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apprehiend, their origin and significance, and tc uriderstand why
they belong to iPaul, and could belong to no one else. The
assurance and intelligence with which they are to-day accounted
his are ini the ratio of the deeper insig-,ht into their origin to which
the Church has been driven by criticism, in- the ratio of the pre-
vailing arguments by which reasons alleged for doubting the.m
have been refuted. They have passed through the fire. We
hold them now in no fear of what some unknown critic may
adduce. We can give a reason for the confidence that is in us.
A shade of doubt may stili -rest on the pastoral episties, although,
even regarding them, some significant admissions have of late
been made by the foremost critics, and by some of the best
scholars of Germany they are frankly accepted. And undoubt-
cdly the tendency is at present towards the enlargement rather
than the contraction of the writings to be ascribed to Paul. lIn
regard to the synoptic gospels, the advance of know,.lcdge ha
been remarkable. Fine tact and dog-ged industry, scholarly
imagination and rnechanical aids, the patience that can count
--vords and the genius that can survey a wide field of ]iterary
history, have ail hclped towvards the solution of what is k-nown
as the synoptical problem;* This problem, if it bias not becii
cntirely solved, lias yet been rcduccd witbin wcll-deflnied limits,
and the final solution is not likely to be lo:sgç delayed. The
relation of Mark to the other gospels may bc said to bc- deter-
mincd, and the manner in whichi the flrst gospel lias been formcd
is now fairly,%wcll underst>od. But no cnuincration of the nctt
resuits gained by the criticism of the gospels could conwey an
adequate notion of the insighit into the aims and mnctliods of
composition which the prolongcd, and carclul scrutiny of the
l'ospels lias won. lit mighit bc too much to say that ivc can now
sit with cach cvangelist at bis dcik and rcad along with luim the
documents lie cmiploy.cd and detcct tic motives ivhich proniptcd
hini to omit this incidcnt and give prominctnce to that, to Icave
q~ne saying of Jcsus where lie fousid it, and shift another to a
different connection. But if this iiiijglt slighily exaggeritc the
truth, wc can ccrtainly say that the attempt to, undcrstand the
iianncr i» whicli thc gospels wcre coinpo.;-d bias made us

acuintcd with inany most significant fQcts mrgarding thdir


