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THE EXPOSITORY TIMES 103 

<Brttff 
Bv PROFESSOR HUBERT PERNOT, THE SORBONNE, PARIS. 

THE author of this article warns the readers that 
they will find many paradoxes in it. His excuse 
is, that, for him, they express the truth. He will 
try to justify his meaning, as far as this is possible 
in a short article, and if he does not succeed in 
making all his readers share his convictions, he will 
at any rate have directed the attention of the public 
towards some points of the Gospel problem which 
have not hitherto, according to him, been sufficiently 
brought to light. 

Every one knows that our Gospels were originally 
written in Greek. What is Greek ? Most people 
would answer : a dead language. This idea is 
erroneous, and has had disastrous consequences 
for the study and comprehension of the Gospels. 
As a matter of fact, the Greek language has been 
spoken and written without interruption for nearly 
three thousand years. From Homer to the present 
day, it is an uninterrupted linguistic succession. 
Foreign conquerors--Romans, Slavs, Franks, Turks 
-have occupied Hellas without causing the language 
to disappear, without even leaving a lasting impres­
sion behind them, and certainly without modifying 
it in its essentials, without taking from it its true 
Hellenic character. Modem Greek is the normal 
outcome of this evolution. 

Modern Greek is extremely conservative. It 
still has four cases : nominative, vocative, genitive, 
and accusative. Only the dative has disappeared, 
The word a.v0pw1ro, is declined thus : o a.v0p1JY1To,, 
a.v6pw7rE1 Tov &.v0pw1rov, TOV a.v0p1JY1To, o1 dv0pw1ro1, 
a.v0pw7rot, TWJ' &.v0pw7rwv, TOV<; &.v0p,J,1rov~. I see the 
daylight is, in modem Greek, f3>../.1rw To ,f,w, ri;, 
~µ.l,,a,. One would search in vain, through all the 
modem languages, for an instance of such durable 
and perfect stability. 

Besides the oral tradition, a more learned one 
has been handed down to us. Most of the news­
papers and books edited in Athens are written, 
not in the language the Greeks speak, but in a 
language much nearer to the ancient Greek and 
accessible to any Hellenist after a few hours' study. 
But a number of contemporary writers, thinking 
that a double language is pernicious to the growth 
of a nation, endeavour to write in the spoken 
language. The result is what is called 'the 

linguistic question.' It is extremely complex, 
because in practice these two languages cannot 
clearly be opposed to one another. They often 
are blended in different measure, according to 
social standards and circumstances. 

Every Greek who has attended the primary 
school is able to read and understand the Gospels. 
An illiterate countryman only understands part 
of them, but in order to make them intelligible 
to him, a simple transposition, rather than a real 
translation, is needed. The Greek of the Gospels 
is nearer to spoken Greek than Montaigne's French 
to modern French ; perhaps we might also add 
as a comparison, nearer than Shakespeare's 
comedies to modern English. One day I happened 
to count up the number of words of Mark's Gospel 
not to be found in Vlachos's Modern Greek-French 
Dictionary. There are about seventy. This dic­
tionary contains the forms both of the written and 
the spoken language. The difference would, of 
course, be more considerable if only the latter 
were concerned, but even then the comparison 
would still be striking. 

It is remarkable that the scholars who have 
studied the Gospels have taken as a rule very 
little notice of modern Greek. It may be due to 
the fact that the Occidental Neo-Hellenists have 
not yet brought forward enough the importance 
of this matter. However, they have not omitted 
it altogether. But their remarks have had a 
limited range. What interested them most was 
the question whether some form was to be con­
sidered as a Hebraism or as belonging to the normal 
evolution of the Greek language. The religious 
side of the problem prevented the linguists from 
approaching it as a whole ; the theologians took 
little interest in what they considered accessory. 
Two methods, the one exegetical and the other 
philological, are confronted and have after all 
only a few common points. Enlightenment could 
have come from the East, but the Athenian lin­
guists, although they pointed out the importance 
of the New Testament for the history of modern 
Greek, stood prudently on the reserve, for the same 
reason. As for the Greek exegetes, walled in by a 
long ecclesiastical tradition, and being by no means 
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philologists, the whole matter escaped their atten­
tion. For them, the Gospels remained above all 
liturgic books. 

It is not to be wondered at, that, under these 
circumstances, the number of professional Hellenists 
who have studied the Gospels with a view to trans­
lating or commenting upon them, should be so 
small. Those to whom this task has been left are 
mostly priests or ministers, who certainly pre­
pared for it as best they could, and whose efforts 
it would be unfair to disregard, but who necessarily 
lacked certain special knowledge. However strange 
it may seem, the one Greek text which has the 
greatest importance for mankind is one which, as 
far as Greek is concerned, has been studied the 
least seriously. 

This fault was balanced in a way by the number 
of these workers-each one profiting by his pre­
decessors' observations-and especially by the 
existence of the Latin translation of the Gospels, 
written in the fourth century by St. Jerome, and 
known as the Vulgate. The author used several 
more ancient translations. His is extraordinarily 
literal. For each Greek word he finds a Latin 
copy, even if it has a different meaning: >..iyw on 
becomes dico quoniam or dico quia. This method 
has advantages, but there are also drawbacks. 
Of course the translation remains very near to the 
Greek text, which thus sometimes becomes clearer, 
but, on the other hand, it frequently leaves obscuri­
ties. It often happens that an expression only 
becomes intelligible in Latin when one thinks of 
the different meanings it can have in Greek. 
•1va, for instance, is translated by ut, but that 
does not imply that the Greek word should mean 
'so that,' like the Latin ut. Very often the Vulgate 
has thus caused mistranslations which would 
probably have been avoided by professional Hellen­
ists translating directly from the Greek. I will 
give a few instances of this : Mt J11 gives 
00 ot,K Etp.t iKavo, Ta &oB~p.am {3auTa<Tat, Vulg. 
cujus non sum dignus calceamenta ejus portare. 
At this point I should like to make a general 
remark concerning the whole of this article. There 
is probably no one who can say that he has seen 
all the translations of the Gospels. Several times 
I happened to discover in one of them or in a com­
mentary a meaning I thought was new. Since I 
have drawn the attention of the French public 
towards this passage, some translators may have 
altered the usual interpretation. However, the 

word is habitually translated bear. It is a strange 
idea. As a matter of fact, this verb ought to have 
had the meaning it has with several Greek authors 
(Atheneus), as in Jn 2016, 'whose shoes I am not 
worthy to take off.' Cf. Jn 126, where the same 
verb probably means, as with Polybius, 'steal.' 
Matthew's text means the same as Mk r7. They 
only differ in a matter of style. 

Mk 3' : ,tE<TTlV TOt, ua.{3{3auiv aya8ov 11"0t~<Tat ~ 
KaK01rOl~<Tat, 1/rox~v <TW<Tat ; a1rOKTftVat ; is trans­
lated : ' is it lawful to do good on the sabbath 
days, or to do evil? to save life, or to kill?' If 
the reader will think about it, he will see that it 
is pure nonsense. It ought to be read : ' is it 
lawful to do good on the sabbath days, rather than 
to do evil? to save life, rather than to let perish?' 

The same happens with the well-known passage 
(Mk 411. 12) : ' unto you it is given to know the 
mystery of the kingdom of God : but unto them 
that are without, all these things are done in 
parables : that seeing they may see, and not per­
ceive .. .' All those who are familiar with the 
New Testament exegesis know what discussions 
have arisen about this passage. The Vulgate, 
translating i'.va by ut, helped to spread the error. 
Now iva here does not mean 'so that,' but because. 
The grammarians of the second century often 
enough attested this meaning. It is to be found 
in Epictetus and elsewhere (cf. Liddell & Scott's 
Dictionary). E. A. Sophocles pointed it out in his 
Greek Lexicon, edited in New York, and there are 
other instances of it in the New Testament. It 
seems, however, to have escaped the attention of 
translators and exegetes. Led astray by the classic 
meaning of iva, and also by the corresponding 
passage in Isaiah, they neglected the enormous 
difference between the text of the Septuagint, the 
whole of which was quoted by Matthew, and the 
Hebraic text. Without any doubt whatever, 1',,a 

in this passage, is to be translated by because, and 
the meaning is, 'for those who are without' 
(i.e. those who remained in the street, for the 
crowd), all these things are done in parables, 
because they are looking and do not see, listening 
and do not hear, lest they should be converted 
and their sins should be forgiven them. That is 
to say, their hearts are hardened, as it is said in 
Mt rJ16, they will not be converted ; they lack 
faith, do not understand at once the mystery of the 
Kingdom of God; that is why I have to use figura­
tive speech. Cf. Mk 433 • 34 : ' and with many such 
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parables spake he the word unto them, as they 
were able to hear it, but without a parable spake 
he not unto them, but when they were alone he 
expounded all things to his disciples.' If this 
explanation is not yet considered satisfactory, 
the reader may look up the synoptical passage, 
Mt 1313, where ,,,a is expressed by ll,a. Tot·To ... Jn 
'because.' Once more, the two Evangelists agree. 

One could multiply these instances. It is not 
rash to say that if profane texts, studied by pro­
fessional Hellenists, had been concerned, these 
errors would either not have been made, or not 
have subsisted so long. 

It is remarkable that, more than once, the authors 
of Greek dictionaries, confiding in translators and 
without daring to judge by themselves-the subject 
appeared to them too difficult for that-should 
have inserted in their books errors of the kind we 
have just mentioned. 

However, we must go back to Byzantine and 
modem, much more than to ancient Greek, where 
the Greek of the New Testament, and especially 
of the Gospels, is concerned. Twelve years ago I 
wrote that the Gospels are our first texts in modem 
Greek ; my researches since that time have only 
confirmed my opinion. The explanation is not 
so easy to make for the readers of this magazine, 
many of whom are probably unacquainted_ with 
modem Greek. I shall give a few examples, how­
ever, before approaching the point I consider the 
most important about the Gospel problem. 

Lk 1423 gives t[EA/h Ei, Ta., ollou, Kat <f,payµ.ov,; 
Kat avayKauov EiuE>..iJii:v, iva yEµ.,uOi, µ.ov o olKo,, 
Vulg. compelle intrare. I believe D. C. Hesseling, 
Professor of Modem Greek at Leyden University, 
is the first to have pointed out, that avayKciCw 
sometimes occurs in Byzantine texts with the 
meaning of 'to incite, to invite'; cf. Mk 646, 

:Mt 1422. This is interesting when one remembers 
the interpretation given to the passage. 

Jn 1024 ; (W, ?TOTE T1]V 1fV)(1JV ;,µ.wv ai.pEt, ; It 
is understood : ' How long dost thou make us 
to doubt?' Pallis, in a modem Greek translation 
edited in Liverpool, and to which sufficient atten­
tion has perhaps not yet been paid, translates this 
sentence by w, 1roTE µ.as /3yciCn, T~v ,f,vx.~- The 
verb ai.pw is often in modem Greek, /3yciCw= 
<K/3a.>..>..w. It is a familiar and everyday expression 
meaning : ' How long will you bother us like this ? ' 

Mk 14 65 : Kat oi v1r17plm, pa,r{uµ.au,v avTov [>..a/3ov. 
For a long time, this expression was treated with 

suspicion. It was also thought to be the Latin 
verberibus accipere. The scholars greeted as a 
wonderful discovery an equivalent expression 
KOVOVA.Ot<; (avTov) l>..a/3Ev found in a papyrus of the 
first century. They would have been spared much 
trouble had they turned towards present-day Greek. 
Greek peasants usually say 'take somebody by the 
blows, by the stick' for 'to box his ears, to beat 
him.' It was at that time, and still is, a common 
expression.-

As for Mt 522, one can only understand µ.wpi, 
and consequently the whole passage, if one re­
members that the vocative is still used at the 
present time as a familiar or slightly contemptuous 
expression. One hears it in Greece every moment. 

Let us go back to lva. This conjunction, in 
modem Greek, has become very important, under 
the form va.. Followed by the subjunctive, it has 
the same value as the infinitive. It can also denote 
the imperative, the future, and perhaps there is 
not one of these meanings which cannot be found 
in the Gospels, especially in John. I hope soon 
to examine this essential matter in detail. 

When one reads Jn 1,1· 2, one finds : IlaTEP, 

,>..~>..vOEv T/ iJ,pa· ll6[au6v uov TOY Yi6v, i.va o Yio, 
llo[a.U71 UE, KaOw, tOWKa<; aVT'f' Uovu{av 1rciu17, uapKo,, 
iva 1rciv & 8lBwKa.~ a-l1T'fl 8Wcrr, aVroi~ Cw~v alWviov. 

These lva's are usually translated ' so that,' and 
the passage runs : ' Father, the hour is come ; 
glorify thy Son, that thy Son also may glorify 
thee : as thou hast given him power over all 
flesh, that he should give eternal life to as many 
as thou hast given him.' I believe this is nonsense. 
Now, in a popular tale edited several times, the 
last being in the Chrestomathie neo-hellenique, by 
Hesseling and Pemot (Paris, 1925), a young girl 
says to her father (p. 130, 1. 8 ff.): IlaTlpa, /3o~Oa 
µ.E, va. UE {30170w, va. 1TEp1TaTOVp.E 1TLO yp~yopa, 
'Father, help me, that I help you (i.e. and I will 
help you), that we go (i.e. and we will go) faster.' 
In this tale, it is an allegorical sentence. The 
girl always speaks in comparisons, and becomes, 
through this peculiarity, the wife of the Prince 
who meets her. What she means here is: 'Father, 
speak to me, and I will speak to you, and thus 
the way shall seem shorter to us.' This use of 
lva is most ordinary nowadays and the examples 
are numerous. For instance, in a popular song 
we find : <f,cin Kat min, {3pi (another form of µ.wp<) 
1ra,o,ci, xapi)TE va xapovµ.E, ' eat and drink, fellows, 
enjoy yourselves that we enjoy ourselves (i.e. and 
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we also will enjoy ourselves).' These two quota­
tions help us to understand the passage from John : 
' Father, the hour is come ; glorify thy Son, and 
thy Son shall also glorify thee. Thou hast given 
him power over all flesh [ =over every creature], 
he shall give eternal life to all thou hast given him.' 

The exegetes have been discussing for centuries 
about Mk 210 : iva BE £l8~T£ on Uovcr{av lxn 0 Yio~ 
TOV av0pW7rOV acf,LEVO.L ap.apT{as brl ~- Y17•· Aly£L 

Tqi ;;-apaAVTLK<f, translated, ' but that ye may know 
that the Son of man hath power on earth to 
forgive sins, he saith to the sick of the palsy.' 
Are the words, ' he saith to the sick of the palsy,' 
to be attributed to Jesus or to Mark? If to the 
former, the sentence is not satisfactory. If to the 
latter, there is a strong anacoluthon. But if 
that is the case, how is it that Mt 98 and Lk 524 

give exactly the same sentence ? It is to be 
questioned whether one should read here £l8~T£ 
or i'.877u. I am rather inclined to admit the 
second hypothesis. Whatever the truth may be 
about this special point, I believe we see here 
another use of iva, well known to all those who 
have studied modem Greek a little: 'well, you 
will realize ( or see) that the Son of man has power 
on earth to forgive sins (since he is going to do 
the more difficult task of the two).' The sentence 
stops there, it is complete. Mark then takes up 
the rest of his narrative : ' he saith to the sick 
of the palsy.' 

I could give any number of examples. A Hellenist 
would discover scores, no, hundreds of mistransla­
tions in our present-day renderings of the New 
Testament. Some are not very important, but 
others are very serious. 

I have already referred to the 'linguistic ques­
tion,' the y>..wcrcruco Cirrr,p.a.. It is as old as Hellen­
ism itself. Never do the Greeks seem to have 
been troubled by the differences between their 
literary and their spoken language. As far back 
as antiquity, literary dialects belonged to a different 
sphere from the spoken ones. It depended on 
the kind of work it was, more than on the country 
or on the author. Hesiod, although a Beotian, 
wrote in the language used in the Homeric poems, 
and, in the second century, Oppianus uses the same 
in his Poem on Fishing. The question was not 
less vital in the first few centuries after Christ than 
it is now. The school of the Atticists recognized 
the use of the Greek language as it was spoken in 
Athens under Pericles, and the authors of the 

New Testament did not m the least lack interest 
in this quarrel. 

Mark was a simple man who wrote almost, not 
quite, as he spoke. Matthew seems to have been 
more learned. He was very strict where doctrine 
was concerned, but with regard to the language 
he rather kept to the golden mean. Luke shows 
more scholastic influence. He aims at what was 
then considered correct and elegant, and he 
resolutely puts aside those forms of his predecessors 
which he thinks too vulgar. John does not seem 
to trouble much about these grammatical matters. 
He sometimes uses rather learned verb forms, but 
on many points his syntax is more popular than 
Mark's. He is the only Evangelist who writes 
popular words like if,wp.fov (modern Greek if,wp.f.), 
'bread'; apvfov (modern Greek api,l), 'lamb'; 
liif,apLov (modem Greek if,api), 'fish'; he makes 
a distinction between fish in general (lx0v,) and 
fish served on the table (tiipapwv). When we get 
to the Epistles, the language becomes more affected 
and differs more from spoken Greek. 

Some of these facts have already been noticed, 
but the whole of them does not seem to have been 
brought to light sufficiently. Most of our transla­
tions do not make these differences of language 
apparent, and are monotonous and uniform. On 
the o~her hand, it often happened that a pompous 
and bombastic style was given to passages which 
in the original text are simplicity itself, and in 
which vulgarity is by no means avoided but on 
the contrary intended. Besides, the exegetes have 
not yet fully realized the importance that dis­
coveries of this kind have for the synoptic problem. 

I believe we can accept as a principle that not 
one author would have thought of modifying at 
that time an older text to make it more common 
or, as they used to say then, more incorrect. It 
is only much later that such facts appear in the 
history of the Greek language. They are easily 
explained. Some works written in ancient or very 
learned Greek were no longer accessible to the 
public, so versions were made in spoken Greek 
which are real translations. Nothing of the kind 
happened for the New Testament, and especially 
the Gospels. If Mark writes such simple Greek, 
it is almost certainly because his learning does not 
allow him to go any further. 

Let us now take a passage common to both 
Mark and Matthew, but showing differences of 
style, as, for instance, Mk 1 7 : o~ ovK dµ., i1<avo~ 
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KVfat: Al'CTiH TDv Lµ.avTa TW,, Vrro017µ.aTWV ai1ToV= 

l\It J11 
: OU OUK dµ.i tKavos TO. inroo~µ.aTa (3auniuai. 

Either the,e passages depend on one another, or 
they go back to a common origin. In the first 
case it is hardly likely that Mark should depend 
on Matthew. One, ten, twenty passages of this 
kind would not give one a certainty. But when 
one sees the same proceeding running through 
the whole of the two Gospels, one cannot doubt 
any longer. Admitting the first hypothesis, we 
know it was Matthew who had access to Mark's 
text, and who modified it. Is it possible that, for 
passages of this kind, they may have had a common 
Hebraic or Greek source which each of them 
altered according to his own habits of language 
and style ? I do not think that the hypothesis 
of a common Hebraic source is compatible with 
the two texts as they exist, but to discuss the 
details a whole book would be needed. As for 

the Greek source, if one admits its existence one 
must also admit that in passages of this kind it 
was, except for a few points, identical with the 
text of Mark we possess now. That is only putting 
the problem further back; besides, it is not very 
likely. Many critics admit nowadays that Matthew 
depends on Mark. Arguments taken from the 
language confirm this opinion. 

As far as Luke is concerned the question has 
been much more adversely discussed. - The same 
method will, I believe, allow us to say that Luke 
had access to Mark's text when he wrote his Gospel 
-and I will even add that he also had Matthew's, 
a fact very few critics admit at the present time. 
It would take me too long to discuss this point of 
view, but I shall give two instances, so as to show 
the readers what the principle of the method is. 

I will not choose the first on purpose to suit my 
theory, I shall simply take the same as before : 

iyw µ.£11 vµ.as /3a1rT{(w iv voan ds 
P.(TO.VOtav· 

lpxerai u 1uxvp6np6s µ.ov lnr{uw 
µ.ov, 

& 0€ 071"1,UW p..ov £PX0/1-(VO<; 1uxvpo­
TEp0i µ.o\J f.CTTr.v, ot o-liK £iµL . ' tKQVOS ? > , ' ' ' ov ovK nµ.i i,cavos .\vuai ot olJK £lµl i1eavOi KVtJ,a-; 

Avuat TOV lµ.aVTa TWV woo77µ.a.TWV 

aV'Toii· €yW f.P&:rrrtua VµOs V8aTt, 
airrO'» BE /3a1rT(<rn VµO."; £V TrV£VµaTt 

d.yl<fJ. 

TO. woo~µ.aTa /3aUTa.uat' TOV 1µ.a.VTa TWV v1ro817µ.a.TWV ain-ov· 

aVTO'» VµUs /3aTrTlcrei b, 1n1EVµa-rt 
d.yl~ 1eal mJpi. 

aVTO'» Vµ,U.'» /3a1rTluEt Ev 
1rv£Uµ.an tly{<e ,ea, 1rVp{. 

In this passage Luke's version is simply a mixture 
of Mark and Matthew. He suppressed Matthew's 
f<S µ.mivotav because he did not think it a good 
addition to Mark's text. Matthew probably 
hesitated over Mark's vulgar expression : ' of whom 
I am not worthy to unloosen the latchet of his 
shoes ' ; therefore TO. wo~µ.aTa ain-ov /3aUTa.ua,. 
But why has not Luke, who usually avoids vulgar­
isms, rather followed Matthew than Mark in this 
case ? Partly because he disliked /3aUTa.ua, in 
the meaning of ' to take off.' Like Matthew he 
considers that 1rui/tas is an unnecessary word, a fault 
in style, and consequently he suppresses it. 

The second example will be the well-known 
sentence i'.'·,my( laTava, 'get thee hence, Satan,' 
which is to be found in Mt 410, but which Luke 
does not give in the synoptical passage. This 
difference has been explained in many ways. Did 
these words figure in the source Q, which many 
of the critics admit for Matthew and Luke ? Did 

Matthew add them to the source ? Did Luke 
suppress them ? It seemed impossible to find any 
definite means of bridging the difficulty. Once 
more linguistic arguments can solve it. We are 
still examining Greek grammar. Luke uses different 
forms of the verb ka.yw, ' to go,' the imperative 
plural v,ra.y£rE, 'go,' but never the imperative sin­
gular v1ray£. Each of the eight times when he finds 
this imperative in Mark and Matthew, he replaces 
it either by a synonym or by a word having quite 
a different meaning, or else he suppresses it. When 
one is used to his way of writing, the idea which 
immediately strikes one is, v1ray£ must have had 
a vulgar meaning. It is not due to chance that 
the two instances of this form given by our lexicons 
should be taken, one from Euripides' Cyclops, the 
other from Aristophanes' Nubes. Another impera­
tive, very near to the former, a1ray£, was taken up 
by the Latin as an interjection : apage ! The 
form way£, accepted without hesitation by Mark 
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and Matthew, seemed to Luke a vulgar word which 
he could not allow to pass the lips of Jesus. So 
he suppressed it in Matthew's text. I shall not 
examine here the other alterations he made in the 
temptations, as his predecessor had given them, 
and I shall only refer the reader to the article I 
wrote on the subject in the Proceedings of the 
Amsterdam Academy, 1924, div. Letterkunde, 
part 57, series A n°= 5). The suppression of ii1ray£ 

indicates that Luke used Matthew, but I believe 
this fact is also made clear by the way he treated 
the whole passage. 

The more I study the Synoptics, the more I am 
convinced that many of their differences can be 
explained by literary or grammatical arguments. 
It happens often enough that linguistics show 
harmony between the Synoptics where hitherto 
discord had been seen. But the striking point 
about it all is that every Evangelist used the text 
of his predecessor or predecessors very freely. This 
statement will, no doubt, upset many ideas, but 
one fact is certain : if there are books about which 
the truth may not be hidden, whatever the conse­
quences may be, it is most decidedly the Gospels. 

--------------

S i t t r a t u r t. 

MR. MIDDLETON MURRY'S 
LIFE OF JESUS. 

THE worst way to estimate such a book as Mr. 
Murry has written-The Life of Jesus (Cape; 10s. 6d. 
net)-is to lay down a 'Catholic' standard and 
weigh this ' life ' by that. More than with most 
books, we need to bring sympathy and understand­
ing if we are to appreciate the new interpretation 
of Jesus. Mr. Murry is one of the foremost 
literary critics of to-day. It is a surprise (though 
why should it be ?) to find a man of his prepos­
sessions dealing with the greatest of all problems : 
Who was Jesus Christ? He tells us why he has 
done so. ' I do not propose to offer an apology 
for this book. I wrote it because I needed to 
write it. The time had come when it had become 
urgent upon me to make up my mind about Jesus. 
For reasons which concern myself alone I desired, 
if I could, to make him wholly real to myself. The 
Jesus who is presented in these pages is simply the 
Jesus who is real to me-the Jesus in whose real 
existence I can, and in whom I do, believe.' Who 
could read sentences like these without sympathy ? 
Here is a literary critic of uncommon ability and 
insight who confesses that he must come to a 
decision about Jesus. No one could go very far 
with such an inquirer without feeling that, whether 
the interpretation is right or wrong, at least he 
will have the company of an earnest, lofty, and 
deeply religious spirit. 

Mr. Murry naively claims that his training as a 

literary critic may be the equivalent of the more 
specialized training of the professor of divinity. 
We are afraid there is good evidence in the book 
that this claim is not wholly justified ! But this 
training has at least had one good result in this 
connexion. It has shown him the arbitrariness of 
a certain type of ' advanced ' criticism of the 
Gospels. It 'repels me as a man, and irritates me 
as a critic.' Indeed, one of the features of the 
' Life' is the persistent effort of the writer to keep 
as close as possible to the narrative as we have it. 
When there is miracle, indeed, like the feeding of 
the five thousand, he skilfully and gracefully 
eludes it. He does not believe in miracle in the 
ordinary sense. He thinks Jesus' repudiation of 
it at His Temptation means that He never worked 
or professed to work miracles. The writer's train­
ing as a literary critic doubtless enables him to 
follow faithfully the narrative of the evangelists 
while quietly eliminating the miraculous. His 
method is ingenious but far from persuasive. At 
the same time Mr. Murry frankly asserts that Jesus 
had powers and wrought deeds which ' it would 
tax modem medical science either to deny or to 
explain.' 

It would be easy to lay one's finger on mistakes, 
or on views which will not easily be accepted. It is 
difficult to imagine how, for example, Mr. Murry 
reached the extraordinary conviction that Jesus 
arranged with Judas for His arrest. Again, the 
writer in concluding his chapter on the Temptation 
says that the spirit of evil ' left him and never 




