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INTRODUCTION.

1.—TO THE GENEEAL READER.
1.—THE GEIECT 0¥ THIS BOOK.

TueNmG over the pages of this Harmony of the Synoptie Gospels
the reader will at onee noties 4 pnmber of words in black type.
On examinstion, he will find thot the eame, or nearly the swme
black type recnrs in each of the thres columne representing Mark,
Matthew, and Luke; or, in cther words, that this black type
exhibits the matter common to tle first three Bvangelists. 1f he
will then tako the troubls to run his eye ovor tho bleek type, talon
by iteelf, he will pereeive thul thesa werds, Lhough extracted out
of marratives, constitote a kind of nﬂ,rra.tn'c by thomselves, a
Tradition of the words and deeds of Christ, Bince this Tradition
is common to the first three (ozpels, it mey, for convenienee, be
called the Cloaemon or Tup]e Tradildon,

The object of this book is to place before Knglish renders this
Common  Traditivo, as Iweing a tradition esrlier than any of our
existing Fospels, and consequently exhibiting the closest approxi-
mation we possess to somo parts of the originel narrative from
which our Gospels are derived.!

Of course the importance of this Tradition depends upon the
fach that the three Lvangslists borrowed independently from it
When any jodge, or jury, is engaged in weighing evidencs, speeial
importance will naturally be atlsched to all such statements as are
made not by one witness, but by soveral, provided thay have hod no
commumnication with one anofher, A Juel gtated by one witness

' It is intended, in due course, te publish o séparste volume containing the
“Double Tradition,"” thet ia 1o say, the portions of the Egnuptm narmative aom-
mon to Mark and Matchew, Mark and Loke, Matthew snd Luke ; and also the
pazsares peculiar to each of the three Synoptiste.
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alone may be accepted if the witness himself is generally eredible :
but obviously all such once-supported evidence stunde on an entirely
different footing from evidenes twice or thrice independently
supported. Admitting the honesty of the witness, we may doubt
hia exactness of statement, his acotenees of ohservation, his power
of distingnishing foets from inforenees. Thess, and other canses

‘combine to make us assent to the maxim of the Levitical Law, “In

the mouth of two or thres witnosses ghall avery word be established "
And as regards statements of supreme importance, we may accept
the dietum of Philo—which has also been adopted by the author of
the Epiatles of Bt. John (1 Jobn v, &, $}—ihat: “ A sacred matter
iz tested by three witnesses’ ¥or these reasons the Tradition
common to oar three smliest Gospals assumes & very high import-
ance, on the hypothesis that the three Evangeliats beur independent
testimony to its pre-existence and authority.

Closaly though the S8ynoplists in some passages agres, yet the in-
dependence of their teatimony rogquires in thess days no proof. Faw
reasonable seeptics new aseert, as sarly Christisn Fathers onee did,
that * Mark abbreviated Matthew and Luoke,” or that any one of
the three first Evangelista had befora him the work of either of the
other two. Proof, if proof were needed, might casily be derived
from o perusal of the s of the following Harmony, which
would shew n pumber of divergences, hnlf-agreoments, incompleto
stntements, omiseions, ineompeatible, as & whale, with the hypothesis
of borrowing. And, therefure, the unlearned resder may rest
agsured that ab lesst mo svspieion of collusion or dependence
hetween tho thres earlicst writers of the life of Chriet pecd impair
his acceptance of ihe Triple or Uommon Tradition.

But ths independence of the three witnesses does not prevent one
of the three fromn being earlier than the other twe, and from
approximating mors closely than the rest to the Original Tradition
from which all thres are descended. On this point thore has been
difference of opinion: but the gencral pompent of eompetent eritics
has, of late years, pointed toward Mark as the earlieat of the three

Evangeliste. Or rather, to speak more aecurately, it is believed -

that the (Gospal of 8t Mark confains a closer approximation to the
Original Tradition, than is comtained in the othar Bynoptists,
Parts of 8t Mark’s Guspel ara so full and ample on emall and
specinl pointe, as to suggeet that the writer sometimes added a good
teal from his own knowledge to the Tradition which he had before

bim; but for the most part it will be found that Mark containg i

vary Jittle which is not foond either in Matthew or in Luke,

It is possible to demonstrate that, at all eventz in some pazeages,
Mark contming the whale of o Tradition from which Matthew and
Lake borvowed parts ; but the proof, though not complicated, reguires
n little more reflection than is usually given to statements made in
a mere introdoction of this kind. However, the reader will have
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little difficulty in mppreciating it, if he will give a moment's
consideration to the following proposition .—

In the coss of thres narratives 4, 8, and ¢ {a.g. Mark, Matthew,
and Lmka), if A eoniaine much that s commen fo A and B alons,
and much that 48 common {0 A and (' olons, and sll that 13 common
to Band O, & follows peperally that A eontaing the whole of some
nerrative from whick & ond O have borrowed parts.

The important elanes io this proposition is that * A comtaing all
that is eommon to B and {," in other words, that Mark contains {as
happens in zome passages) aff thel 15 common to Matthew and Ewle
For how could this happen (to the extent to which it occesstonally
happens, not amounting to a word or phrase or two, but to a con-
siderable part of the whole) on the supposition that Mark berrowed
from Matthew and Lokei Moark could only have achieved euch a
ragult by ecovefully wnderlining all the words common to Matthew's
and Luke's norraiives, and by then writing a poarrative of hiz own,
which ehould sneluds alf thesy wods und yeb preserve the naiural
style of an originel compogition, * The diﬂiﬂuﬂy of doing this iz
cnormons, and will ba patent to auy ona who witl try 1o perform a
similar hterary feat himself. To embody the whole of even one
deenment in & oarrabive of one's own without eopying it verbatim,
and to do this in & free and natural manoer, reneires no litile care;
bot to tske two documents, to put them side by zide and analyse
their colamen matter, and then to write a narrative, graphic, abrupt,
and in all respects the opposice of artifieial, which ahall eontain
every word that is commou to both—this wonld be a touwr de force
even for a skilful literary forger of these days, and may be
dismissed as an impossibility for the wriler of the Becond
Uospel.” 1

But if Mark did not comlona Malthew apd Tuke, it follows
that (since the resemblance is far too closs to be aceounted for as
accidental) Matthew and Luke muost bave horrewed from Mark, or
—if that hypothesis be dismisred, as 1t must be—~from rome eom-
mon tradition which is embodied in Mark, This will explain
all the phenomena of the Triple Fradition. The iwo laler writers,
borvorring tndependently froma e Origtnel  Traditdon (which {2
condained in Mark) would agree with one another enly so for as
they Borrowed, or in other words wowld contain nothing in commen
wolich wite not olpo fn Mark,  Tor the rest, Matthew would boriow
this, ntul Loke that ; eo that when all that had been borrowed from
Mark ®* was deduected from Bark, very little woold be left that

b Kaeyelopedia firdteaniaz, vol. x. p, 781, arlicla = Gospefs ™
? When we apeak of © borrowing from Mavk,” we mean ** horrowing from tha
12::|ﬁinﬁl Trakition contained in Mark ™ and this expression will be cctasionally
for brevi.tﬁ::
Where Matthew and Luke sovee in sbight deviations from Mavk, they probahly
nsed some *‘similar edition™ of the (riginal Tradition, from which there had
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could be soé down as peeuliar to Mark, Henee (in the following
Harmony), when the resder losks down the left-hand coluwon which
represents the © portions peculiar to Mark,” he need not be gur-

ped at sometimes finding little bot a gronp of words auch as
“and,”" *etralghtway,” # that,” ond the other mennerisms of the
Evangelizt. This paucity of “ peculiar matter " is a tribute to the
faithinlness with which Mark followed, without enlarging, the
Original Tradition :

From the superiority of Magl's Gospel, in respect of date, it
must not be inferrod that his narrative, wherewver i covers the
gamey gronnd, enulles ua to dispense with thoes of Matthew and
Luke. On the contrary, it is somctimes eziremely abropt and
obscure, and apparently has been sv confused as to require illustra-
tion by means of the other two Bynoptiste. Take for example the
following pesaage - —

MaBE Xiv. Bi
And mome hegen to spitoan
him, ond to cover bilg faes,
und to bafed him, end to
sy nnto hm, Propheay: snil
e ofigers reeeivel e wikh

MATTHEW XxVT, 47, 83,
Then did thoy spik in his fuce
s Lufet ldm, but athers
winaie him, moving, {A5) I'rie
Tluezr ke 8. wlon Chrlet, wlho
B4 0k tduck wainele Llese ?

T xxm. 44, Gi
At Ahe azen et bebi Ehu,
ragrked bim : (i) and cover
lh'E hiy opes (UF. Lim) they
naked himn soying, Propliesy,
Who 1e It thut sicote thec T

blowe.

Here the meaning of the mocking sommand to ©f prophesy ™ is pot
eleur in Murk's nareadive. I sugeesty ihe questien ' Prophesy i
Aboat what 1" And we are alee left to ask, * What was the object
of ‘ covering his faeo”§"

Bl more obscure 15 Matthew,  Forhare we tind Jesus reguested
by the soldiera to * prophesy ™ who smote him; yot, so far ‘os
Matthew's narrative goos, wa ginngt in the least understand how
there could be any ditficuliv in tefling, withont any reeoursze to
 propheay,” wha ik was that emoto Jesns, svinge the smiters (so far
as Matthew informs us) were vigible. 1% is rescrved for Luke, the
latost of the thros Bynoptists, to meke all clear by combining the
tuwo traditiona, 1et, the Hindfolifng @ 2nd, the command to prophesy
who £f way that grmote Aime, when hhndfohlad.

Yot the very obsearity and abruptness of Mark's Gospel are
indications of the early date al which it was committed o writing ,
for what is obscnre and abrupt in an early tradition may naturally
be corrected by later editors into what is clear and smooth ; but no
one would be tempted Lo substitule abrupt obscurity for original
clearuess and smoothness,

1

been removed dome of the abrupinesses perceptible in Mark's form of the
Tradition.
Whors Matthew and Luke agree, and Mark is altogethor wanting, they borrowed
EEIEL seme daeument or tradition, eontainkag the parables and longer diseourses of
hrist.
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A comparison of the Gospel of Luke, in the original, with that
of Bt. Mark wopuld place beyond doubi the eenclosion that the
edueated physician W‘Eﬂ goniposed the third of our Synoptic Gospels,
altered many words and expressions in the Earlier Tradition, in
conformity with s more exact and polite usage: bub in most
instaneez a knowledge of Greek is required to approciate such
demonstration. (ne or two exzamples, however, may be made
intelligible to the Loghish reader. I[n the Btilling of the Tempest
{res pp. 32-35) Matthew and Mark speak of Jeans, on the lake of
Cennesaret, “rebuking the sea ™ (Murk iv. 39, Motthew viil 26)
and deseribe how “aven the wind and the sea" obey Jesus. In
both cases Luke nsss “ water” or “watera.'” Thiz might be
thought an accident, but it is not. For im the Exoreism of the
Giadarens (pp. 86, 37), wherens Mark and Matthew use the word
“gea” (Mark v 13, Matthew vin 32}, Twke uees “loke ;" and
this makes clesy 1he wotive of his coreection. He objects to the
application of the word *ses,” whers “ lake " s wore appropriate.
Again in Mark ii. £-9, 11, 13 we find four times repented & word
“ bed," converning which it is arid by the grammarian Phrynichns
that “only the eanailfe use thiz word ;™" consequently Matthew
{ix. 2} and Lnke {v. 18} snbstilnte for it (pp. 10~13) tho word
“epneh ;71 and when Tule finds himself compelled to repeat the
word, he resorts to the word ““Lltle ecouch ™ {Luke v 18, 24}
rather than employ a word condemned by polits usage

But these toilling, though freynenl, pecaliaritics of grammatical
oxpression are insignificant, as eompsred with the diferences of
thowght, which nay be noted in the fellowing pages, distinguizhing
the carlier from the later Evangelists. 1t i a cogent proof of the
surly date of Mark that thiz Gospel contains many expressions,
which, although no doubt historieally necurate, would be likely to
ba gtumbling-blocks in the way of weak helievers : sn that they
are omitted in the later (ospels, and would not hove been tolerated
excapt in a Tradition of extramo antigoity. For ezample, after

. Mark hag deseribed, io Janguage closely resembling that of Matihew,
the return of Jewus to hiz home at Nazareth, the two Evangelists
conclude thus (see pp. 40, 41):—

Mags v 5, Marrirew X1l S,
And Be comld there do mo mighty And he did not many mighty works
er, gave that he laid bis hacods Lo s there beenusy oF their pabtweliel

few wick folk and henled fhem. And ha
marvelled because of thair unbelis.

¥ This is sne of the few casss in which the Revisers (very justifiably avoiding
the charge of pedantey) have vot attempted to represent in English the differences
of the Greek wonds. 1L will e neted that in pp. 16, 11, although the word
““hed " i3 nsed hrall theee Hyooptiats, it s net printed in bhlaek type, This
iﬁllimhtuu that, though the English iz the same in all thres, the Gresk is not
the saime. -



