building on this foun
dation have proceeded wisely. 

In the sequel, it is proposed to show that, as a matter 
of fact, it is not true that the Markan divergences from 
the two other Gospels are always, or nearly always, sup
ported. And it will be pointed out in addition that, even 
if this uniqueness of Mark in having its order continually 
corroborated be granted, the inference is not warranted 
that this tends to establish the priority of the Second 
Gospel. 

My programme contemplates, moreover, a close ex
amination and exposure of the weaknesses of the two 
propositions which assert, the one, that the Markan order 
corresponds with the historical movement of events, and 
the other, that the Matthaean is modified from this se
quence to satisfy a literary desire to arrange material 
in accordance with topical and numerical requirements. 
It is also proposed to give strong affirmative reasons for 
rejecting the conception that the Markan divergences are 
due to chronological requirements. 

Finally, it is proposed to direct attention to two sub
stantially independent investigations each of which results 
in the development of affirmative evidence which makes 
it probable that the Matthaean order of events, as com
pared with the Markan, reflects the true historical prog
ress of events. 

If we compare the progressions of events as they appear 
in Matthew and Mark, we shall find that the correspond
ences far outnumber the deviations. Thus, taking the 
Matthaean order as standard, we find that the Markan 
deviates from it twelve times; or, conversely, setting up 
the Markan order as standard, we note the same number 
of deviations. 

Nearly all of Mark's deviations from Matthew occur 
in the first third of its text. Similarly, Matthew's di
vergences are mostly concentrated in the section that is 
broadly parallel with this principal disturbed region of 
Mark-that is, in Mt. 3 :1-14 :12, which corresponds to 
Mk. 1 :1---6 :30. The remaining deviations are those 
which are due to a single reversal in order which each 
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Gospel discloses in respect to the other's presentation of 
the events. Purging the Temple and Cursing the fig-tree, 
both of which incidents are narrated in Mt. 21 :12-19a 
and again in Mk. 11 :12-19. 

Particular attention is to be paid to the fact that, in 
the two chief parallel regions which disclose deviations, 
there is nevertheless a large amount of agreement in 
order. When the progression of incidents in the one text 
departs from that in the other, there is agreement for a 
longer or shorter space until another deviation. Between 
successive deviations, there may be anywhere from one 
to six incidents in identical order with their parallels. 

Let us now consider the orders of Mark and Luke. 
I begin by setting aside the passages Lk. 5 :1-11 and 
7 :36-50 as unparalleled in the Second Gospel; but recog
nize Lk. 4 :16-30 as having Mk. 6 :1-6a as its parallel. 
Let it also be noted that Lukan parallels to fragmentary 
portions of discourses in Mark are not taken into account. 
With these preliminary statements assumed, it may be 
said that Luke deviates only infrequently from Mark, the 
total number of deviations being not particularly different 
from the number of deviations of Mark from Matthew. 
As in the case of the first two Gospels, regions of con
centration may be discerned. There are certain devia
tions between Mark and Luke in the regions Mk. 14 :53 
-15 :15 and Lk. 22 :54-23 :25, where the deviations may 
be said to be equivalent to a simple interchange of two 
incidents in either Gospel. In the earlier part of the 
two narratives, the regions of deviation may be said to 
lie in Mk. 3:1-6:13 and in Lk. 4:14-13:30. Perhaps 
the Lukan region may be narrowed still further. As the 
two documents are in agreement in respect to the se
quence of incidents everywhere else than the regions I 
have now specified and the total numbers, say, thirteen, 
we have much the same situation as has already been 
noted upon a comparison of Matthew and Mark. 

If Luke be assumed to be secondary to Mark, then its 
deviations from the Second Gospel near the end of the 
Ministry may have been made by way of correcting the 
chronology. That is to say, if as a first alternative we 
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assume derivation and also the order of derivation that 
is in correspondence with the order of the Synoptic Gos
pels commonly found in the MSS., then the whole mat
ter may be explained as due to a mechanical interchange 
of two equal portions of Matthaean text (26 :69-66 and 
26.69-27:1). Mark having been secondary to Matthew 
gives the incidents in the same order. But Luke, although 
assumed as having been secondary, nevertheless corrects 
the account and so puts the Jewish trial in the daytime. 
It may be said that it is not permissible to reverse the 
order of the first two Gospels and make Mark the MS. 
which underwent the mechanical interchange. The 
mechanical explanation goes with the priority of Mat
thew. If, however, Markan priority over Matthew be 
assumed, then the latter group of deviations between 
Mark and Luke may still be explained upon the assump
tion that the Lukan writer changed the order because 
of his knowledge of the chronology. So, then, whether 
we assume Matthew or Mark as prior to the other, we 
may regard the latter series of deviations between Mark 
and Luke as due to the recognition, on the part of the 
writer, of the Third Gospel, of chronological deviation 
in his exemplar. 

If, however, we take the view that the three Synoptic 
Gospels are mutually independent, the existence of these 
deviations is hard to explain. Matthew and Mark are in 
agreement in what appears to be a wrong chronology. 
The mechanical explanation would not apply simul
taneously to both Gospels. 

In view of what has now been set forth, both in respect 
to a comparison of the orders of Matthew and Mark and 
of the orders of Mark and Luke, we may say that there 
is in both cases a very general correspondence in respect 
to the progression of events. Deviations are relatively 
few. Considered alone, the uniformity requires no ex
planation. 

Let us look further into this matter of deviations be
tween Matthew and Mark. If either of these Gospels be 
assumed as secondary to the other, then the deviations 
constitute a formidable part of the Synoptic Problem. 
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' 
Why should a secondary writer, who was heavily de-
pendent upon the primary document, even for choice of 
incident, in his presentation of the facts and even in his 
phraseology, depart now and again from the order before 
him? Was he correcting his exemplar? Accepting the 
texts of the two Gospels as disclosed in our m.ost approved 
recensions, we have at Mt. 9:18 an immediate sequence 
indicated. The incident of the Children of the bride
chamber (9 :14-17) is asserted to be at once follow·ed by 
that of The ruler's daughter and the woman with the 
issue of blood (9 :18-6). If we make Matthew primary 
and Mark secondary, are we to understand that the sec
ondary writer was engaged in making a correction in 
the face of a statement so unmistakably requiring close 
sequence as Tairra avToii .\a.\oiiVT~ (Mt. 9 :18), when he inter
posed nine events occupying about three chapters? Or, 
reversing things, let us assume Mark as primary. Was 
the Matthaean writer correcting the Markan text in spite 
of so explicite a time indication as a u((lvu Tj -qplpq. 04/lla-. 
yoo,,1.,.,,.. (Mk. 4:35), when he reverses the order disclosed 
by the discourse beginning with The Sower and the inci
dent of Calming the storm and in addition narrates thir
teen incidents in between? If we are going to solve the 
Synoptic Problem, we will do well to face the dilemma 
created by Mt. 9: 18 and Mk. 4 :35. 

Further, the view that the one writer was correcting 
the text of the other must also take into account the fact 
that the deviations are for the most part localized in the 
narrative between the accounts of the ministry and death 
of John the Baptist. Were the corrections needed by the 
exemplar almost exclusively confined to this section? 
Or, was it here, almost entirely, that the secondary writer 
was qualified to make changes in the order? 

Or, if we consider the possibility of explaining the 
deviations by an assumption of a desire upon the part of 
the secondary writer to group his material in accordance 
with some purpose other than a chronological one, we are 
confronted by this same concentration of deviations. 
What grouping based on topical or numerical considera
tions would require changes to be made almost altogether 
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in a restricted section? Did the secondary writer enter
tain the grouping conception only for a time and then 
abandon it? Or, did he make changes for awhile with 
a purpose and then find that his object could for the 
rest of the narrative be secured without the necessity of 
any but a trifling reversal of two incidents? 

The effort has been made, by advocates of the Two
Document Hypothesis, to explain the Markan order as 
due to the true historical progression of events and the 
Matthaean as deviating because of a literary plan to group 
incidents in clusters because of numerical and topical 
considerations. The numbers three, five, and seven come 
into especial notice in this connection. I am not going 
into this matter at this juncture. At the moment, how
ever, it is desirable to point out that those who, in the 
interests of the hypothesis of Markan priority over Mat
thew, wish to.explain the deviations in sequence upon this 
or any similar basis must deal explicitly with these devia
tions. It is not enough to say that the Matthaean writer, 
having numerical and topical considerations in mind, 
could not be ~xpected to abide by the chronology. The 
explanation must face the facts in detail. For example, 
if we assume Matthew secondary t.o Mark, then we find 
the w·riter of the First Gospel following up the incidents 
as to Peter's mother-in-law and the healing and deliver
ing of many (Mt. 8:14-17) with the narrative of the 
storm on the lake (Mt. 8 :18-27). What is required, in this 
and similar instances of Matthaean divergence, is that the 
individual deviation be accounted for on the basis of the 
purpose ascribed to the author. 

It clearly appears from the foregoing that a good deal 
of difficulty s~rrounds the deviations in order as between 
Matthew and Mark. However, this difficulty forms part 
and parcel of the Synoptic Problem. 

(To be continued.) 



BOOK REVIEWS 

MATTER AND SPIRIT. A STUDY OF MIND AND BoDY IN 
THEIR RELATION TO THE SPIRITUAL LIFE. By James 
Bissett Pratt, Ph.D. New York. The Macmillan Com
pany, 1922, pp. 232. Price, $1.60. 
The reviewer greatly fears that he is lacking in the 

philosophic temperament. On certain questions, such as, 
whether there be a God, whether there be a soul, and 
whether death ends all, he has never been able to think 
with that freedom from bias, that judicial balance of 
opinion, which is usually held to be essential. These 
matters have always seemed to him very personal. The 
blotting out of the hope of immortality would be viewed 
by him with much the same sort of scientific indff erence 
and remoteness as that with which he would contemplate 
the prospect that tomorrow's sun would swallow' up the 
earth and dissolve it in his fiery depths. 

Whercf ore he has a feeling of shameless exultation 
when specialists in the study of nature or of mind, in their 
investigations, reach conclusions which encourage high 
expectations for the future. He rejoiced as one that find
eth great spoil when he read the masterly argument of 
Professor McDougall in Body and Mind. And now that 
so component a psychologist as Professor Pratt enters 
the lists on the same side, his mouth is filled with laughter 
and his tongue with singing. 

This is a fine book, clear and convincing in reasoning, 
brilliant and readable in style. It is much more brief 
and popular in form than the great work of McDougall, 
referred to above, and it is to be hoped that it will find 
its way into the hands of many who might be reluctant 
to grapple with that more formidable discussion. Our 
own prejudiced opinion is that these lectures--they were 
delivered at the Yale Divinity School-simply cut the 
ground from under the Materialists, the Parallelists, the 
Epiphenominalists, and the Behaviorists. Their defence 
of Interaction seems to us unanswerable. And not the 
least attractive feature of these pages is that they are so 
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often illuminated with flashes of humor and that the 
author occasionally shows himself quite capable of deal
ing "apostolic knocks and blows." 

Professor Pratt frankly avows himself a Dualist. "It 
is, however," he says, "a dualism of process and not 
necessarily of substance." He considers it "as compatible 
with Idealism as with Realism" (p. 183). He very 
strongly rejects Objective Idealism, however, and does 
not much like Personal Idealism, quoting with approval 
the statement, "once the Kantian theory of knowledge is 
accepted, Personal Idealism is on a slippery inclined plane 
with the Absolute waiting at the bottom" (p 214). We 
are left therefore in uncertainty as to the fundamental 
philosophical position of our authority. Dualism can 
hardly be accepted as the final explanation of the uni
verse, and we cannot suppose that so thorough a thinker 
will be content to lodge in a half-way house. He emphat
ically repudiates Materialism in all its forms ; he is equally 
dissatisfied with Absolute Idealism; he surely does not 
hold that both mind and matter are eternal. What is 
there left then but some doctrine of Personal Idealism, 
which would find ultimate reality, not in matter but in 
mind and personality-that is to say, in a personal God? 
We strongly suspect that this is the goal toward which 

. the "Dualism of Process" here presented, is tending. The 
thoughtful pastor who does not have the price of this 
book, should sell his garment and buy it. 

J. E. WISHART. 

WHENCE CAME THE UNIVERSE? THE FUNDAMENTAL 
PROBLEM OF CREATION. Second issue. By L. Franklin 
Gruber, D.D., LL.D., with a Foreword by G. Frederick 
Wright, LL.DD., F.G.S.A. Boston. Richard G. Badger, 
The Gorham Press, pp. 316. Price, $1.90 net. 
A more fundamental question than the one here dis

cussed, could hardly be raised. Dr. Gruber shows him
self thoroughly competent to deal with it, both by his 
knowledge of the vast literature which bears upon it, 
and by his logical and analytical power in dealing with 
the profound issues involved. Attempts t.o explain the 
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world on any other basis than the theistic one are tracked 
to their lairs, are hunted down in all their secret hiding 
places, and are shown to be less formidable than might 
be feared, when they are brought to bay. Dr. Gruber 
even enters the field of Mathematics and proves himself 
quite at home. Indeed there are pages of his masterly 
argument to prove that the universe is finite, which re
minded us poignantly of the days when we put up a feeble 
fight against the difficulties of Trigonometry, and finally 
went down for the count, as it were, before Calculus. 
The reviewer has never deceived himself with the thought 
that if he had been educated at Cambridge he would have 
been Senior Wrangler. Like a certain well-known Ameri
can man of letters, in the studies ref erred to he was 
always slow but never sure. Consequently there are 
parts of this discussion which he could only follow lamely 
and at a distance, but he is nevertheless convinced that 
the arguments are sound, and the main positions de
fended, unassailable. 

It remains to be said that not the least valuable chapter 
of this volume is the Foreword by that modern Great
Heart, the late Dr. G. Frederick Wright. There is ripe 
wisdom in the opening words, .. If the men of science could 
distinguish between their legitimate scientific conclusions 
and their metaphysical speculations, and if Christian 
apologists were less ready than some of them are to set 
limits to the realm of secondary causes, Science and 
Religion would have no difficulty in lying down together 
without either being incorporated in the other." 

J. E. WISHART. 

HENRY MARTYN. C0NFF.SS0R OF THE FAITH. By Con
stance E. Padwick. New York, 1923. George H. Doran 
Company. Pp. 304. $1.50. 
This is the first of a series of new biographies of pioneer 

missionaries. One naturally takes up the consideration 
of this series of new biographies of well-known men with 
the rising curiosity that asks .. Why"? Is it that the 
prosaic method of biography so much in vogue a half 
century ago may give way to the graphic realism of the 
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modern historical and biographic method, in order that 
heroes who have suffered literary embalming may live 
again? or -is there some ulterior motive of propaganda, 
benevolent or otherwise, that we may feel in this age the 
missionary urge which these men gave the Church and 
perchance adapt, or at least adopt, them into the spirit 
of some new slogan of the message or the mission? Why 
these new biographies of these old saints? 

The question can only be answered piecemeal as the 
series appears. In the meantime let us read and enjoy 
and enter into the spirit of the enterprise to give in the 
words of the Editor "a fresh interpretation and a richer 
understanding of the life and work of great missionaries." 
Two volumes only have reached us and but one more will 
come out this year. 

In the reading of this first volume of the series this 
critical question disappears, the reader becomes com
pletely absorbed; the biography justifies itself. The style 
is seldom equalled, one might even say approached, by 
even the realism of modem biography. Indeed, the gifted 
author has given an appreciation, an artist's apprecia
tion rather than a biography. Chapter after chapter we 
have the short story writer at her best giving us "Calcutta 
and the Nabobs," "Cornwall," "Undergraduate," "Fellow 
at St. John's," 11A Curacy Among Evangelicals," ''The 
Lover," and so on with undiminished fascination to the 
end. Though there is a systematic progress throughout 
the book, yet each chapter might be published alone as a 
literary gem. 

And yet this delightful quality is but a perfume that 
attracts; the really great value of the book is its spiritual 
flavor, the portrayal of a soul that bursts into flame, the 
revelation of a life of self-sacrifice and of the love of 
Christ. Its appeal fires us with missionary fervor, the 
hottest, and gives our own souls the thrill of heroes. It 
is such a portrayal of Christian zeal and activity as will 
start many a young life in Martyn's path, which is the 
martyr's path, and arouse many a lagging pilgrim to push 
on more energetically. 

In this book we have the work of the great novelist 
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turned biographer. What a pity more novelists do not 
give themselves to realism in its own field, biography. 

M.G.KYLE. 

ALEXANDER DUFF, PIONEER OF MISSIONARY EDUCATION. 
By William Paton, New York, George H. Doran Com
pany. Pp. 240. 1923. $1.60. 
It has been well said that whatever be the volume and 

range of a pipe organ, we have at any given time only 
as much organ as we have player. So, whatever the range 
and altitude of a life of which we have the story, we have 
practically, in any given case, only as much life as we 
have biographer. Henry Martyn and Alexander Duff 
were both great men, each in his own field. It would be 
ungracious to make comparison, even if it were possible, 
between the Scholar and the Executive. But in this new 
series of missionary lives, it is in large measure true 
that we have as much life as we have biographer. The 
biography of Duff is well written, according to the usual 
conception of biography, but the biographer of Martyn 
is a literary genius. 

But Duff's life work is itself overmastering. He was 
one of the masters of men as well as one of the seers of the 
Kingdom. He was one of the idealists of the missionary 
propaganda who lead on the Kingdom. Many men can 
see how a method will work now; it is given to but few 
to see how it will work a century later, and Duff was one 
of those few. The story of the fixing of Indian education 
through the medium of the English tongue, that it might 
be in the atmosphere of English civilization and Chris
tianity and Christian philosophy, and that simply and 
graphically told is one of the moving stories of the world's 
progress. It is given to few in the history of the world 
to determine the culture of two hundred and fifty mil
lions of people for a century, and for how long still in 
the future no one can tell It well becomes missionary 
leaders of today to seize the urgent problems of mission 
work with the zeal, and above all with the courage, of 
Alexander Duff. 

Now sad to say, the purpose of these biographers, or 
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at least of this particular one, becomes markedly appa~ 
rent. The life of the great missionary is adopted into 
the fellowship of Modernism. It is not simply that here 
and there mild criticism is made of some of the views 
and actions of Dr. Duff; that would not be significant. 
But when we read of "The critical views as to the struc
ture of the Old Testament and the authorship of its books, 
which we have now satisfactorily assimilated into the 
thought of the Church"; and again, "It is not easy now, 
when both the critical method and its main results have 
been incorporated into the mind of the Church and the 
relations between criticism and religious experience are 
clearly seen, to enter into the difficulties of that day when 
faith for many of the most honest and sincere minds was 
difficult, when Darwinism had demolished many of the 
most cherished intellectual defenses of orthodoxy, and it 
was easy for men to feel that if any of the old infallibili
ties were to be shaken they had no sure resting-place 
remaining to them," there can be no doubt of the intent. 
It was not, certainly, to represent Duff as a modernist, 
but rather to make the life of Duff available for the rising 
generation in a book with the modernist attitude. What 
a pity to prostitute the life and work of a great man to 
petty partisan propagandism. Let us hope that this is 
but the attitude of this biographer and not that of the 
whole series; though it may be recalled that the Editor 
said in the preface to the first volume that the purpose 
was to give "a fresh interpretation and a richer under
standing of the life and work of the great missionaries." 
We await with interest and hope the remaining volumes 
of the series. 

M. G. KYLE. 

THE APOSTOLIC AGE. By William Bancroft Hill, D.D., 
Frederick Weyerhauser Professor of Biblical Litera
ture in Vassar College. Fleming H. Revell Company, 
New York, Chicago, London, Edinburgh. 1922. Pp. 386. 
A small man is given an elaborate introduction that 

explains exactly who he is and what he has done. A 
really great man may be announced in a few words. It 
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is so with books ; a few words will suffice to put before 
the public this excellent volume, the outgrowth of the life 
work of a devout scholar. Dr. Hill is a man trained in the 
day when so many Bible teachers began dragging their 
anchors all over the "vasty deep" ; but his anchorage bas 
held firmly. He believes the Bible, not as a literary prob
lem to be scrutinized, dissected, and reduced to its con
stituent hist.orical elements, then ground and pulverized 
and then still afterward sublimated in order to find the 
"residium" of truth, but as a straightforward narrative 
and teachings t.o be underst.ood in a commonsense way as 
anyone would read and understand any other book mani
festly written in good faith. 

The book is written in a remarkably lucid style with 
few or no library references, yet with manifestly the most 
comprehensive knowledge of the literature of the subject. 
It is just such a book as the reader may revel in and the 
conscientious teacher may use with satisfaction, making, 
as every such teacher wishes to make, his own library 
references. Then it is written especially for the thought
ful reader and lover of the New Te~tament; its references 
are to the Book of Books. 

Three chapters deal with the first days of all the apos
tles; twelve chapters with the career of Paul in his mis
sionary conquest of the Roman Empire; and seven chap
ters with the Church after Paul down to the death of 
John and to the threshold of the Church that survived the 
Apost.olic Age. Thank you, Dr. Hill; and thank the house 
of Revell for all such books. 

M.G.KYLE. 

ADVENTURES IN EVANGELISM. By Edmund Thickstun. 
George H. Doran Company, New York, 1923. Pp. 231. 
$1.60. 
This book amidst the religious literature of the times 

is like a refreshing sea-breeze on a stifling day. This is 
a truly stifling day in evangelism; the old "rushing 
mighty wind" bas been shut out by the religious psychol
ogists as indecorous, and the new evangelism does not 
make a stir in the stagnant atmosphere of sophisticated 
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modernism. What we need is more accounts of conver
sion and less 11analysis of religious experience." The 
analysis of a good dinner is scientifically very interest
ing, but it leaves us nothing to eat. The analysis of a 
soul's experience in being born again is very interesting 
reading, but it does not aid us to such an experience and 
it furnishes us no new creature. Psychology is all right 
in its way and in its place, but, as a meal well digested is 
more satisfying than a library of treatises on digestion, 
so one real conversion set clearly before us is more stimu
lating to religious experience than all the soul dissection 
of modern fiction and psychology. 

This is a book of real "adventures in evangelism," not 
speculative ventures in the twilight of the subconscious 
with all its prattle about soul pathology and religious 
abnormality. What we lost humans need to see is a 
changed soul, a new born creature, and that without 
trying to peep into the Ark. Here we have account of 
real conversions, answers to prayer, actual responses of 
the Savior to the cry of a lost soul, transformations of 
character and blessed experiences of saved souls, without 
being obliged to obscure the events by getting lost in the 
psychological mazes of that dreadful soul experience to 
which divine writ gave the only adequate name, a new 
birth. 

Some may sneer at the '"camp-meeting methods" here 
in evidence ; but between the 11camp-meeting methods" 
with results and the modem methods without results give 
us the camp-meeting with all its strange concomitants. 
The truth is that conversion is a cataclysmic soul ex
perience and yet we are trying in these days to have it 
without any cataclysmic manifestations and the attempt 
is a very decorous failure. 

I will not spoil the book for readers, as some reviewers 
spoil a novel by giving the plot. All hail to the evangelist, 
to the author and to the publishers ; and much joy to the 
readers! 

M. G. KYLE. 



MT 

TBB PBoPBB'l'S OP lsaABL IN IIJBToBY A.ND CBITJCJSII. By 
Harold M. Wiener, LL.B. Robert Scott, Roxburghe 
House, Paternoster Row, E. C., London. 1923. Pp. 196. 
The archaeological method predominates in this book. 

Its title exactly expresses its purpose and scope: uThe 
Prophets of Israel in History and Criticism." This pur
pose is carried out by setting the archaeological evidence 
alongside of the prophecies and, at the same time, com
paring the result with the antagonistic opinions of critics 
who have claimed that the prophecies were not fulfilled. 
The evidence is made to bear on the main position of 
destructive criticism of prophecy as set forth in Kuenen's 
"The Prophets and Prophecy in Israel." Modern imita
tors and commentators of the great Dutch master are 
given scant consideration, or even notice. Kuenen's spe
cial theses toward which the evidence adduced by the 
author is directed are u ( 1) There is no supernatural ele
ment in the prophets. ( 2) The prophets did not predict, 
except to such extent as would be possible to shrewd and 
well-informed persons possessing no exceptional divine 
guidance. (3) The prophet always addressed himself 
principally to the circumstances of his own time." The 
absurdity of each of these views of prophecy is shown by 
copious quotations from the prophets and citations of 
archaeological evidence. The evidence is most conclusive 
and is presented in an attractive way. Mr. Wiener has 
the historical imagination in its highest development and 
so transports the reader into the midst of the moving 
events and gives him a most vivid sense of the reality 
of the things passing before him and of the prophecy 
foretelling them. 

On the whole, nothing could be more satisfactory than 
this book, on the main questions under discussion, to the 
devout student of Old Testament prophecy. Like every 
author, Mr. Wiener has his horizon. To appreciate his 
work we must join him within his horizon and not at
tempt to bring in questions from beyond that horizon. 
The author is a devout orthodox Hebrew. That which 
will strike every Christian reader is the entire absence 
of New Testament references. But it will be equally 
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noticeable that there is not a word that even glances 
disrespectfully at Christianity. He even quotes from 
Kuenen ( one of the best things Kuenen ever wrote) an 
appreciation of the debt which Christianity owes to Israel 
on ethical monotheism. It reminds me of a sentiment 
once given me by an intelligent Hebrew layman, that 
"Everything in Christianity strikes its roots into Judaism 
and everything in Judaism finds its flower and fruitage 
in Christianity." But Mr. Wiener would hardly endorse 
all of that sentiment. 

There is little in the book that I feel disposed to criti
cise. Of course, such passages, as Isaiah LIii and parts 
of Zacheriah, have treatment that seems to Christians 
entirely inadequate ; and just why he is willing to admit 
two lsaiahs, and, having admitted two is, in addition, 
so vehemently opposed to any more is puzzling in both 
cases. He seems also rather too ready to resort to textual 
criticism, whenever confronted with a rather unusual 
difficulty. The contingencies of text transmission must 
always be recognized, but another element in the trans
mission of Hebrew texts of the Bible must not be over
looked, the exceeding punctiliousness of the Hebrew 
scribes even to a "jot and tittle." 

But it seems almost ungenerous to point out these 
things, for the general value of the book will make it, 
for the present discussions of the prophetic element, much 
what Newton's great work was in its day. 

I 

M. G. KYLE. 

THE BIBLE FOR SCHOOL AND HOME. By Reverend J. Pater
son Smyth, B.D., LL.D., Litt.D., D.C.L., Vol. V, The 
Gospel Story. George H. Doran Company, New York. 
1923. Pp. XVI and 168. 
The preceding volumes of this series have not been 

received for review so that it is impossible to speak of 
the series. This volume presents a most admirable plan 
for the purpose in view, instruction in schools and in 
homes. Besides the teaching is thoroughly Biblical and 
the suggested method of Bible reading and question 
guided along systematic lines will be most helpful in both 
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school and home. I have seen nothing equal to it for 
the religious instruction of children-if med. 

It is impossible not to feel amused-sadly amused, if 
one many be allowed such a paradox-at the naivette of 
the title "for school and home." A lack of the sense of 
humor in the author is certainly not a characteristic lack 
of his fellow countrymen (in Ireland) but offering a book 
of instruction, i. e., the Bible for the home is like getting 
out a new edition of the New England Primer or the 
Larger Catechism! Nothing better could happen to every 
American home and every Irish home where there are 
children than the introduction and systematic use of this 
book, but while the present-day indolence of parents in 
the instruction of their children continues and the auto
mobile craze and the moving picture craze last, the pub
lisher who expects to dispose of many editions of such 
a book must be an incorrigible, irrepressible optimist. 

M. G. KYLE. 




