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THE GOSPELS AND THE GOSPEL.

PREAMBLE.

TH1s small volume of short sketches is put for-
ward with the very modest purpose of roughly
chronicling & moment in the ever-changing
fortunes of opinion occasioned by the persistent
nroads of scientific research into the domain
of theological traditions. The chronicling is
neither that of a scientist, nor of a theolo-
gian, but of a friendly spectator, who, as a
devoted lover of both Science and Religion, has
no partisan interest to serve, and, as a believer in
the blessings of that true tolerance which permits
perfect liberty in all matters of opinion and
belief, has no desire to dictate to others what
their decision should be on any one of the many
controversial points touched upon.

For the most part the writer is content to
record the results of the researches and the ex-
pressions of opinion of others. When he ven-

tures to put forward his own view, he is the
1
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2 THE GOSPELS AND THE GOSPEL.

first to recognise that it also s equally an ex-
pression of opinion, although the nature of the
subject may at times compel a phrasing which
has all the appearance of voicing a very positive
conviction. It is true that many of the results
arrived at by critical research seem to the writer
to belong to the same category of acquired facts
of science as the now universally accepted
truths of the revolution of the earth round its
own axis and round the sun; but the deductions
drawn from these results with regard to the
essentials of religion are at present still entirely
in the domain of opinion, and must presumably
remain there until we possess some common
ground of knowledge, some normal basis of re-
peated experience, 80 to say, in the actual facts
of general religion.

Even the most learned scientist or theologian
knows really very little, when all is said and
done, of these facts. So far, the warfare between
them has resulted almost solely in the removal
of errors of opinion and belief in matters of
physical and historical fact; so far, there has
been little, if any, gain of positive knowledge
in the domain of religion itself. But though
our positive knowledge on scientific lines of the
facts of religion may be said to have hardly
begun, it would be a mark of littleness and
conceit to grudge the expression of our highest
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admiration for the unwearied patience, un-
flagging industry, and wonderful ability for
research shown by the great scientists, scholars,
and eritics of Christendom ; and no matter how
the opinions of many of them may still differ
from our own on many points, it would be en-
tirely unseientific, not to say impertinent, to
raise any question even in thought as to their
personal motives, or to doubt the sincerity of
conviction of those who take part on either side
1n this unceasing warfare.

It is with their opinions we have to deal and
not with the men themselves; for so strange a
compound is man, that one and the same indi-
vidual may hold, at one and the same time, the
most sublime views on some subjects, and the most
absurd opinions on others ; and, stranger still, a
man may be of irreproachable moral character
{as morals are generally conceived by a genera-
tion which as yet is still strangely ignorant of
the meaning of intellectual morality), and yet
hold the most absurd views on religion ; or, again,
he may live a life of license, and yet be correct in
his opinions on many matters of the greatest
Importance in forming an enlightened view of
religion. But in spite of these glaring con-
tradictions, both experience of life and a know-
ledge of history force upon us the conviction that
there is an inevitable will which is ever con-
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straining the rational man towards a reconcilia-
tion of belief with knowledge, and which com-
pels him to strive to be consistent with himself
at any cost, if he would find peace. That this
compulsion, moreover, is the best thing possible
for him in the long run, is the persuasion of a
philosophic mind, and that, too, even if in the
process he finds himself compelled to abandon
many of those things which he may have pre-
viously in ignorance considered as his greatest
goods.

The following chapters have appeared month
by month in a review which is devoted to the
study of religion from an entirely independent
standpoint, and the vast majority of whose
readers have been long prepared to endeavour to
consider such questions without trepidation or
partisanship, no matter whether they belong to
any one of the many churches of Christendom
or to some particular school or sect of Brahmanism
or Buddhism, of Mohammedanism or Zoroas-
trianism, or whether, again, they follow no special
form of religion. The professed object of all
these students is to aid in breaking down the walls
of separation between these sister world-faiths,
in the firm confidence that such walls of separation
have been erected solely by the ignorance of man,
and form no part of the plans of the real builders
of the fair originals, who (they firmly believe),
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one and all, according to their capacity, laboured
under the direct inspiration of the Master
Architect of the essential religion of this planet.

Such readers required no general introduction
to the subject to ensure a patient consideration
of the immensely important problems of Gospel-
criticism laid before them ; and even now, when
these papers go forth in book-form to a wider
public, the majority of my readers will still be
of those who take an intelligent interest in the
subject, and who will approach it without pre-
judice. They have the courage to think for them-
selves, and are, therefore, not to be deterred from
reading a book because it bears the name of a
Society whose intentions and labours have, for
the past quarter of a century, been for the most
part as greatly misunderstood as the work of all
pioneers the world over in every advance towards
a better understanding of the nature of things.

It should, however, be stated that the imprint
of the Theosophical Publishing Society (not of
the Theosophical Society) means nothing but
that the book is published by that entirely un-
official body. It is not an wmprimatur, but
purely a trade indication. No book that bas
ever been brought out by any member of the
Theosophical Society through any publisher what-
ever, or by any non-member of the Society
through any one of the publishing firms which
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take the name ‘Theosophical,” has ever been
officially endorsed by the Society itself, or can
ever be so endorsed. Such books are individual
expressions of opinion, and the views of the
authors are no more necessarily accepted by the
members of the Society than are, for instance,
the opinions of writers of books published by the
S. P. C.K. endorsed by the conscience of a united
Christendom.

Every one in the Society demands the liberty
to think and judge for himself according to the
evidence and his own experience of life, and this
the constitution of the Society guarantees to every
member in the fullest possible way. Whatever
views, then, the writer may put forward in these
papers, they are his own private opinions, and
involve none of his colleagues. For the
most part, however, these sketches are historical ;
they deal with the evolution and present position
of the science of biblical ecriticism, in its appli-
cation chiefly to what, from a dogmatic stand-
point, are immeasurably the most important
documents in the whole Bible literature, namely,
the four canonical Gospels.

Doubtless, as has been said before, the majority
of my readers are already prepared for a calm
consideration of this subject without fear or
prejudice. They are already acquainted with
the general results of biblical eriticism as applied
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to the Old Covenant documents, and are anxious
to hear how it stands with the New Testament
literature ; or they know more or less the general
position of affairs with regard to the New
Covenant books as well, and wish to be better
informed of the most recent researches and
results in Gospel-criticism. But there may be
others, less acquainted with such matters, to
whom the perusal of this little volume, should it
by chance fall into their hands, would come as
a veritable shock. I have therefore thought it
better to introduce the subject by a very brief
and rough sketch of the general history of the
evolution of biblical criticism as a whole, a
chapter which can easily be omitted by the better
informed reader.

Perhaps the most useful work to which to
refer the general reader for an all-round view
on this subject is Dr. Andrew Dickson White’s
History of the Warfare of Science with Theol-
ogy in Christendom, the two volumes of which
have just appeared in a second edition (1901).
This work now practically supersedes Dr.
Draper’s famous History of the Conflict be-
tween Religion and Science, which appeared
upwards of a quarter of a century ago and ran
through no less than twenty editions in the first
ten years of its existence. The advance shown
by the later over the earlier work, not only in
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the naturally expanded and far more detailed
treatment of the subject, but also in the more
judicial spirit and impartial point of view of the
historian, cannot be better indicated than by
the improved wording of Dr. White’s title. The
conflict is now recognised to have been with
Theology and not with Religion; and it might
even be suggested that a still more correct title
might be found in the consideration, that this
warfare has throughout been waged almost
exclusively between the progressive knowledge
of physical facts (natural, historical, and literary)
and the conservatism of theological traditional
views, and never at any time really between
Science and Religion in their true meanings.

To this book the general reader, who has not
the ability and patience to grapple with the
more special and technical works on “ Intro-
duction,” may turn for further information, and
we may also use it ourselves, as well as any
other, to recall to memory the general historical
data with which we are concerned in the follow-
ing rough outline.



A GLIMPSE AT THE HISTORY OF THE
EVOLUTION OF BIBLICAL CRITICISM.

As early as the middle of the twelfth century
Aben Ezra, the most learned biblical scholar of
his day, ventured to hint in enigmatic fashion
that the whole of the Pentateuch could not
possibly have been written by Moses. To avoid
martyrdom, however, he put the responsibility
of conceiving such an heretical idea on the
shoulders of a Rabbi of a past generation, and
discreetly added the caution: ‘“Let him who
understands keep silence.”

This counsel of expediency was faithfully
followed by the learned world for nigh upon four
centuries, when Carlstadt, a Protestant, ventured
to assert that the authorship of the Pentateuch
was unknown and unknowable; he was speedily
suppressed amid universal applause. At the
same time Andreas Maes, a Catholic, suggested
that the Five Books had been edited by Eazra ;
Maes’ work was promptly placed on the Index.
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Meantime great successes had been won in
fields of literary research closely bordering on
that of canonical Scripture. It had been proved
that the famous Isidorian Decretals, the main
prop of Papal pretensions, were pious forgeries ;
that the writings circulated in the name of Diony-
sius the Areopagite, which for a thousand years
had been regarded as the most precious docu-
ments supplementary to Holy Writ, were
centuries later in date than the epoch assigned
to them by tradition, and could not possibly
have been written by the supposed disciple of
Paul; further, that the supposed letter of Christ
to Abgarus was utterly unauthentic—a letter
which is still held to desperately by the unpro-
gressive Armenian Church as its most precious
possession, and which for some strange reason is
at the present moment being circulated widely
as a leaflet by some ignorant people in the very
progressive United States! Encouraged by
these successes, men began more boldly to apply
the same method of research to the canonical
books. Hobbes published his Leviathan and
La Peyrere his Preadamites ; the former was put
under the ban, the latter cast into prison.

In 1670 Baruch Spinoza, the famous Jewish
philosopler and scholar, and a man of most saintly
life, published his epoch-making work Tractatus
Theologico-Politicus. In this he argued that
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the Pentateuch, as we have it, must have been
written long after the time of Moses, though
Moses may have composed some of its original
sources, such as the Book of the Wars of God
and the Book of the Covenant; that the re-
petitions and contradictions in it showed a great
variety of sources as well as very careless re-
vision and editing; in brief, that the books of
the Old Testament had in the main grown up as
a literature, and that though these were to be
regarded as contaimang divine revelation, the old
claim for inerrancy in all their parts must be
abandoned ; that while the prophets were to be
held to be inspired, the prophetic gift was not
to be considered the exclusive privilege of the
Jewish people.

But though the writings of Spinoza breathed
a most deeply religious spirit, so that even
Novalis called him a ¢ God-intoxicated man,”
this pioneer of truth was publicly cursed by his
synagogue, while the Christian world regarded
him as the forerunner of Anti-Christ; and even
as late as 1880, when it was proposed to set up
his statue in Amsterdam, from synagogue and
pulpit were poured forth denunciations of the
wrath of heaven upon the city for permitting
such profanation. But Spinoza’s labours, though
howled down by the many, bore good fruit in the
minds of the chosen few, and beyond all others
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Lessing in Germany helped to spread the light
in his famous treatise on the Education of the
Human Race and in his drama Natban the
Wise.

In France Robert Stephens had already
pointed out no less than 2000 various readings
in the MS. copies of the Old Testament, and
Capellus in his Critica Sacra had proved not
only that the vowel-pointing of Hebrew, which
was held to have been divinely inspired from the
beginning, was a late device, but that the text
from which the translations were made was full
of the grossest of errors, and that there clearly
could not possibly have been any miraculous
preservation of the original autographs of the
sacred books.

In 1678 Richard Simon, a priest of the
Oratory, brought out his Critical History of the
0ld Testament on the same lines, and showed
that Hebrew could not possibly have been the
primitive language of mankind. His work
would now pass as entirely conservative and
orthodox, but Bossuet, the famous Bishop of
Meaux, impetuously broke forth against him.
Simon’s work was publicly destroyed, and Bossuet
did not rest till he had driven him from the
Oratory.  Simon, however, courageously con-
tinued his labours.

Of other scholars of the time, labouring in the
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same field, the most bitter theological storm
raged against Le Clerc, who, driven out of
Geneva, sought refuge in Amsterdam. He anti-
cipated still further some of the now generally
accepted facts of scientific interpretation; but
Le Clerc’s most valuable contribution to the
clear thinking of posterity was his famous
answer to those who, in defending the tra-
ditional view of the authorship of the Penta-
teuch, quoted as the inerrant decision of the
truth itself the references of Jesus and the
Apostles to Moses in the New Testament
literature. To this he bravely replied: “Our
Lord and His Apostles did not come into the
world to teach criticism to the Jews, and hence
spoke according to the common opinion.” But
the storm raised against Le Clerc was so over-
whelming that he was compelled in utter
amazement to falter out some kind of recan-
tation, the usual fate in a theological environ-
ment (or a scientific one for that matter) of one
who voices a great truth before its time.

It was not, however, till 1753 that the first
definitely acquired results in what the Germans
call Quellenlehre were obtained, when the
orthodox Catholic Astruc, a doctor of medicine
and not a professional theologian, published his
Conjectures on the Original Memoirs which
Moses used in composing the Book of Genesis.
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Astruc was indeed defending the Mosaic author-
ship against the view of Spinoza, and in this he
was entirely on the side of the traditionalists,
and 1s no longer supported by even the most
extreme conservatives of present-day scholar-
ship; but in so doing he demonstrated what is
now held by all schools of criticism to be a
definitely acquired fact of science. He showed
that in Genesis there are at least two main
narratives distinguished in Hebrew by the use
of different names for God, Elohim and Yahweh
(Jehovah); that each narrative has distinct
characteristies of its own in thought and ex-
pression, and that when separated out each is
consistent with itself, while as they stand in the
text, as parts of a single narrative, they are
utterly inconsistent.

Astruc was most bitterly denounced and
sneered at as an ignoramus by all the theological
Faculties of the time, of every shade of belief;
and 1t is a most instructive fact to notice, how
that it required the trained mind of a scientific
thinker to detect what had for two thousand
years escaped the notice of numberless minds
of equal capacity but trained in theological
methods.

It is also interesting to remark that it was
Eichhorn, the pupil of the great theologian
Michaelis (the very foremost in pouring con-
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tempt on Astruc’s discovery), who was chiefly
instrumental in bringing this truth before the
world.  Eichhorn and others developed the
theory that not only Genesis and the Pentateuch
in general, but also numerous other books of the
01d Testament as well, are made up of fragments
of old writings mainly disjointed ; that indeed
the Bible is not a book, or even a collection of
books, but for the most part a library of literary
fragments, edited and re-edited, in fact a whole
literature in itself; moreover, that the style of
it is not unique, but the general Oriental style of
similar writings of the lands and times in which
the various parts of it were written; and that
the same methods of ecriticism are to be applied
to it as to these non-biblical writings. They are
all to be studied by the light of the modes of
thought and styles of statement, and by the
literary habits generally which are known to
have existed among Oriental peoples. From
Eichhorn’s time such research has been generally
known as the ¢higher criticism.”  Eichhorn’s
one desire was to bring back the educated
classes to the Church, in a period when en-
cyclopeedism was triumphant on the Continent
and traditionalism was repelling all thinking
minds by its obstinacy. An attempt to trans-
late his book into English, however,twas bitterly
opposed ; nevertheless, the tide of the inew
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thought was steadily rising, and the chairs of
no theological Canutes could now stay its
natural course.

At the end of the eighteenth century Herder
published his brilliant contribution to biblical
research, and in his Spirit of Hebrew Poetry
showed that the Psalms were by different
authors and of different periods, in brief, selec-
tions from a great poetic literature. He also
endeavoured to prove that the Song of Songs,
which had for two thousand years exhausted the
ingenuity of theologic and mystic interpretation
of both Jew and Christian, was simply an
Oriental love poem.

In 1800 Alexander Geddes, a Roman Catholic
and a Scotsman, published a volume of ecritical
remarks in connection with his translation of
the Old Testament. In spite of his universally
acknowledged great scholarship, and although
to-day his main conclusions are the elementary
commonplaces of accepted biblical science in all
Protestant theological schools, Geddes was not
only suspended by the Roman Catholic author-
ities, but also furiously denounced by all shades
of Protestantism, and in general sneered at by
all as “a would-be corrector of the Holy Ghost.”

But though upwards of half a century was
still to elapse before any noticeable impression
was to be made even on intelligent public
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opinion in Great Britain and the United States,
and though the official theological Faculties even
of Germany and Holland were still bitterly
opposed to any innovations, nevertheless with
the opening of the ninetcenth century the
science of biblical eriticism had in the latter
countries already vindicated its right to existence
in the world of real thought and learning,
though still only so far as the Old Testament
was concerned. A long and bitter struggle
still lay before it during the coming century
ere it won its way in other Protestant countries,
and gradually vindicated its right of existence in
every centre of theological study, and that, too,
almost as freely in the domain of the New
Testament as in that of the Old.

To follow out this struggle in detail would
be a task so gigantic, that I doubt whether any
historian could single-handed accomplish it fully.
The past century, especially the last fifty years,
has been so wonderfully prolific in works on the
subject, that a bare bibliography alone would
require a huge volume. When we contemplate
this vast monument of industry, when we gaze
at the titles of the volumes of this enormous
library, it would at first sight scem almost in-
credible that there should Dbe a single child
in an elementary school who had not heard

something of the matter. Indeed it is a striking
{)
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sign of the times that four years ago 2 book
appeared boldly advocating the teaching of the
facts of the higher criticism to children. This
remarkable book—The Bible and the Child : The
Higher Criticism and the Teaching of the Young
(London : 1897)—was written by eight doctors
of divinity and professors of biblical history,
among the four doctors of divinity being two
deans of the Established Church in this country.

But history teaches us that general evolution
is very, very slow indeed, and the student of
the recorded past experience of the world in
similar matters is not surprised to find, even at
this late hour and in Protestant countries (if
perhaps we except parts of Germany, Switzerland,
and Holland), how little even the fairly intelli-
gent masses of the people are acquainted with the
results of this all-important science, while in the
countries subjected to the Roman and Eastern
Churches not only are the people kept in com-
plete ignorance of the whole matter, but the
learned of the Roman Catholic communion,
both clerics and laymen, labour under the
enormous disability of authoritative restrictions,
which practically still compel them to use all
their abilities for the defence of traditionalism,
on peril of falling under the ban.

But among the thinking classes in the lands
which have accepted the principle of religious
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freedom, how great a change has been wrought
i a short hundred years! To-day, in so-called
Protestant lands, even the most conservative
scholars of biblical scholarship accept unquestion-
ingly not only the general principles of criticism,
but also all those fundamental positions for
holding which men were persecuted, degraded,
and reviled a century ago. It is no longer a
question of the intelligent layman accepting the
conclusions of some isolated specialist; the
enquiring reader is confronted, not only in all
preliminaries by the crushing authority of a
consensus of opinion of hundreds and hundreds
of scholars who have made a special study of the
subject, but also on a number of more special
points by an ever-growing body of opinion.
Thus, at this late date, no scholar hesitates to
recognise the large part played by myth and
legend in the evolution of Hebrew sacred litera-
ture ; the traditional authorship of many of the
documents has been definitely abandoned, and
the important part played by compilation and
revision is recognised as a basic principle of
eriticism. The modern biblical scholar is not
distressed, for instance, to find that Deuteronomy
1s in the main a late priestly summary of the law,
and Chronicles a late priestly summary of early
history and tradition. Yet only a hundred
years ago De Wette for putting forward such
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ideas in a far more moderate form was driven
out of Germany, and Theodore Parker, almost
half a century afterwards, for publishing a trans-
lation of De Wette’s book in the United States,
was rejected even by the Unitarians.

It is not, however, the change brought about
in unlearned public opinion (which must of
course be a very slow process), nor yet the far
more rapid change effected in the more en-
lightened opinions of independent thinkers,
which marks for the historian the surrenders
of theology; his task is rvather to trace
the gradual acceptation of the prineiples of
the new method by the official teaching bodies
in the great centres of vested interests. Kven
in Germany, which to its lasting credit took
the lead in bowing to the inevitable, the spirit
of intolerance died hard among the reaction-
ary doctors. One would have thought that
the discovery of Astruc should, after the lapse
of a hundred years, have familiarised them
with the idea of “sources” for Genesis ; never-
theless in 1853, when Hupfeld clearly demon-
strated the existence of yet another source in
addition to Astruc’s Elohistic and Jehovistic
documents, he was Dbitterly persecuted by the
irreconcilables. But the times had changed, a
more tolerant spirit was abroad, and to its en-
during honour the theological Faculty of the




THE EVOLUTION OF BIBLICAL CRITICISM. 21

University of Halle, although it was headed by
men who were on the conservative side, pro-
tested against this persecution.

In the next decade more and more bI‘lHl‘Lllt
light was thrown on the old documents, and,
among many other discoveries of importance,
it was gradually forced upon the convictions of
the thinking world in Germany, by the work of
such men as Graf, Kayser and Kuenen, that the
complete Levitical law could not possibly have
been established at the beginning, but owed its
development to a period when the heroes and
prophets had been succeeded by the priests; that
is to say, when the Jews had ceased to exist as
at it
belongs mostly to the post-exilic period. In
1869 Kuenen, in his Religion of Israel, gave an
enormous impulse to such researches, and
attracted far and wide the attention of the
thinking world. He argued that the truly
historical point of departure in the tradition of

Jewish literature was to be found in the utterances
of the prophets of the eighth century, and that
research should be pushed backwards and for-
wards from this period. He further showed
with admirable scholarship and convincing
reasoning, ‘““that Old Testament history in
general is largely mingled with myth and
legend ; that not only were the laws attributed
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to Moses in the main a far later development,
but that much of their historical setting was an
afterthought ; also that Old Testament prophecy
was never supernaturally predictive of events
recorded in the New Testament.”

“Thus,” concludes Dr. White, in his chapter
on the Beginnings of Scientific Interpretation,
“ was established the science of biblical criticism.
And now the question was, whether the Church
of Northern Germany would accept this great
gift—the fruit of centuries of devoted toil and
self-sacrifice—and take the lead of Christendom
in and by it.”

Dr. White is of opinion that in Germany the
official mind of the Church did so definitely
accept it in the person of Wellhausen. It is of
course very difficult to assure ourselves of very
definite decisions when so many complicated
interests are involved, or to detect with accuracy
the precise turning-points in this great conflict
of opinion and evolution of thought—there are so
many overlappings; but the fact that Well-
hausen is still the special béte noire of the most
popular conservative propagandist bodies of this
country, such as the S. P. C. K., while not only
the present advanced school but also most of the
moderates recognise his specially great services
to criticism, seem clearly to point to his great
influence in the controversy. Dr. White’s sym-
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pathies are plainly always with the advanced
school, and he chronicles the victory of its
representative at that time in Germany in the
following paragraph :

“The great curse of Theology and Eccle-
siasticism has always been the tendency to
sacrifice large interests to small—Charity to
Creed, Unity to Uniformity, Fact to Tradition,
Ethies to Dogma. And now there were
symptoms throughout the governing bodies
of the Reformed Churches indicating a de-
termination to sacrifice leadership in this new
thought to ease in orthodoxy. Lvery revela-
tion of mnew knowledge encountered outery,
opposition, and repression; and, what was
worse, the ill-judged declarations of some un-
wise workers in the critical field were seized
upon and used to diseredit all fruitful research.
Fortunately, a man now appeared who both
met all this opposition suceessfully, and put
aside all the half truths or specious untruths
urged by minor critics whose zeal outran their
discretion. This was a great constructive
not a destroyer, but a builder—Well-
hausen. Reverently, but honestly and courage-

scholar

ously, with clearness, fulness, and convincing
force, he summed up the conquests of scientific
criticism as bearing on Hebrew history and
literature.  These conquests had reduced the
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vast structures which theologians had during
ages been erecting over the sacred text to shape-
less ruin and rubbish : this rubbish he removed,
and brought out from beneath it the reality.
He showed Jewish history as an evolution
obedient to laws at work in all ages, and
Jewish literature as a growth out of individual,
tribal, and national life. Thus was our sacred
history and literature given a beauty and high
use which had long been foreign to them.
Thereby was a vast service rendered imme-
diately to Germany, and eventually to all
mankind ; and this service was greatest of all
in the domain of religion.”

The succeeding generation of scholars of the
Reformed and Lutheran Churches of Germany,
Switzerland, and Holland has numbered hundreds
and hundreds of specialists devoted to biblical
research on scientific lines in all its branches,
and to-day no one can hold a chair of theology
in any Protestant university on the Continent
who is not grounded in ecritical science; were
he ignorant of it he would stand no chance of
election, or if by any strange chance he were
elected, he would find no pupils in his class
roon,

In the free seats of learning of Northern
Germany, Switzerland, and Holland, then, the
victory had now been practically won by Well-
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hausen, and “liberty of teaching” had Dbeen
assured to the Continental professors of bibli-
cal research in the Universities, Meantime in
England the barriers against the inroads of
Continental biblical criticism, the bitterly de-
tested so-called *German theology,” had till
a decade beyond the middle of the nineteenth
century been kept practically intact, not only
by the strong conservative force of custom and
the tenacity of orthodox traditionalism, but
also by the extraordinary national obstinacy in
things religions which only began to develop
its scholarship for the professed purpose of
combatting the German school with its own
weapons.  The traditional theological position
was to all appearances impregnably entrenched
behind the bishops’ thrones, the stalls of the
cathedrals, the chairs of theology at the great
universities, and the country parsonages; when,
in 1860, there appeared a small volume, with
the modest and uncontroversial title Essays
and Reviews, the work of seven brave scholars,
who with great moderation pointed out that
many of the old positions were rendered un-
tenable by the results of recent research.

The seven courageous essayists were instantly
overwhelmed with a storm of abuse, and a wild
hurly-burly ensued. Two of the writers were
prosccuted and suspended from their offices.
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They appealed to the Queen in Council, and the
final decision of the Court declared that 1t was
no part of its duty to pronounce any opinion on
the book. A special cause of grievance was that
the doctrine of eternal hell had been unfavour-
ably criticised by one of the writers. A wit of
the period accordingly summed up the judgment
as < Hell dismissed with costs.” The question-
able measures employed in the attempt to secure
a condemnation of the book, and the enormous
publicity given to the controversy by the press,
began that healthy education of the public mind
which has ever since been steadily improved,
and from that moment the ramparts of English
theological exclusiveness and obstinacy began
slowly to crumble away. When we reflect that
Dr. Temple was one of the essayists in the
famous volume which raised this so violent
storm of theological bitterness, and that this
same Dr. Temple was a few years ago made
Archbishop of Canterbury, and so promoted to
the highest office in the Established Church of
England, and that, too, without outery, we may
understand a little how enormously things have
changed for the better, and how well the public
mind has been educated during the last forty
years. 1t was Dr. Temple who said : “ What can
be a grosser superstition than the theory of literal
inspiration ? But because that has a regular
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footing it is to be treated as a good man’s mis-
take, while the courage to speak the truth about
the first chapter of Genesis is a wanton piece’ of
wickedness.”

But the storm stirred up by Essays and
Reviews was as nothing to the tempest roused
by Bishop Colenso’s famous work on the Penta-
teuch and Joshua which was published in 1862.
The bishop’s statements, which nowadays all
seem so moderate, brought down a veritable
tornado of denunciation on his devoted head.
His mathematical arguments that an army of
600,000 men could not very well have been
mobilized in a single night, that three millions
of people with their flocks and herds could not
very well have all drawn water from a single
well, and hundreds of other equally ludierous in-
accuracies of a similar nature, were popular points
which even the most unlearned could appreciate,
and therefore especially roused the ire of the
apologists and conservatives. Colenso was over-
whelmed with execration by all parties of Con-
formity and Nonconformity, and he was finally
excommunicated with contumely. As in the
case of the condemned essayists, so now the
bishop appealed from the prejudice of the
Ececlesiastical Courts to the Courts of Justice;
they worthily vindicated their name and he was
acquitted. Enraged by this decision his theo-
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logical opponents attacked him still more
bitterly, and sought by every means to ruin his
reputation. But such pitiless treatment in due
course brought about the natural reaction, and a
new generation of English, Scotch, and American
scholars has amply justified his main conten-
tions, proving in a new sense the truth of the
old saying: “The blood of the martyrs is the
seed of the Church.”

It would take too long to follow out in
ronghest outline the gradual carrying by assault
of even the seemingly most impregnable
fortresses established for the special purpose of
upholding traditional views at all costs. In
1889 Lux Mundi practically marked the capitu-
lation of the Keble College stronghold and all
it stood for as a thing apart, and in 1893
Sanday’s lectures on Inspiration, in which among
other things he so to speak officially abandoned
the authenticity of the Book of Daniel, and
with it practically all the traditional predictive
position, surrendered the Oxford Bampton
lectureship to the victorious forces of scientific
research.

The advance on the strongholds of the Noncon-
forming and Free Churches kept pace with the
victories in the Established Church, and in
some cases outstripped them. Davidson, pro-
fessor of the Congregational College at Man-

L~
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chester, won the first battle among Dissenting
Churchmen as early as 1862 in his Introduction
to the Old Testament; and Robertson Smith,
driven out of the Free Church of Scotland by his
brilliant contributions to biblical research, was
honourably welcomed to a professorship at Cam-
bridge, and in the ninth edition of the Encyclo-
peedia Britannica (a publication which is, however,
now for the most part out of date) popularised the
more general results of scientific research in the
field of Old Testament criticism.

In America similar victories have been won
in every seat of theological learning by such
men as Toy, Briggs, Francis Brown, Evans,
Preserved Smith, Moore, Haupt, Harper, Peters
and Bacon.  Assyriological and Egyptological
research, and the vast mass of material for
comparative religion given to the world by the
translation of the Sacred Books of the Iast,
have thrown and are still throwing ever more
and more light on the development of the
Jewish and Christian faiths, and to-day we have
reached the position that now in Great Britain
and the United States, as years before us on the
Continent, no professor in any of the theological
schools can venture to reject the more gencral
results of the researches of the higher eriticism ;
were he to do so, his class room would be empty.

Those who desire to read a lucid summary of
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the “Achievements of the [Past] Century” in
the enormously important domain of comparative
religion may be referred to the four admirable
articles of Dr. Estlin Carpenter in The Enquirer
(May 19, 26, June 2, 9, 1900).

But what has been so far written applies
mainly to Old Testament ecriticism. On this
field the battle has been decisively won as far
as Protestantism is concerned. We do not mean
to suggest that there are not many problems and
countless details on which there is still the
greatest difference of opinion even among
specialists ; but we do assert, without fear of
contradiction by any well informed reader, that
the general principles of Old Testament
criticism are now accepted by every professor
of Bible history, including the most conservative
scholars ; the general traditional view survives
now solely among the unlearned. There is
to-day not one single scholar in Protestant
Christendom who would dream of endorsing the
proclamation of the late Dean Burgon, the
greatest stalwart of traditionalism in the last
generation. To his dying day the learned Dean
held doggedly to his statement before a con-
gregation of scholars and students at Oxford in
1861, when he declared :

“No, sirs, the Bible is the very utterance of
the Eternal : as much God’s own word as if high
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heaven were open and we heard God speaking to
us with a human voice. Every book is inspired
alike, and is inspired entirely. Inspiration is
not a difference of degree, but of kind. The
Bible is filled to overflowing with the Holy
Spirit of God : the books of it and the words of
it and the very letters of it.”

Such mediseval declarations are no longer
possible for Protestantism in the twentieth
century ; they are now abandoned to the official
diplomacy of the Roman Chureh, which, by the
mouth of its Sovereign Pontiff, as late as 1893
unblushingly reaffirmed the traditional dogma of
plenary inspiration. The Pope in his encyclical
of that date still felt himself compelled to play
his traditional 76le in what every intelligent
onlooker must now know to be a solemn farce.
He squarely reasserted for the benefit of that
medievalism which persists into the twentieth
century, that there can be no error of any sort in
the sacred books. In the face of such unreason
the intelligent among the Roman faithful are
bound to argue that an encyclical is not officially
binding upon the conscience ; that it is to he
taken simply as a piece of fatherly advice, but
by no means as an inerrant decree. ~Not only
so, but casuists, like a late distinguished Jesuit
Father in the Contemporary Review, can manage
s0 to twist the words of the Holy Father, that they
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can even be made to appear as though they
permitted the free acceptation of the general
results of the higher criticism! But it is a sad
sight to see men of such undoubted ability
forced by devotion to their hereditary diplomacy,
to such devious apologetics and such sinuous
interpretations of the pronouncement of their
Pope and King. So far the Roman communion
remains officially in its medizevalism; to escape
censure, its scholars must resort to casuistry, and
casuists can never be true scientists. With such
a millstone round their necks it is indeed
wonderful that some of them have nevertheless
accomplished so much in the field of biblical
research. The battle, however, has still to be
won officially in the most reactionary of Western
Churches ; but it is very certain that, even if no
more direct means can be found, it is only the
question of a few years before ingenuity, while
fully guarding the dignity of a supposed iner-
rant tradition, will find some way out for the
statement of the truth,

What has been so far stated, then, applies for
the most part to the Old Covenant documents.
Iven when considerable headway had been made
with Old Testament ecriticism, few dared to
question in the same way the books of the New
Testament. But once the main principles of
criticism had been laid down and men’s minds had
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been trained in the practical details of research,
1t was inevitable that the same methods event.
ually should be applied to the New Covenant
documents. The opposition offered by the con-
servative power of traditionalism in this field has
been ten times as great as in the domain of
purely Jewish scripture. And even to-day we
find men of very advanced views in Old Tes-
tament research hesitating before the most
moderate positions in New Testament criticism.
All this is natural enough and easily understood.
But the wheel of biblical eriticism once set going,
nothing could stop it. It now grinds on
relentlessly ; no man, no school, no chureh, can
hold it back. The nature of this research is
such that for a man’s work to stand, he must be
honest. Research has now been pushed into
the most out-of-the-way regions, into the very
by-paths of history and paleeography. The
most unexpected witnesses are being disinterred
to confirm the brilliant conjectures of scholarship,
and the truth about the documents of the New
Testament collection is being as clearly estab-
lished as are the facts about the Hebrew books,
As the main results with regard to the text of
the New Testament in general, and with regard
to the four Gospels in particular, will be laid
before the reader, it is unnecessary to indicate
the main moments of in3terest In the history of
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the evolution of New Testament criticism. It 1s
enough to say that, as far as the general mass of
scholars is concerned, New Testament research
has kept till lately well behind Old Testament
criticism. In the former field conservatism has
been far more slowly broken down in spite of a
century of devoted labours. The fortunes of the
fray, however, have followed somewhat the same
lines in the different countries in both domains :
Germany has led the way, and England has held
back and tried to check advanced views.
England has always, broadly speaking, repre-
sented the conservative interest in biblical affairs.
And it is just because of this natural leaning to
conservatism by the mass of English scholars,
that the publication of the very advanced
biblical encyclopzedia to which we shall have to
refer so often in the succeeding pages, marks a
distinet turning-point in the fortunes of the
warfare between science and theology in this
country.

There now exists a powerful and influential
school of New Testament criticism which in the
person of its most advanced adherents has the
hardihood to follow out its researches to their
logical conclusions. To present the results of
this school to the unaccustomed reader without
some sort of introduction would have been a
too severe shock. A brief introductory chapter,
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then, has been penned for the few who may take
up this book without any previous intelligent
acquaintance with the results of the higher
criticism. Such a hasty glimpse at so vast a
subject must necessarily be vague and hazy;
but the points we are to deal with in the fol-
lowing chapters will be far more definite, and
the facts when once read will not be easily
erased from the memory. The reader who feels
already seriously disturbed by the perusal of
this introduction, and who fears to plunge deeper
into the free waters of criticism, is strongly advised
to leave the matter alone and content himself
with the creeds and cults of the Churches. What
follows is written without fear and without favour.
To-day the whole dogmatic basis of the Christian
faith (in any way in which it has been pre-
viously understood) is practically called into
question by the most advanced wing of criticism,
and in the following pages the main results of
their labours will be set forth unflinchingly. It
is true that the writer personally does not agree
with the ultra-rationalism of this extreme school ;
he nevertheless feels himself compelled largely
to accept the proofs brought forward of the
unhistorical nature of much in the Gospel
narratives, and also the main positions in all
subjects of Gospel-criticism which do not involve
a mystical or practical religious element.




THE “WORD OF GOD” AND THE
“LOWER CRITICISM.”

In the whole field of the comparative science of
religion there is perhaps no more interesting
and instructive phenomenon than the worship of
books. From the earliest times of which we have
any record, we hear of books which were regarded
with the utmost awe and reverence, not only as
containing “ all things necessary to the salvation”
of the race and the adherents of the faith, but
also as in themselves instruments of power
committed to the priesthood by superior beings,
books of magical efficacy, containing the means
of binding and loosing on earth, in heaven, and
in the under-world, books sacrosanct and jealously
guarded, treasuries of those magic “ words of
power ” which conferred authority and wisdom on
the fortunate possessor.

It would be too long in this short sketch to
trace the evolution of religion out of this magical
phase, through the mixed period of superstition
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and nascent self-development and independent
enquiry, up to the present state of affairs, in
which the militant intellect of our time gazes
with contempt on the graves of the idols of the
ancient gods whom it fancies its fathers have
slain, while it challenges every modern god to
come forth, if he would battle for the creeds of
his worshippers.

It is, however, an astonishing fact that in
spite of this great intellectual development—a
development which has advanced our humanity
to puberty, if not to manhood—the vast majority
of mankind still clings to its ancient belief in
what is practically the magical efficacy of its sacred
books. Millions even of those who in every other
respect reject the vulgar idea of magic with
contempt, are still persuaded that their sacred
deposit—Shruti, Bible or Koran—is inspired, not
only in its content, but also in its letter; that
indeed it is an inerrant instrument of infallible
truth. This substitution of books for truth, of
formulee for direct knowledge, is a most interest-
ing phenomenon which requires an elucidation
at present beyond the power of a science which
is still in the strife of battle against the conserva-
tism of an ignorant past. Such an clucidation
pertains to the science of a more peaceful future,
when the nature of ““inspiration” will be better
understood, and mankind as a whole will have
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learnt the elementary lesson that the absolute
is not to be confounded with the relative, that
perfection cannot be manifested by means of
imperfection, that infallibility is not within the
possibility even of the purified human mind,
much less is it capable of expression in the coarse
material of written documents or printed works.
But our present study is not concerned with
the general question of inspiration and an énquiry
into its nature as exemplified by the hetero-
geneous contents of the world-bibles ; the subject
before us, vast as it is, is one of far less compass,
though one of enormous importance in the con-
sequences which flow from its investigation. Our
subject is the textual criticism of the New
Testament generally and of the Gospels in par-
ticular. This collection of books, considered by
the whole of Christendom to contain the New
Covenant of God with man, is called into
question on innumerable points by the test of
the analytical reason which is accepted in all
other fields of research as the providential means
of removing error, and attaining to a just estima-
tion of the nature of fact, knowledge and truth.
Now the analysis of documents of this nature
as to their content, authorship and date, and
the enquiry into the reliability of their writers
as to questions of historical fact, consistency of
statement, and all such more general problems,
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is, as we have seen, generally elassed under the
term “higher eriticism.” With the nature and
with some of the results of this criticism the
educated reader is gradually becoming familiar,
and it is generally Dbeing understood that the
dogma of the plenary inerrancy of Scripture is
only tenable at the expense of the grossest self-
contradiction and a wilful shutting of the eyes to
plainly demonstrated facts.

But there is another braneh of ecriticism of
which the general publie has no knowledge, but
which should logieally precede all other enquiry.
This braneh is known as the “lower eriticism,”
and concerns itself exelusively with the letter of
the text.

Now when it is stated bluntly and broadly
that we have no certain text of the New
Testament documents, it will at once be seen
how enormously important is this so-called
“lJower” branch of the subjeet, and how
apparently preposterous (in the most literal sense
of the word) it is for such a wealth of argument
and controversy to be expended in the domain
of the higher criticism, before we know with
some approximation to eertainty what it precisely
is about which we have to argue. In the New
Testament MSS. alone no less than 150,000
various readings have been counted.

Textual critieism, however, is so diflicult and
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technical that no one but the trained specialist
has the slightest chance of dealing with the
subject at first hand, and this is equally the case
in the more abstruse problems of the higher
criticism. It results, therefore, that the layman
has to content himself with the more general
problems of the higher, in which for the most
part not only is the non-specialist entirely de-
pendent on a translation based on an arbitrary
text, but even many of the higher critics them-
selves are either in the same position, or very
insufficiently grounded in the allimportant
science of the lower branch of eriticism, many of

their arguments being founded on readings which
in every probability are other than the original
wording of the passages in question.

But though textual eriticism is too difficult
for any but a specialist to follow out in detail,
even the most unlearned is competent to under-
stand its nature and the general problems it
raises, once the facts are put before him; and
the inevitable result of even the most casual
acquaintance with the nature of the history of
the tradition of the text of the New Testament,
is to destroy for ever any possible hope of re-
taining the fond faith of the ignorant in the
infallibility of the wording of the received text
of even the most sacred utterances of the Master
Himself. If of the many sermons in the year
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devoted to rhapsodising over the text of the
Authorised Version, one only were devoted by
every minister of religion to instructing his flock
n these elementary facts of the history of the
text, the cause of Christianity (as an expression
of truth) would be far better served than by the
tacit apologies for bibliolatry which are poured
forth year in and year out throughout Chris-
tendon.

But not only is the subject shelved in the
pulpit, it is equally tabooed in general literature
and relegated to expensive and technical treatises,
hedged about with such difficulties that the
ordinary layman is frightened from their perusal.
Such a timorous policy is unworthy of this age
of free enquiry; it is the imitation of a Peter
who denied his Master, rather than devotion to
the example of the Christ who preferred death
to a lie. It is the truth alone which shall make
us free, and that truth can he no better served
than by putting before the public the general
facts of the textual criticism of the basic docu-
ments of the Christian faith, in such a form that
all can understand their importance, and so be
able the better to distinguish essentials from
non-essentials, aud to learn that the Spirit of
Truth cannot, in the very nature of things, be con-
tained in documents made by and transmitted
through the hands of fallible mortals.
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The Roman Catholic Church claims that it has
authority given it by the Spirit of God to pro-
nounce infallibly what is the authoritative text
of Holy Scripture, and those who have com-
mitted their souls to its keeping are compelled
to maintain at peril of excommunication that
they have the “ Word of God” in its legal purity.
But those who have rejected the authority of
this egregious presumption, and who claim the
freedom of their private judgment, have no
such decision binding upon their conscience ;
they have no authority but the Bible itself, and
it is just this authority which is now called in
question.  Between the absolute position of
God-given authority to pronounce infallible
decisions claimed by the Roman Church and
utmost freedom in the exercise of reason and
judgment there is no logical halting place.
When the appeal is to a book, and no man can
say what was the original wording of the boolk,
there can by means of the book be no auth-
oritative decision on innumerable points of
doctrine based on the ignorant confidence that
the received text is inspired in the very letter.

And if the fervent believer in the * Word of
God "—in this its most materialistic sense—
should be grieved and dismayed at the recital of
the history and fortunes of the text of the sacred
narrative and sayings, there is this much com-
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fort for him, if he reflect that the work that is
being done is not the plot and contrivance of an
enemy, but that it is the spirit of truth in Chris-
tianity itself which is working this self-purifi-
cation of the faith. It is a matter of deep
congratulation, and of high hope for the future
of their faith, for Christians to reflect that it is
their own brethren and professors who are the
pioneer workers in this field ; these believers in
a sane and essential, if not in a truly spiritual
and mystic Christianity, are the foremost
champions in combatting the outgrown dogmas
and superstitions of a materialistic past.
Speaking as an entirely independent student
of general religion, the adherent of no dogmatic
system and of no formulated faith, the fact that
Christianity in the person of its “critics” has
begun to “ tackle itself,” seems to me to argue a
strength of character and determination that the
other world-faiths, in the persons of their learned
men, would do well to emulate; for the canons
of ecriticism which have been developed by
Christian scholars working on their own docu-
ments, can and should be applied by the learned
of the sister-faiths to their own scriptures. It
may of course be foreign to the scheme of things
that the learned among our Eastern brethren
should do this special work, but this much seems
certain, that if no effort is made by them some-
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how or other to purify their own faiths and so
contribute something to the general good of
advancing humanity, they must inevitably in
course of time fall out of the race, and those
who have had the courage to endeavour to set
their own house in order, will gradually develop
a generation which will readily absorb the
essentials of all other forms of the common
religion of mankind, and be the chief instruments
in inaugurating that golden age of conscious
realisation of a truly universal faith, which will
set the will of humanity in one direction and
transform it from a chaos of warring mortals
into a cosmos of immortal gods.

But to return to the prosaic present, to the
fortunes of the conflict of science with theology
in the West, to the textual criticism of the New
Covenant documents. The best work published
in English on the subject is a translation from
the German of Nestle’s admirable manual, Intro-
duction to the Textual Criticism of the Greek
New Testament (London: Williams and Nor-
gate; 1901). Professor Nestle’s high reputation
for accurate scholarship, his entire freedom from
all theological bias, and his independence of the
views of all prior authorities, are sufficient
guarantees of his ability to chronmicle the facts
and state the case impartially. The layman
must get his facts from some specialist, and no
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better book than Nestle’s Introductiou can serve
our purpose for what follows. — The learned
reader may be also referred to the monumental
work of Gaspar René Gregory which Is in
process of publication, Texteritik des Neuen
Testament (Leipzig), the first volume of which
appeared 1 1900.

It may perhaps seem to all of my readers an
entirely unneccessary thing to preface this résumé
by the statement that the documents of the New
Testament are written in Greek, but there are
millions of unthinking folk who to all intents
and purposes act and speak as though these
documents were written in Latin or English or
German. The Roman Catholic meditates on the
letter of the Vulgate or Common Latin version
of Jerome (which the official decrees of his Church
have declared to be equally inspired with the
Greek text itself), the English-speaking Prot-
estant pins his faith to the Authorised Version
of King James, and the laity of the German
Reformed Church seek their authority in the
version of Luther.

Now, the “ Word of God” in its literal sense is
to be sought for, if it can be found, in the Greek
text alone. Prior to 1514 the Greek text of the
New Testament was transmitted solely by the
uncertain means of manuscripts, the nature and
fortunes of which transmission will be discussed
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later on. It may be a matter of surprise to
learn that the Bible was first of all printed in
J.atin translation (in 1462), and that upwards of
half a century elapsed before Cardinal Ximenes
produced his costly editio princeps of the
original text; but this printing of the Greek
was by no means an unmixed blessing, for the
accuracy and wealth of reproduction ensured by
the new method rapidly stereotyped an arbitrary
text selected at haphazard with what was practi-
cally utter disregard of all critical method, and in
entire ignorance of the complex nature of the
material which had to be analysed and collated.
Printed at Complutum, a small town in Spain,
and accompanied with a Latin translation, this
famous first edition is known as the Complu-
tensian Polyglot.

Immediately it appeared the renowned human-
ist Erasmus was urged to undertake an edition
which might forestall the circulation of this
costly work, and in less than a year from accept-
ing the commission, he rushed into print the
first edition of his text (1516). Erasmus himself
confessed that his text was  precipitated rather
than edited ” ; nevertheless, ““ at the present time
this text of Erasmus is still disseminated by
tens and even hundreds of thousands by the
British and Foreign Bible Society.” In this
connection it is interesting to notice that it was
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only in his third edition (1522) that Lrasmus
(overawed by the clamour of an utterly uneritical
public) incorporated the mnotorious *‘comma
Johanneum,” 1 John v. 7, the passage conecern-
ing the ‘three witnesses,” on which so many
pious folk base their trinitarianism, the verse
which runs: ¢ For there are three that hear
record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and
the Holy Ghost: and these three are one”
passage rejected even by Luther from his version
(though added later on by others), and absent
from all but the latest MSS.

The first edition to contain the embryo of a
eritical apparatus was that of Stephen, the
Parisian Typographer-Royal (1550), but his text
was practically the same as that of Ximenes and

a

Erasmus.

By the reproduction of Stephen’s text in
Walton’s London Polyglot in 1600, it became
the Textus Receptus, or received text, in
England, and in 1624 the Elzevirs of Leyden
produced the same result on the Continent. By
the catch-word in their preface that this was the
text ‘“received by all,” they actually succeeded
in making it the most widely disseminated of all
for upwards of two centuries. The English
Bible Society alone has issued at least 352,000
copies of it, and at the present time is still
printing it exelusively. “ For several centuries,
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therefore, thousands of Christian scholars have
contented themselves with a text based ulti-
mately on two or three late MSS. lying at the
command of the first editors—Stephen, Erasmus,
and Ximenes.”

It may be of interest to state here that the
Greek text in MS. is not divided into chapters
and verses. The division into chapters was first
invented in Paris for the Latin Bible by Stephen
Langton (who died Archbishop of Canterbury in
1228), and employed for the first time in the
Greek text of the Complutensian edition. The
division into verses was invented by the typo-
grapher Stephen for his 1551 edition.

But though this Textus Receptus, or received
text, has thus become the stereotyped letter
of the “ Word of God” for the many, the few
have not been content with such uncritical work,
and have gradually collected the materials and
evolved the methods whereby some of them
fondly imagine that at length, not only the out-
lines of the foundation, but even the principal
courses of a really critical text, have been now
quite definitely filled in. Indeed many admirers
of these scholars think that there is little more
to be done in the matter, and that New Testa-
ment textual criticism has reached its maturity ;
but as a matter of fact it is still in its early
youth. For though its period of childhood is
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said by some to have closed with the seventeenth
century, 1t would be far more correct to say
that its youth did not really begin till well on
in the nineteenth century, when Lachmann
(1793-1851) for the first time broke with the
Textus Receptus altogether, and endeavoured to
restore the text to the form in which it had been
read in the ancient Church somewhere about the
year 380—a late enough date even so, we should
think.

To the special work done by the great pioneers
of textual eriticism it would be too long to refer
in this short sketch, and a bald list of names and
dates would be quite unintelligible.

It is to be noticed, however, that ““the latest
and most thorough attempt yet made at a com-
plete edition of the New Testament ” is the work
of Westcott and Hort (1881), who played so
important a part in deciding the readings on
which the revisions in the English Revised
Version were made. Westcott and Hort had
devoted thirty years of study to the subject, and
the rest of the revisers felt as laymen in the
presence of specialists. So great was their
authority that many to-day regard the text W.
H. almost as sacrosanct. Broadly speaking,
they sought to establish what they called a
neutral text, that is to say, they rejected both

the late type of MSS. on which the Textus Re-
4
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ceptus was based, and also the type of the early
Syrian and old Latin versions, which they
regarded as displaying all sorts of remarkable
corruptions. This bald statement is doubtless
of little interest to the general reader, but when
it is pointed out that all the latest research is
tending to prove in innumerable ways that it is
precisely these early Syrian and old Latin
versions which contain the earliest tradition of
the text, it will at once be evident that the
neutral text of W. H. is built on a foundation
but slightly less shifting than the Textus
Receptus, and that the Revised Version is to the
Authorised Version in many respects as Tweedle-
dum to Tweedle-dee.

Since Westcott and Hort’s edition much work
on the text of separate books, or groups of books,
has been done, though no new complete edition
has been attempted ~ As a result of these labours
“there can be no question”—to quote and
italicise our authority—¢ that we have a text
corresponding far more closely to the original
than that contained in the first editions of the
Greck New Testament issued at the beginning of
the sixteenth century, on which are based the
translations into modern languages used in the
Christion Churches of Europe at the present
time. It would be a vast mistake, however, to
conclude from the textual agreement displayed
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in these latest editions, that research in this
department of New Testament study has reached
its goal. Just as explorers, in excavating the
ruined temples of Olympia or Delphi, are able
from the fragments they discover to reconstruet
the temple, to their mind’s eye at least, in its
ancient glory——albeit it is actually in ruins—so,
too, much work remains to be done ere even «ll
the materials are re-collected and the plan
determined which shall permit us to restore the
Temple of the New Testament Scriptures to its
original form.”

In brief, to put it in words that all can under-
stand, the ‘““stone which the builders” have so
far “rejected,” has been shown by the latest
research to be in every probability the ““head of
the corner.” The most “corrupt” type of text
is found to contain the earliest readings. The
materials have to be “re-collected” and the
“plan” entirely re-drawn. What, then, are
these materials?  They are, broadly speaking,
Greek manuscripts,ancient versions and quotations
from the early Fathers.

With the perfected methods of printing, where
thousands of identical copies are produced, it is
now 1mpossible to prove what the author actually
wrote, even if we possess his original autograph
MS., for he may have added and altered on the
proof sheets. But in the case of hand-copying,
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where, even if the greatest care be used, every
new copy is a fresh source of error—of natural
and recurrent errors, which can be easily classi-
fied, not to speak of deliberate alteration to serve
dogmatic purposes, or of ignorant accommoda-
tion to wording more familiar to the scribe—the
ultimate test of accuracy is beyond question the
author’s own manuscript or autograph. Now it
is hardly necessary to state that no autograph of
a single book of the New Testament is known to
be in existence. We have, then, at best to do
with copies, the so-called manuscripts (that is to
say, the Greek MSS.), none of which go back
earlier than the fifth century.

But this is, fortunately, not the only source of
our information. As early as the second century
in the East, South, and West, translations were
made of the various books. And even though
we have to allow for the same classes of errors in
the copying of the autograph translations, it is
tolerably certain that a second century transla-
tion will represent with general accuracy the
second century Greek MS. from which 1t was
derived. Now in the case of most of the
existing Greek MSS., and certainly in the case
of all the oldest, we do not know where they
originated. But it is quite certain that a Coptic
version could not have originated in Gaul, nor a
Latin in Syria. In this way it is evident that
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ancient versions help us in determining the type
of text read in early times in particular regions ;
and further, if we find that in the Latin West,
in the Syrian East, and the Egyptian South the
several versions agree, then it is highly probable
that in those passages which are common to
them all we are safely on the road towards a
common original and the earliest times. The
ancient versions are thus a potent auxiliary
among our materials.

But we have also another source of informa-
tion. We possess a considerable Christian litera-
ture which begins to gather volume from the
beginning of the second century onwards, and
which teems with quotations from the New
Testament books. These patristic quotations,
when used with discrimination, are of great
value, for they help us to locate the types of our
ancient MSS. with greater exactitude and to trace
their history further than by means of the ver-
sions. But before we can make use of them ¢ we
must make sure that our author has quoted
accurately and not loosely from memory, and
also that the quotations in his book have been
accurately preserved and not accommodated to
the current text of their time by later copyists
or even by editors of printed editions, as has
actually been done even in the nineteenth cen-
tury.” And in connection with this it may
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surprise the reader to learn that as yet we have
no really critical texts of the vast majority of
the writings of the Fathers.

In our next chapter we will endeavour to con-
sider in greater detail these three classes of
auxiliaries to the reconstruction of the original
text, so that the intelligent enquirer who desires
to know especially how the words of the canonical
Gospels have come down to us, may be put in
possession of at least the nature of the problem,
and learn how far we are at present from any
really certain knowledge of what those famous
scribes  ‘“Matthew,” ¢ Mark,” “Luke” and
“John” verbally set down in their autographs,
much less of the actual wording of their
‘“sources.”




THE NATURE OF THE TRADITION OF
THE GOSPEL AUTOGRAPHS.

No other documents of antiquity possess such a
wealth of MS. copies as the books of the Greek
New Testament collection. No less than 3829
MSS. have been already definitely catalogued,
while it is believed that there are some 2000
still uncatalogued, without taking into account
a number of MSS. stored away in monasteries
in the East and as yet uninspected and even
undiscovered by Western scholars, and also
doubtless a number of MSS. still buried in tombs
or sand-heaps in Egypt. The vast majority of
these MSS., however, are of late date; further,
most of them contain only separate portions or
separate books, while some of these even are
mere fragments.

The most important task of the lower criticism
is to arrange and classify this MS. chaos, and
the most important factor to guide it in this
herculean task is the question of age. MSS.
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have therefore been divided into Uncials (or
Majuscules) and Cursives (or Minuscules), ac- . ]
cording to the style of writing held to be in use
at earlier and later times; but the latest dis-
coveries in paleography necessitate a recon-
sideration of this hard and fast division as a
reliable criterion of date.
Uncials, literally ““inch-high” Iletters, are
capitals. In olden times, as in the present day,
these capital unjoined Greek letters were used
in inscriptions ; they are also supposed to have
been used exclusively in MSS. of books of an
important or sacred character. But prior to
the Christian era— perhaps long prior to it— ‘
there was also used for ordinary purposes a
cursive or running style, in which the letters
were joined together. This running hand has,
so far, been generally believed to have found
its way into the MSS. of the Bible only in the
ninth century. Of the 3829 catalogued MSS.
there are only 127 Uncials to 83702 Minuscules.
Now as Greek copyists were not accustomed
to date their MSS. it is the further task of
paleeography, or the science of deciphering
ancient writings, and determining their dates,
ete., to settle the criteria whereby these Uncials
and Cursives may be further classified as to !
date. These criteria are as yet very imperfect, \'
for distinctions based on considerations of the

N ik SN
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writing being angular or round, upright or
sloping, or even sometimes of the punctuation
being simple or elaborate, and deductions drawn
from the material of which the document is
composed, are often exceedingly misleading.

That the style of writing as criterion of date
of undated MSS. is largely a matter of private
opinion may be seen from a comparative table
of the results arrived at by specialists. Thus
while Vollert assigns as many of the Uncials as
five to the fourth century, von Gebhard assigns
but two, while Scrivener will not admit a single
Uncial to so early a date, and for the rest of the
centuries there is a similar or even greater clash
of opinion. Moreover, the latest discoveries of
dated papyrus MSS. of the first centuries have
shown that all prior opinions and tentative
canons of judgment on these points have to be
entirely revised.

It is equally a question of opinion with regard
to material as a criterion of date, and though it
1s tolerably certain that cotton paper was not
employed till the eighth century, parchment
and papyrus have no dividing lines, even in
Egypt itself. As to the absurd legend that parch-
ment was first used by Eumenes (197-159 B.C.),
king of Pergamum in Asia Minor, surely there
were books in the Greek world written on hide
of some kind before Eumenes formed his library !
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As books became more widely used, however,
and the supply of papyrus exhausted in Egypt,
parchment grew scarcer and scarcer, so that it
became the practice to erase the writing from an
old MS. in order to use it for a new work. Such
MSS. are called palimpsests or reseripts, and it is
often possible in great measure to recover the
older writing under the later lettering. Thus a
late text may hide the precious remmnants of an
early document.

Now as in all the early MSS. the writing is
continuous, there are no breaks between words
or even sentences. Further, as all breathings
(or marks of aspiration) and accents are omitted
and the punctuation is of the most primitive
kind, or almost non-existent, the same combina-
tion of letters can frequently be read in two, or
even more, absolutely distinct ways; we know
historically that it was frequently a question
with Church teachers as to whether a sentence
should be taken interrogatively or otherwise, or
how at all the sentences were to be divided.

MSS. may further be classified according to
their contents, for it is to be remarked that of
all our known Uncials only one (the Codex
Sinaiticus) contains the whole of the New
Testament complete. A few others, like the
Vaticanus and Alexandrinus, were once com-
plete, but are no longer so. The vast majority
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of MSS. contain only separate portions of the
New Testament, or even only separate books.
Nor 1s this surprising, seeing that the New
Testament is not a single book but a collection
of groups of books and single volumes, which
were at first and even long afterwards circulated
separately. Thus not only in the MSS. (both
Cursive and Uncial) which contain the whole
collection, but also to a certain extent in printed
editions, there is to be found the greatest variety
m the order of the several parts, and of the
several books of each part. For instance, the
Gospels are found in any and every order.
Among the Unecials, while 73 contain the
Gospels, only seven contain the Apocalypse ; and
of these 73 again only six are quite complete. Of
the 20 Uncials containing the Pauline Letters
only one is entirely complete. Hence, as Pro-
fessor Nestle says, it is plain that our resources
are not so great, after all, as the number of MSS.
given above would lead us to expect.”

A word may not be out of place here concern-
ing the three great Uncial MSS. which once
contained the whole Bible, both Old and New
Testaments. In mentioning them we appeund the
well known symbols by which these MSS. are
known, but in this connection it should be under-
stood that the letter or number symbols by which
the Uncials and Cursives are designated are



60 THE GOSPELS AND THE GOSPEL.

arbitrary, and not a scientific classification ac-
cording either to age or importance.

Codex Sinaiticus (%) is so called because it
was discovered in the monastery of St. Catherine
on Mount Sinai, by Tischendorf; its pages were
recovered piecemeal, so to say, after three visits,
and not till 1859 did Tischendorf carry off the
complete MS. in triumph to St. Petersburg. It
dates probably as far back as the fifth century.
Besides the books of the Old and New Testa-
ments, it also includes Barnabas and Hermas,
presumably an indication of the early date of its
original, a time when the Canon was still fluid.
On the other hand, the ¢ corrections” of no
fewer than seven hands have been discovered in
it. No one knows where the original copy was
written, but it is generally ascribed to the West,
and even definitely by some to Rome.

Codex Alexandrinus (A.)is so called because
it contains a note saying that it was presented
to the library of the Patriarch of Alexandria in
1098. The Codex was sent by the Patriarch of
Constantinople to Charles I. in 1628, and is now
in the British Museum. It is supposed to belong
to the fifth century, and to have been written at
Alexandria, the Coptic forms of A and M indi-
cating an Egyptian origin. Thirty-one leaves of
the New Testament portion are missing, and it
also contains the non-canonical First Letter of




TRADITION OF THE GOSPEL AUTOGRAPHS. 61

Clement of Rome, and a fragment of the so-called
Second Letter.

Codex Vaticanus (B.) is one of the greatest
treasures of the Vatican, and was placed in the
library by pope Nicolas V., shortly after its
foundation. Part of Hebrews, 1 and 2 Timothy,
Titus, Philemon, and the Apocalypse are wanting.

Codex Ephraemi Rescriptus (C.) is the most
important palimpsest, and is now in the National
Library, Paris. It has its name from the fact
that in the twelfth century thirty-eight treatises
of the Syrian Church Father Ephraem (d. 373
A.D.) were written over the original text. Of
the N. T. part, 1 and 2 Thessalonians, thirty-
seven chapters from the Gospels, ten from the
Acts, forty-two from the Epistles, and eight from
the Apocalypse, have been lost. It is supposed
to date from the fifth century, and to have had
its origin in Egypt.

Speaking of these four great MSS., Professor
Nestle remarks interestingly: It will be
observed that at the present time they are
distributed among the Capitals of the great
branches of the Christian Church, viz., St. Peters-
burg (Greek), Rome and Paris (Roman), and
London (Anglican).” But he adds significantly :
“ German scholars have taken a foremost place
in their investigation.”

Of the remaining Uncial MSS. by far the most
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important is Codex Beza Cantabrigiensis (D.).
This MS. was presented by Calvin’s friend,
Theodore Beza, to the University of Cambridge
in 1581. Though it is said to be not older than
the sixth century, and though inferior in
compass and at present in general repute (for
its readings -have been so far consistently re-
jected) to the four above mentioned, it is now
being gradually recognised by independent
specialists as surpassing them all in importance.
It now contains little more than the Gospels (with
certain lacunee) and Acts, but originally contained
other books as well. The Gospels are found in
the order Matthew, John, Luke, Mark. The great
importance of this Codex is that in it “ innumer-
able passages occur . . . . where the text of D.
differs in the most remarkable manner from that
of all the Greek MSS. we are acquainted with.”
At least nine later hands (? “ correctors”) can
be distinguished in it. Scrivener even claimed
that he could distinguish as many as twenty
hands that had been engaged in either the
correction or annotation of the text. But,
fortunately, it is accompanied with an old Latin
version translated directly from the Greek of the
parent MS.  Now seeing that Codex D. is said
to have been discovered at ILyons in the
monastery of Irenseus, and that “its text agrees
with the Scripture quotations found in that

.
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Father even in the matter of clerical mistakes,”
it is possible that the Greek text may have been
derived from the copy of Irenseus himself. This
would carry us back to early days—cir. 180 A.D.
—1in the writer’s opinion to some fifty yearsonly
from the autographs. But even so, “we are
not at liberty to regard even the oldest of the
MSS. as presenting the very form of the New
Testament autographs ”—not even the copy of an
Irenzeus. Rendel Harris’s just published study,
The Annotators of Codex Beze, however, renders
the Lyons’ theory of origin highly problematical.
In any case Codex D., instead of being a mass
of “corruption,” has become a MS. of the highest
importance.

Now recent papyrus discoveries have shown
that “no distinction of time can be drawn
between the Uncial and Cursive hands,” even of
the first centuries. ‘“ The sharp line of demarca-
tion, therefore, which has hitherto been drawn
between these two classes of MSS. has no real
justification in fact.”

The earliest editions of the printed Greek text
had to be content with ‘“indifferent and late”
Minuscules, while the general tendency of inter-
mediate criticism has been to reject Minuscules
altogether and base the text on the oldest
Unecials  exclusively. It 1is, however, now
recognised that the text of a demonstrated late
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MS., Cursive or even Uncial, “may be derived
from a very early source through comparatively
few intermediaries, and that it is possible to
reconstruct a lost original by means of a com-
parison of several witnesses.” Both on this
account and also on account of the new data
acquired for palseographical science by recent
papyrus ‘““finds,” the Minuscule or Cursive MSS.
demand as careful inspection as the Unecials.

We have picked out among the Uncials the
three great éditions de luxe, so to speak, not
because of their proved intrinsic importance,
but because they have been hitherto generally
regarded as the most precious, and we have
referred to Codex D. because of its now proved
great critical importance. Of the information
given concerning the main Minuscules there is
little that can interest the general reader.
Those, however, who have seen specimens of
Haupt’s Bible with its polychrome device for
indicating the various strata of the text of the
composite books of the Old Testament, may be
interested to hear how this device has been also
employed in one of the Minuscules (16) in the
Paris National Library, though of course for
pious and not critical purposes. Codex 16 is
written in four colours. The narrative is tran-
scribed in green, the words of Jesus and the
Angels are in red and occasionally in gold, the

B omsears
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words of the disciples in blue, while those of the
Pharisees, of the people, and of the Devil are
written in black! In this connection it is
interesting to notice that Ignatius of Loyola, the
famous founder of the Society of Jesus, employed
a similar conceit in a book of quotations he wrote
out in the earliest years of his entrance on the
holy life.

Another class of MSS., which till quite re-
cently was even more neglected than the
Minusecules, is the Lectionaries, or MSS.
containing only those portions (pericopa) of the
scriptures read at Church services. Their date
is not easy to determine, because in this class of
document the Uncial hand was used much later
than in others. There are some thousands of
these Lectionaries, and though they are of minor
Importance they may serve to fix the type of
text in the provinces to which they belong.

We now pass to our second great source of
material for the reconstruction of the text—the
early Versions. We have here, of course, nothing
to do with the question of the original language
of the Sayings of Jesus, nor yet with the further
question of the language in which the “ sources”
of the evangelists were written ; all this, enor-
mously important as it is, lies beyond the Greck
autographs of the four canonical Gospels. The

early Versions are translations from these auto-
5
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graphs, or rather at best from early copies of
them. The Letters of Paul may have been
translated even in the first century, but our
main interest is with the Gospels, the very
carliest versions of which may at best date back
to the middle of the second century.

Of these the most important for the Hast
would be into that form of Aramaic used chiefly
in Damascus and Mesopotamia and now com-
monly known as Syriac. In the West, though
Greek was generally understood by the educated
(so that when Paul writes to Rome in Greek
he must have been writing either to aliens or to
people of some education) — when we find
Christianity in the second century spreading m
the south of Gaul, in the north of Italy and
north of Africa, there must have been an early
need for translation into Latin. So also in the
South, early need must have been felt in Egypt,
especially up the river, for translation into the
vernacular.

With regard to the Syriac versions, of which
o wealth of most valuable MSS. exists, 1t 1s to
be remarked that the ¢common” New Testa-
ment of the Syrian Church, in all the branches
into which it has been divided since the fifth
century, even up to the present day, omits the
Antilegomena, or disputed books, viz., 2 Peter,
9 and 3 John. Jude and the Apocalypse, an
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indication that it goes back to a time and to a
region when these books were not reckoned in
the New Testament canon. This Peshitto
(““ simple ” or ““ common ") translation has hither-
to been called the ““ Queen of the versions.” Of
the MSS. of this version at least ten date from
the fifth and thirty from the sixth century, a
remarkable number considering the paucity of
our Greek MSS. of so early a date. It becomes,
therefore, a question of great importance to
determine when this version was made. Tra-
dition assigns it to the Apostle Thaddzeus, and
therefore pigeon-holes it with the Matthew and
John problems. From Eusebius (cir. 325 A.D.),
however, we learn that the primitive Church
historian Hegesippus (cir. 160-180 a.D.) quoted
“certain things from the Gospel according to
the Hebrews and from the Syriac (Gospel) and
particularly from the Hebrew dialect.” From
this we learn that a Syriac Gospel existed and
that it was different from the Gospel according
to the Hebrews; though whether this Syriac
Gospel was our four Gospels, and what is the
precise meaning in this connection of the curious
phrase “particularly from the Hebrew dialect,”
remains an enigma.

Now in 1842 a Syriac MS. of the Gospels,
the text of which differed considerably from
the Peshitto, was brought back from LEgypt by
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Cureton and deposited in the British Museum,
and in 1894 Mrs. Lewis, after three visits to the
Monastery of St. Catherine, on Mount Sinal,
copied and published the text of yet another MS.
closely related to the Curetonian. Both these
MSS. are undeniably “very old,” and though
the question is still an open one, it seems very
probable that these versions are earlier than the
Peshitto.

The importance of this may be seen by taking
an example. The Curetonian and Lewls Syriac
preserve the very ancient reading of Matt. 1
16: “Joseph . . . . begot Jesus the Christ.”
This reading is preserved by a number of the
oldest Latin MSS., but is found in Greek in only
four Minuscules. Here, then, in Syriac from the
far Bast is found a reading preserved in Latin
witnesses from the far West, whereas our Greek
MSS. would allow us to imagine that ““always,
everywhere and by all” it was handed down as
it is orthodoxly believed.

Of other Syriac versions, we possess the text
of the revision by Thomas of Heraclea (616-17
AD.) of a very literal version made in 508 for
Philoxenus, Bishop of Mabug. And “it is very
remarkable that there were MSS. in Alexandria
at the beginning of the seventh century which
were regarded by Thomas of Harkel as par-
ticularly well authenticated, but which deviate
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in a marked degree from the bulk of our present
MSS., and which, especially in the Acts, agree
almost entirely with Codex D.”

Among Syriac Lectionaries, or Evangeliaria, is
to be noticed one which preserves, besides many
other peculiarities, the name of the robber
(Matt. xxvii. 17) as Jesus Barrabas.

We now pass to the Latin versions. The
most famous is the Vulgate, the common Bible of
the Roman Church from the early Middle Ages
onward. This revision was made by Jerome
(Hieronymus) at Rome, at the request of Pope
Damasus. In 382, Jerome sent the first instal-
ment (the four Gospels) of his gigantic under-
taking to Damasus, accompanied with a letter,
which began as follows : “Thou compellest me to
make a new work out of an old; after so many
copies of the Scriptures have been dispersed
throughout the whole world, I am now to oceupy
the seat of arbiter, as it were, and seeing they
disagree, to decide which of them accords with
the truth of the Greek.” There are, he says,
“almost as many (Latin) versions as manu-
scripts.”

We learn further from Augustine (354-430
AD.), who lived in the north of Africa, that
there was at this time ‘““an endless variety and
multitude of translators,” among which versions
he considers the Italic the most faithful. On
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the ground of this passage all pre-Jeromic
versions have been inaccurately classed as
Itala, but Augustine must have meant by the
term a particular version only, most probably
that current in northern Italy, Augustine himself
being the pupil of Ambrose, Bishop of Milan.

Jerome professes to have made a careful com-
parison of the Greek MSS. at his disposal, and
to have based his revision upon this collation,
but he seems to have inserted new readings from
the Greek only in the Gospels, and even in them
to have made alteration in the familiar Latin
wording of the current Roman version only when
a change of meaning was necessary. For the
rest of the books he contented himself with
improving the grammar and diction.

The revision of Jerome, however, gradually
ousted all other competitors, and became event-
ually the Authorised Version of the Latin Chureh.
But of what version was Jerome’s the revision ?
It was most probably the current version at Rome
in his time. Now, though the text of Jerome’s
revision has suffered from much ‘emendation”
throughout the centuries, it is a comparatively
easy task to restore the original wording, because
we have no less than 8000 DMSS. extant, and
some of these are very early. But even so, we
have only arrived at one pre-Jeromic version
emended by Jerome’s industry.
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The direct materials of the pre-Jeromic
versions consist of only 38 MSS. and quotations
from early Latin Fathers. Among these, how-
ever, arc to be found many witnesses to a more
immediate tradition of the Greek text than
Jerome’s readings based on a theologically rather
than a historically critical collation of MSS. ; the
material, though small in bulk, is therefore of
vast importance for the textual criticism of the
New Testament.

For the South the most important versions
are the Egyptian or Coptie, in several dialects.
The Bohairic, or Alexandrian, and the Sahidie,
or Upper Egyptian, versions are remarkable for
the fact that among the Gospels John invariably
stands first, and the Apocalypse is absent.
These two versions are based upon quite different
Greek originals. Of the Middle Egyptian dia-
lects only fragments are as yet known to exist.
Hitherto the Bohairic version has been regarded
as the purest, but “a correct edition and a
critical application of these Egyptian versions is,
next to a fresh examination of the Minuscules,
the task of most importance at present for the
textual criticism of the New Testament. For
the Sahidic version in particular represents a
type of text found hitherto almost exclusively in
the West, and looked upon as the outcome of
Western corruption and license, whereas it may
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really bear the most resemblance to the original
form. In the Acts especially its agreement with
the text of Codex D. is remarkable.”

Of the Gothic, Ethiopic, Armenian (in some
MSS. of which also John precedes the Synoptists,
and the Apocalypse is absent prior to the twelfth
century), the Georgian, Arabic, Persic, Old High
German, Anglo-Saxon, Bohemian and Slavonic
versions nothing need be said, though they are
here and there valuable for the restoration of
the original text.

It is, however, to be noticed that it is not in
such centres of evolution of theological orthodoxy
as Rome and Alexandria that we are to look for
the earliest traditions, but in distant regions
where what was originally received was held to
with greater conservatism.

The third source of our materials consists of
quotations found in other books, chiefly the
writings of the Church Fathers, which belong to
a period earlier than any of our existing codices.
The quotations of early heretical writers have
also to be most carefully considered, and also the
quotations of the early opponents of Christianity.
But all of this material has to be employed with
the greatest of caution.

We have to remember in the first place that
brief quotations were generally made from
memory, owing to the ditficulty of looking up
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passages in bulky MSS. Indeed, the very
numerous and striking discrepancies between the
text of the many quotations from the “ Memoirs
of the Apostles,” found in the writings of Justin
Martyr (cir. 150 A.D.}), and the now received text
of the Gospels, have been explained by apologists
on this supposition ; but all the evidence seems
to point to the conclusion that the quotations
are accurate and therefore that the text of the
“Memoirs ” differed widely from any type of
the Synoptical documents with which we are
acquainted, if, indeed, the “Memoirs” were at
all these documents. In longer quotations also it
was the custom of indolent scribes to copy only
the opening words of a familiar passage followed
by a convenient ““ete.” Indeed, as late as 1872
an Oxford editor, in publishing Cyril of Alex-
andria’s commentary on the fourth Gospel, wrote
down in his MS. only the initial and concluding
words of the text, and allowed the compositor to
set up the rest from the Textus Receptus! In
fact, all the texts of the Fathers require most care-
ful editing before they can be used for critical
purposes ; for the habit of seribes to accommo-
date the text of biblical quotations to the form
most familiar to themselves was so inherently
vatural, that so far from being conscious of dis-
honesty they imagined they were correcting
errors !
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So far this field of textunal criticism has been
little tilled, for though the patristic writings
have been carefully scrutinised in the interests
of dogmatic history, especially for the history
of the Canon, there is no collection of patristic
quotations to elucidate the history of the text.

Turning next to what Professor Nestle calls
the “ theory and praxis ” of N.T. textual criticism,
we may, in conclusion, dwell on a few points of
special importance. After speaking of the
““ official recensions ” of the text subsequent to the
time of Origen—that is, from the middle of the
third century onwards—Professor Nestle considers
the question of recension prior to this epoch,
“when activity in this field was more dis-
connected, and might be said to run wild and
unrestrained.” He thus continues :

““ And there is this further difficulty, that some
of the writers who fall to be considered in this
period came in later times more or less justly
under the imputation of heresy, with the con-
sequence that the results of their labours were
less widely disseminated, if not deliberately
suppressed. In circumstances like these any
attempted revision of the text must have been
equally mischievouns whether it proceeded from
the orthodox side or from the opposite. That
there were Swpbwral [.e., correctores] who were
supposed to correct the text in the interests of
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orthodoxy, we have already learned from Epi-
phanius. Indeed, from our point of view the
action of the orthodox correctors must be thought
the more regrettable of the two, since the books
without a doubt parted at their hands with
many vivid, strange, and even fantastic traits
of language. Even in the matter of style it
seems to me incontestable that it was at their
hands that the Gospels received that reserved
and solemn tone which we would not now
willingly part with, and which can be compared
to nothing so much as to those solemn pictures
of Christ that we see painted on a golden back-
ground in Byzantine churches. For myself, at
least, I have not the slightest doubt that the
Gospel, and the Gospel particularly, was origin-
ally narrated in a much more vivacious style.”

As examples of this greater vivacity and
homeliness the following examples are given.
The Authorised Version reads (Matt. vi. 8):
“Your Father knoweth what things ye have
need of before ye ask Him”; but Codex D. pre-
serves a closer resemblance to the graphic original
in the words * before even ye open your mouth.”
So also in the Parable of the Barren Fig Tree
(Luke xiii. 7): “Cut it down; why cumbereth
it the ground ?” says the owner according to the
Received Text. But Codex D. reads graphi-
cally : “Bring the axe!” And in the answer
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of the vine-dresser, instead of the Authorised
and colourless ““till I shall dig about it and
dung it,” D. gives back the action in life-like
diction, ‘I will throw in a basket of dung.”

The modern textual critic, then, in dealing
with a MS. must follow a method of cure far
different to the correctores of antiquity. He
must be a skilful physician, knowing all the
ailments to which the reproduction of MSS. is
subject, before he can restore an ancient serip-
ture to health. In the first place he must decide
whether the MS. was dictated or copied, for the
injuries to the text will vary considerably in the
two cases. If the MS. is the copy of another
and not dictated, he must remember that errors
most frequently arise from the illegibility of the
original, proper names especially being often very
doubtful. In the case of ““continuous writing,”
again, owing to the eye of the scribe jumping
from one word or group of words to another the
same or similar to it, frequent errors occur, and
there is often confusion and transposition of
letters in single words. He has also to bear in
mind the probability of unconscious and con-
selous or intentional additions, also grammatical
corrections, assimilations to parallel passages, and
changes made for liturgical or dogmatic purposes.

Such are some of the main facts of the evoiving
science of the lower criticism. [t must be now

L
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patent, even to the most unlearned reader, that
once we know the bare elementary facts of the
history of the text, it is utterly impossible in the
nature of things that there can be any question
of verbal inspiration. The thing is not possible
in face of the facts; it is, therefore, unthinkable
by the rational mind.



THE AUTOBIOGRAPHICAL TRACES IN
THE EXISTING DOCUMENTS.

TuE intellectual activity which has manifested
such a rapid development during the last three
or four centuries among Western nations, has
not only yielded remarkable results in every
domain of exact investigation, but has added
countless new facts to our common store of
knowledge. In reviewing, however, the history
of these eventful years and the mental conquests
achieved by the application of the scientific
method to natural phenomena and human affairs,
no fact is more striking than the dearth of posi-
tive additions to our spiritual knowledge by the
professed custodians of science. In every other
branch of human knowledge “new discoveries”
have been made; in religion alone, as far as
its facts are concerned, we are where we were
before science came to our aid. It may, indeed,
have been designed that we should have to
pass through the lesser mysteries of intellectual
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development before we can approach the contem-
plation of the greater. It may be that a more
exact knowledge of the facts of nature is required
before we can proceed toa more exact knowledge
of the soul and of the Divine. The fact never-
theless remains that as yet official science knows
nothing of the soul.

It will be observed that in the above we have
spoken of the “facts” of religion, of ‘ positive
additions ” to our spiritual knowledge, and of a
“more exact knowledge ” of the soul and of the
Divine. We do not mean to say that there are
no facts upon which to go, or that there are no
students of these facts, but that there has been no
addition made to them by the officially acknow-
ledged representatives of the science of exact
observation. So far they have not been occupied
with the facts of religion; they have so far
devoted their energies solely to an analysis of
the facts about religion—that is to say, to the
statements and assertions of religionists. It is
the developed intellect in mankind questioning
the assertions of men concerning matters which
lie beyond the range of normal experience ; and
though most of those engaged in the struggle
may be unconscious of it, it is not impermissible
to believe that these apparently destructive forces
have been, not only let loose, but directed by a
wise providence for the special purpose of clearing
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the way to a better understanding of the actual
facts of religion itself, the real nature of the
experience and emotions which form the ground
of its existence.

In every effort of the mind to arrive at greater
certitude, it must be that it should pass through
the natural phases of the * turning of the wheel ”
—or, to be more precise, though apparently more
mystical, of the involving of the sphere into its
centre and its re-evolution in a higher phase. It
must pass from the  Everlasting No” through
the  Centre of Indifference ” to the * Everlasting
Yea” as Carlyle has it. So far the results of
scientific investigation in the domain of religion
have been negative, not positive. But who shall
say that thisis not a good and a decided gain,
when we reflect that in all endeavours towards
more exact knowledge and the purification of
the mind, the most difficult task is to get rid
of erroncous preconceptions and opinions ? If
the windows of the mind are encrusted with
impurities, how shall we ever be able to obtain
an unimpeded view of the sun of truth ?

Now the present seems a favourable oppor-
tunity for passing in review the main results of
this purificatory process as applied to the mind
of Christendom, the only area of religion at
present, we may remark, in which we can detect
any sure signs of genuine effort in this direction.
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It is a purification of the mind, be it noted, with
which we are dealing, and the only subject with
which we can at present deal without offence in
so marvellously complex a subject as religion.
The purification of the heart is another matter,
and upon this it would be highly presumptuous
for any ordinary mortal to pass judgment ; he
alone who sees the heart can venture to speak
positively on the subject.

The present seems a favourable opportunity
for such a review, because in the first place
there is behind us a full century of painstaking
investigation inaugurated by the scholarship of
Germany, and in the second place the results of
this century’s labour on the basic documents of
general Christendom are being summed up in
two remarkable works in the process of publica-
tion, which are intended as the standard books
of reference for all Protestant teachers of religion
i the English-speaking world. These two works
are The Encyclopaedia Biblica (London : A. & C.
Black), and A Dictionary of the Bible (Edin-
burgh: T. & T. Clark). The Encyclopeedia is
edited by Canon Cheyne, D.D., Oriel Professor of
the Interpretation of Holy Scripture at Oxford,
and by J. Sutherland Black, LL.D., formerly
assistant editor of the Encyeclopzedia Britannica.
The Dictionary is edited by Dr. Hastings, with the

assistance of Profs. Davidson, Driver, and Swete.
6
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The reason for the simultaneous publication of
two works covering practically identical ground
will not escape the discerning reader. The
former, for the most part, represents the stand-
point of so-called « advanced” criticism, the
latter, generally speaking, gives us the position
of more “moderate” opinion; or perhaps, to be
more accurate, the Dictionary, in New Testament
subjects, favours a moderate view leaning towards
the old conservative position, while the Encyclo-
peedia adopts a standpoint of far greater inde-
pendence, and in some of the most important
articles gives a free hand to the expression of the
most extreme views.

Both are the work of well-known scholars, and
even the moderate position shows an enormous
advance in biblical scholarship and more liberal
views when compared with the view-point of such
a standard book, for instance, as Smith’s Diction-
ary of the Bible. Both number among their
contributors the best American as well as the
best English scholars. But the Encyclopeedia
Biblica is rendered especially valuable by wel-
coming in addition the co-operation of the flower
of Continental scholarship ; and this in no faint-
hearted manner, for at least the half of its con-
tributors are professors in the most important
chairs of theology in Germany, Switzerland, and
Holland.
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It is well known that their predeeessors led
the way in biblical research, and that the present
holders of the chairs of scientific theology have
ever since kept in the forefront of enlightened
criticism.  But in  this country, until some
twenty-five years ago, when Robertson Smith
fought so brilliantly for eritical liberty, really
independent thought was hardly possible even in
Old Testament studies ; while in New Testament
research English biblical seholarship had owed its
origin, not so much to the pure love of knowledge,
as to the loyalty to the old order of things dis-
played by a Lightfoot or a Westcott, and made
strong by their fine scholarship and unwearied
Jabours against the inroads of so-called “ German
theology.”

But nowadays all this is being speedily
changed ; so rapid is the progress which is being
made in every field of biblical research that it is
a commonplace to note how that views once con-
sidered “advanced,” or even * dangerous,” are
now held by not only the moderate party, but
even by pronounced conservatives. Indeed, the
views of Robertson Smith himself, who was so
bitterly attacked by the conservatives of “a
quarter of a century ago, are now considered
quite moderate by the advaneed wing of criticism.

But while great strides have been made by
many in this country towards complete inde-
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pendence in the domain of 0ld Testament re-
search, there is still a general hesitancy in
applying the same canons of judgment to the
New Testament documents, although year by
year greater and greater boldness is shown by
a certain number.

It follows, therefore, from what has been
previously said, that though both the new
dictionaries make for progress and are valuable
contributions to our biblical knowledge, the
Encyclopedia Biblica is the more progressive
and educative, in that it presents the English
reader with the views of Continental scholars;
and that though this may be considered as
«advanced” to-day, in another twenty-five
years it will most probably have to be classed as
indicative of “moderate” views compared to the
standpoint of the next generation. In this we
do not mean to say that on some points con-
servatism will not be eventually justified ; nay, its
general position of a refusal to bow to the dictates
of pure rationalism will, we believe, be triumph-
antly vindicated. All this may very well be ; but,
generally speaking, nothing can now prevent the
unhesitating on-march of uncompromising in-
vestigation into the claims of those who have
declared that they were in possession of the truth,
the whole truth, and nothing but the truth, of the
religion of the great Master of Christendom.
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In this review we shall confine our attention
solely to the present position of criticism in its
labours on the four documents which are claimed
to be the main authentic narratives of the Life
and Teachings of the Christ. To bring out the
main points of this position, we shall for the
most part base ourselves on the admirable
summaries and carefully-documented expositions
of the two scholars to whom the article on ““The
Gospels” in the Encyelopedia Biblica has been
entrusted.  This article consists of sixty-nine
pages, each of two closely printed columns ; the
descriptive and analytical part is written by the
Rev. E. A. Abbott, D.D., and the historical and
synthetical is contributed by Dr. Paul W.
Schmiedel, Professor of New Testament Exegesis
at Ziirich, who is also responsible for an article
of some thirty pages on “John.” We shall also
make occasional use of the article on “The
Gospels,” in the Dictionary of the Bible, written
by the Rev. V. H. Stanton, D.D., Ely Professor
of Divinity at Cambridge. Dr. Abbott may be
said to represent the present moderate position,
Professor Schmiedel to represent the most
advanced school, while Professor Stanton,
though for the most part taking up a liberal
standpoint, may be said fundamentally to lean
to conservatism.

At the outset, we would remind our readers
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that the enquiry is mainly with regard to the
historical authenticity of the documents known
as the four canonical Gospels; whatever the
results of that enquiry may be, we are bound
to face them boldly, and in prosecuting this
enquiry we shall not be wise to start with a mass
of presuppositions and prejudices based on early
training, but simply with an earnest desire to
get at the truth of the matter. For ourselves
we have no fear of the results, whatever they
may be, because we do not base our belief in the
mastership of the Christ or in the basic truths of
religion on any special documents, but on a
general study of the history of religion, and on
a consensus of evidence as to the marvellous
exaltation of feeling and thought wrought by
the inner impulse given to things religious in
the Western world by the compe