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® New ook al the Synoptic Question
* Un OUUDEeau regard sS1i Ia question synoptıique

Kıne nNnNeu.e Betrachtung der synoptıschen Frage
Philippe \_Rolland, Meaux

RESUME actuel, MALS des SOUTCesSs QUE celui-cC1
fusıonnees: le Pre-Matthıeu et le

L’auteur presente LCL1 resume Pre-Luc, deux versıons ındependantes
langue anglaıse de S55 pudlications SUur du Matthıeu hebreu dont parle Ia
Ia question synoptique, quı Sont Tradıtıon. L’artıcle montre Ia
DAarues JuSqu LCL qu en francaıs. Sa coherence de schema genealogıquethese fondamentale est un VvVec le recıt des Actes des Apötres eft Ia
modıfıicatıion de Ia theorıe des deux tradıtıon patrıstıque. Il soulıgne
SOUTCes.,. En plus de Matthıeu Z2TeC el [’ınteret historıque et theologıque de
Luc 2TeC dependent, NO du Marc recherche.

ZUSAMMENFASSUNG vielmenhr auf und andere DVO  - Markus
khombinterte Quellen, namlıch eiıne

Der Verfasser präsentiert eiıne vormaltthäische und eine vorlukanısche
Zusammenfassung seıner Quelle, beiı denen sıch wel
Veröffentlichungen Z synoptıischen unabhängıge Versı:onen des Lın der
Frage, SLe der iınternatıionalen Uberlieferung attestzierten hebräischen
G(remeinschaft zugänglıch machen. Texts des Matthäusevangeliums handelt.
Bıslang dıese Veröffentlichungen Der Artıkel entfaltet dıe
nNnUuU auf Französisch erhältlich. Seine UÜbereinstimmung dıeses
Kernthese Läuft auf eine Modifikation der Entstehungsentwurfs miıt dem Bericht
Zweıiquellentheorıe hinaus. Er geht dabei der Apostelgeschichte und der
vVO  < der Annahme auls, daß der patrıstıschen Tradıtion. Außerdem wırd
griechische ext UON Matthäus und dıe hıstorısche und theologische
LuRas nıcht auf dıe Endform des Bedeutung der ıer dargebotenen
Markusevangelıums zurückgehlt, sondern Forschung hervorgehoben.

In order LO interpre the synoptiıc gospels, added, because this redactional work 15
whether from historical-eritical the visıble expresslon of the theologıicaltheological perspective, it 1S5 mportant LO thought that inspiıred ıt,
LrYy LO reconstruc the SOUTCES used by the
Greek EXTIS of Matthew, Mark and uke The Present Positions:
'The meaning of an y part 1s largely deter-
mıned DYy the ontext 1ın which ıt 1s5 OoUuUnN! Most current scholars use the LWO-SOUTrCe
an it 15 to look al the intention theory startıng po1ın Matthew and
ofach gospel wrıter when he deliberately uüke sed Mark, supposedly wrıtten
PUuts event 1n ontext dıifferent from SOIMNE time before AD7/0, ell another
the ontext 1n the SOUTCE hıs 15 also tru ancıent SOUTCE conventionally called Q,
Concern1ing the detaiıls of the account It 1s which INanYy SUPPDOSE wrıtten down
instructive to ASSess the redactional work around AD50 However, apart from few
involved 1ın ach incıdent, that 1S, which defenders of thıs strict schema’, speclal-
words ave een omitted, modified ists cons1ıder this theory INOTe
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convenıjent WaY tOo teach students to 185 o]ven respectful consıderation but 18
observe the differences In events reported problematic when the detaiıls of ıts analy-
by Matthew, Mark an Luke rather than SEeES Are examıned, the fundamental

ProOVen certaınty. It 1s often taught obstacle being the m1ınor agreements
that Matthew and uke sed form of the between Matthew and uke Ver agalınst
gospel of Mark that has SINCE disap- Mark .“ 'The example opposıiıte Ca be
peared, whether ‘“Proto-Mark’ o]ven.
‘Deutero-Mark’. hiıs second solution 1s5 In opposıtıon LO Griesbach’s eOTY, the
defended notably Dy Fuchs“. PTFeCauU- ‘multiple documentation’ adherents,

ell advocates of the °two SOUTCE’ the-tıon, advocates of thiıs 1eW rarely attempt
LO reconstruct the exacCct CoONntiLents of this emphasıise that Matthew an uüke
document. ATre independent of ach other Their

'The ‘two SOuUrce’ hypothesis CHa.  - be AaCCOUNTS of ‚Jesus’ childhood and hıs Res-
SUumMMaAarısed by the three diagrams above. urrection aAaPPDPCATANCES LOO dıfferent, LO
An actıve, EVEenN voc1ferous, miınorı1ty the point of makıng allıYy reconcıliation
ODDOSCS thiıs maJorı1ty osıtlon. hıs V difficult Their distinctive parables
miınorIıty, led by FarmeD 1S being WO  ; Ve dıifferent. It 1S thus difficult LO
Ver LO Griesbach’s ‘two gospel’ find satısfactory explanation of the
hypothesıis, which dispenses wıth the need mı1ınor agreements between Matthew and
for the SOUTI’Ce 'These scholars AaASSUummne uke opposed LO Mar How Ca.  - ONe
that it 1s nNnOot scientific LO postulate the maıntaın that Matthew and uke ach
existence of SOUTCE which has not een altered Mark’s Lext 1n nearly identical
substantılıally PrFrOVECI. very simple INanlner independently of ach other?
genealogy (1) below) based interesting Resorting LO Proto-Mark Deutero-
observations of the gospel of Mark 15 Mark thus becomes essential, but such
suggested but could theoretically be document ex1ists 1n Name only.
replaced Dy second (Z) below). YFor thıs}Ss()[11E scholars CNSATC 1n

third tendency 1s5 upheld especlally meticulous analyses 1ın order to find Out
by French speakıng exegetes. hıs theory which hypothetical documents would
could be called ‘multiple documentation)’. allow satısfactory explanatıon of all the
'T’he ‘two-gospel’ hypothesis 1S taken ınto observable facts Bol1smard 185 the maın reD-
consıderation but dismissed being resentatıve ofthe multiple-documentation
excessively simplistic, incapable of 91viIng theory Hıs genealogıcal diagram 1s

intelligent aCCount of the three SYIN1OD- produced opposıte opPp and compared
tic writings. The °*two SOUTFrCEe’ hypothesıis wiıth OW less complicated proposal.

Matthew uke

19 uke (2) Matthew

Mark Mark
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Mt /Y/
Mt 9, B an! the W1Ne 18 spilled the wineskins Adre ruined

Z D and the WwWI1ıne 1s ruined, also the wıneskıns
5 anı be spilled the wıineskıins be rulned

Bo1ismard’s schema W as expounded INanner 1n Matthew and Luke, an the
1ın 1079 er the publıcatıon of other hand 1n slıghtly dıfferent form 1n
OWI)l studies the synoptic question Y Matthew and uke alone. Overleaf opPp 15
he decided to sımplıfy his theory Dy list of 1ve doublet aCCoOunts havıng 1Ve
‘enriching‘ mıne 1ın the below.‘ references.

'The eritical examınatıon of the LWO dıf- ast number ofother examples where
the SamInle word 15 attested LO four tımesferent posıtı1ons wiıll not be undertaken

ere Let 1t suffice to uUuse examples LO instead of 1ve could be added ıthout
explaıin how OU theory funections. It 15 being exhaustive, overleaf (bottom) ATr
INOTe complex than the ‘*two gospel’ and four other examples.
‘two SOUTCE’ hypotheses, but AD PCAIS LO be Secondly, Ca  - be SEEN 1n both lists,

the order of the sentences of the threethe siımplest possible n those
suggested Dy 'multiple documentation.’. evangelists 15 generally the Sarmne for the

Aramean Matthew
The Distinection between the

Markan aterlal and the Double
Tradition

Agreeing with the LWO-SOUTCEe theory, 1t. 15 Proto-Mkessenti1al LO distinguish LWO Lypes of mate-
Mit-Intral 1n Matthew and Luke; that which they

share ıth Mark, often ın paralle]l
Markan material), ell that which 15
COMMMON LO Matthew an uke but oes Proto-Lik
not 1n Mar double tradıtion).

The first. 15 the ex1istence of SCV - Mark
eral doublets 1.E., Sayıngs of Jesus, found

the ONe hand ın Mark an ın simılar Matthew uke
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(Markan mater1al) Double tradıtion)
Mt 1 i 1 Mt 2 Vr 9

It will be gıven LO hım who has ä 25 183.12 8 18 25.29 19.26
Carry one’s 'TO! 8& 34 16.24 9.23 10.38 1427
‚OSEe one’s lıfe 8 35 16.25 S! 10.39 17.33
Welcome 1n Namle 9.37 18.5 Y 48 10.40 10.16
Heaven earth will Dass aAaWAaVY 13.31 25.35 21.33 5.18 16.17

Markan mater1al. 'The exceptlons Are tradıtion from single document. nstead
easıly explained by Matthew’s and Luke’s they thıink that these Lwo evangelısts used

small collections of shorteditor1lal But 1ın the other Sayıngs
tradıtion the materil1lal 15 inserted 1n independently.
different places 1ın comparıson LO Mark, In agreement ıth MOST advocates of
which taken whole favours the the WO-SOUTCEe theory it must be held
WO-SOUTCe theory diagram. However, thıs that the double tradition collected
assSumes that there AIre into ON lengthy document for the mMoOost
OM1SS10NS either ın Matthew Luke, and part, gatherıng together verYy few of
0es not resolve certaın problems such Jesus’ aCts, but prıimarıly catechetical
the next example aT top of page 1371 max1ıms. In oOpınıon therefore, thıs

sıgnıficant agreement ex1ists between document 15 not Ftru!l gospel. (S1ıgnifi-
Matthew anı uke opposed LO Mar 1n cantly, it dıd not contaın alıy accounts of
that, independent of ach other, the the Passıon and the Resurrection.) hıs
healıngs performed by Jesus Are placed would explain why Mark, who probably
immediately before the feeding of the 1ve knew 1t, dıd not uUusSe ıt,
thousand and not 1n the ontext of the 'The for convıction 18 fol-
vısıt tO Nazareth. Moreover, ‚John 1s famıl- lows: the order of elements of
1ar ıth the SaIne motıift ın this passage the double tradıtion 15 COINMMNMON both LO
(John 6.2b) It 15 therefore safe LO SUPPDOSC Matthew and uke throughout these LWO
that the corroborating facts of Matthew, gospels. hıs be illustrated Dy the
uke and ‚.JJohn Aare tradıtional, and that table opposıte bottom)
Mark displaced the healıng motiıfs the 'The doublet of Matthew 10.15 an
OIle hand In 6.5b and the other hand 1n 11 29 LO show quıte ell that
6.13 It 1S therefore exaggerated LO Sa y Matthew voluntarıly displaced the long
that Matthew an uke ATre 1n Lext that have entitled “Jesus and ‚John
agreement about the order of events the Baptist’ Matthew A uke
opposed LO Mark few Trare exceptlons do 7.18-35) into ONTLEext where he brings
ex1ıst (see also Matthew P 1 uke together a|| SOTLTLS ofcControversy. for the

rest, which includes the greater part of the
double tradıtion, the order of the events 1S

The Real Existence of the identical.
Source Matthew’s displacıng of number of

important MmMax1ıms be understood ın
number of exegetes question whether terms of his interest 1n regroupıng Jesus’

Matthew and uke knew the double words thematically“.(8) He places the

arkan mater1al) Double Tradition)
Mt 1 il Mt 2 Lk 2

The parable of the lamp 421 8 16 5.15 1433
Nothing 1s hidden 4.29 & 17 10.26 Pa
No repudilation 101l 19.9 5 32 16.18
The first. wiıll be last 10.31 19.30 20.16 13.3
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Matthew Mark Luke
Visıt to Nazareth 13.54-558 6.1—-6a 4 . 16.292 34
ealıngs DYy Jesus 6.5b

935 6.6b 8& 1Itınerant preaching
Missionary sending Vn ,
ealıngs DY those sent 6.13
Herod’s judgement of ‚Jesus 147172 14-16 7/—9
Execution of ‚JJohn the Baptist 14312a T

6.30 _ 10aAnnouncement made LO ‚Jesus 12b
Wıthdrawal welcoming the crowds 41383143a n en 9 10b5b-11a

9_11bealıngs by Jesus
Feeding of the 1ve housand 12415021 T

Lord’s Prayer (Mt 6.9—-13 1n illustrates the Pharisee’s blindness ıth
the heart of the evangelical discourse, approprılate metaphor: x blınd INa  ®
which 15 the charter of od’s tIru chil- leads blind MManl, both 111 fall into
ren In the centire of the M1SS10Nary pıt Matthew 1s5 also fond of putting dou-
discourse, 1n which the apostles Are the blets together Ven combıinıng them
plenipotentiaries of the OIl who sends (see, for example, Mt 19.30 an 20.16;
them (ef. Mt PO:: Matthew Mt 1241 and L2.032: Mt 133139 COTM-
defines their identity ollows: °1It 1s pared LO S an 3.18-—-19.)
enough that the discıple be lıke hıs Therefore, 1t 15 natural tO SUPPOSEC that
master’ (Mt 10.24-—925 6.40) In the Matthew broke the SOUTCE while
Parables discourse, which demonstrates uke inserted lengthy passasges iınto the
the contrast between the knowledge m1ıdst of the Markan mater1ıal (Lk
of the true disciples and the hardness of 6.20—7/.39;
the crowds (Mt 13.13-15), he inserts the it 15 remarkable that G1X dispersed dou-
Sayıng, ‘Blessed Are YOUFL CYCS because ble tradıtion MmMax1ıms attested LO 1n uke
they sSee (Mt a.16-17) In contrast, he should be found regrouped 1ın exactly the

Matthew Matthew Luke
Exhortations of ‚.JTohn the Baptist S LD —9
TEeeEe Temptatıions 4.1—11 &1

Zvangelic: Discourse
The Capernaum centurıon 8 5A9 7 E
‚Jesus and John the Baptıst A
Accounts of vocatıon 19299 7—6!
Missionary Discourse O21 F

10.15 1129 10.14Tyre on uring judgement
Unconverted Cities 172023 10.13-15

11 251277 10). 21229T’he gospel evealed to the simple-minde
The dumb demon 1907A0 111405
Jonah the Queen of 12.39 —49 11 2939
'T’he Hypocr1isy of the Ser1ibes Pharısees 43 11.39-52
The Lamentatıions for Jerusalem 23.37-39 13.34-35

24 _.26—027 1 7.253202The day of the Son of Man
The flood 2437739 11 2627
The OIl!|  0> taken the OIl|  > eft 24 4041 17.34-36
The parable of the talents 0 14320 19122907
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Luke Matthew
6.40 0.24-925aT’he iscıple his master

Beelzebub 11 28
Nothing 15 hıdden 192 70 10.26—-33

1951 a 10.34-36Not DPeCAaACE, but sSword
Renounce verythıng 14.26—27/ 10.37:38
'To lose one’s 1fe 17.33 10.39

SamIne order 1n Matthew. See the list Matthew and uke SaYy 1n siımple WaY
above. wiıth SYNONYINS Could not Mar ave har-

It 1S5 highly improbable that these onısed LWwO paralle]l versi1o0ns 1ın Greek of
1Ms wWere known by both Matthew and ancıent Semuitic document? Moreover,
uke 1n isolatiıon from ach other wıthout 1t. must be observed that uke CXPDTESSCS
thıs order being presented 1ın DIC- himselfere 1ın that conforms LO
exıstıng document. (james of chance have good Hebrew style, while Matthew
theır laws. employs famılıar expressıon from classı-

agree, therefore, wıth OIl! of the mMOSsStT cal Greek T’he concrete express1on ‘the
contested theses of the LWO SOUTCE theory, setting of the SUuNn 185 attested tO ın Gen
that the existence of the SOUT’CE 15 1iNnd1s- Z26.11 Lev Z Dt 28. 11 Jdg 14.18,
pensable. 'T ’he exegete’s certaınties Sa 2 24, 3.090, 22.306, 15.54,
reljiable any archaeologist’s certaınty Ecec L  9 ö  9 Mic 3  9 Isa 60.20, etc
of the ex1istence of ancıent cıty discov- But the abstract expressıon found 1n
ered 1ın the rulns of tell well-reasoned Matthew and 1ın the first part of Mark’’s
argument has much cred1bilıty the LEeXT, late (hour) havıng come‘’ (0DSLAS
discovery of parchment 1ın desert CaVve genomenes), understood quıte ell ın

Greek, CAaNnnoOotL be retranslated lıterally
Mark, the 1rs Evangelical into Hebrew. In the primitıve oral tradı-

armony t10N, when the event Was told for the first
time 1n the language of the Judeo-

'The Markan mater1al remaıns LO be stud- Christians, Mark’’s redundancy did nNOot yeL
ied It has een shown how difficult it 1S to ex1st. It Was SImply sald 1n Luke, ‘the

that the canonıcal Mark W as inde- setting SUNn
pendently recopled by Matthew uke 'The proposed solution LO the synoptic
Does another alternative exı1ist? problem merely consısts of correcting the

'T’he alternative 18 quıte sımple. There 1S5 system of the LWO-SOUTFCEe theory ıth
evidence 1n Antıqulty of tendency LO fuse respect LO Mark’’s mater1lal. comparıson
the four gospels together iınto ON!| aCCOunt of the LWO genealogical diagrams AD DECAI'’S
without losing the richness of of them opposıte.
'Tatıan WTOLEe the Dıatessaron, imıtated In this perspective, Matthew’s an
today by the famous ‘Quatre evangıles Luke’s agreement 1n opposıtıon LO Mar

seu|l’. PTFrODOSEC the hypothesıs that Causes problem. It 1s sımply the obverse
of Mark’s redactional work. See theMark already had this idea, not for the

four gospels, but for LWO evangelıcal OCU- example gıven al the beginnıng of thıs
ments used 1ın Kome:; ONM  D being used 1n the artıcle (Mk Z Z an parallels, shown
Greek Lext by Matthew and the other DYy opposıte).
Luke? 'T’he fact that Matthew uses the present

Indeed, ıt 1s5 acknowledged that phe- while uke uses the future ( be
NOIMNeEeNON of duality ex1ists throughout the explained quıte ell by Semitic back-
Lext of Mark * The best-known example 1S5 STOUN! In Hebrew, 1ın Aramalıc, there 1s5
found ın 13  N “"T'hat evenıng Mt distinetion between the present and
85.16) after SUNSsSet Mar uses the future T’he SamInlle form the imperfect
repetitıve express1ons LO Sa y hat incomplete) CXÄDIECSSC either ldea,
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T’he Primiutive Semuitic Gospel

ersion ersionark

ILukeMatthew Matthew ark Luke

depending the CONTLeXT; 1ın OIl  D sıtuatıon The redactional work of Mark 15 extien-
the WInNne 15 runnıng OUut, an 1n the other S1Vve, anı intelligently onNne He first uses
sıtuatiıon the wıiıneskıins Arle ruıned. In the pre-Lukan tradıtion LO emphasıse
relatıon LO the omı1ss1ıon ofthe erh °to that ‚Jesus took hiıs disciples ıth hım He
out 1ın Mark, alr of sadness 15 quıte introduces the Biblical theme of .  rest
intelligently added LO the tradıtional owards which the o0od Shepherd 15
wording represented by Matthew an leading hıs sheep (Psalm 23.2) He
uke 'T’he WI1N! not only TU out’, but 15 Justifies thıs eed LO rest Dy the intense
completely ‘lost). actıvıty of ‚Jesus an his disciples, ratıo-

Another example (top of pase 140) nale he has already used 1ın Mark 3.20 He
which explaıns hOow solutiıon works 15 then closer LO the pre-Matthew
Jesus’ withdrawal LO solitary place tradıtiıon by specıfyıng the different WAaYsS
(Mark S and parallels before the the disciples and the ecerowds moved from
feeding of the 1ve thousand.* place LO place.

It would be paradoxical indeed LO ma1ın- T'he repetiıtıve character of Mark, which
taın that the final vers1ion ofMar the harmon1ıses the pre-Luke an PIE-
SOUTCEe which Matthew an uke each COD- Matthew traditions, 1s5 quıte visıble ın the
ied independently. In Mark, the dıscıples SYNOPSIS. hıs CHa.  b be presented 1n another
WerTIe the 11eS wh left while 1ın Matthew WaYy (top of page 141)
and Luke, Jesus W as the ON  D wh went 'The rest of the SYyNOPSIS 15 Ven

AWAY Mark contaıns neither the subject INOTeEe interesting because the intelligence
‘the crowds’ 19(0)8 the erb ‘followed him of Mark’s method 15 revealed by hiıs
which ATre used ın the Samne INAanner both harmoniısıng ofthe Lwo tradıtions bottom
1n Matthew and uke 'T ’he COININON of pPase 141)
denomiınator of Matthew an uke 1s nNnot By merging the LWwo tradıtions, Mark
Mark, but the Semitıc text that ave explaıns the reactiıon of the ecrowds. ome
reconstruected. (as 1n Pre-Mt.) Sa the discıples leave, and

hıs Lext 15 preserved almost intact 1n SEa LO it that Man y others NCW about 1t.
Luke who ExtraCcts from his SOUTCE detaiıl (as 1n Pre-Luke) Wıth respect tO the
about the locatıon of the feeding of the 1ve crowd’s actıon, Mark could longer use

thousand; remote place situated Ne. the stereotyped wording of the primıtıve
Bethsaıda (ef. 6.45) In Matthew, the tradıtion (°the crowds ollowed Bim) S1INCEe
prımıtıve tradıtion 15 embellished ıth he NECW that ‚Jesus had discovered when
detaijls about how people moved from ON he goLt Out of the boat that the erowds had
place LO another, the ONe hand by ‚Jesus arrıyed al the shore before hım He there-
and hıs disciples (by boat), an the fore deser1ibed the people’s Tace there (1In-
other hand Dy the erowds (on foot) terpreting PreMt), and logically

Mt 9 .17 an!| the wıne 15 spilled, the wineskiıins Aare ruined
R B the W1nNne 15 ruined, an!| also the wıineskins
5A4 it. wıll be spilled, and the wıneskıns will be ruined
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'T’he Primitive Semuitic Gospel

he took them anı went tfo remote place 1ın the desert.
the crowds OUN! Out about it, and OllOWEe! him

ersıion Pre-Mt) ersıon re-Luke

takıng them, he left, But, takıng them along, he wıthdrew
by boat
LO lonely place apart apart, LO etinNnsaılda.
And, the crowds avıng een hım But the crowds, knowıng It.
Ollowe! hım OlloOowe! hım.

foot {rom the LtOowns.

Mt 1413 8 E 9._10b-11a
Now when ‚Jesus
heard thıs,

he took themhe sald to them,
‘“Come aWOY and wıthdraw
ap to ap: LO

(ef. 6.45) lonely place cCıty etnNnsaıda
(ef. Ps Z 2) rest awhıle’”

For ITLATLY When the erowds
WerTe comıing anı go1ng,

they had
(ef. 3.20) leisure EVEeN to eat

Jesus wıthdrew they went aWUY
from there
1ın oat to 1n the oat to
lonely place apart lonely place ap
But, when the NOow, they Sa them go1ng,
ecerowds heard It. ITLATL'Y NEeW them, knew it,
they ollowed hım they there they oLLOWEI hım

foot. foot
from the towns from the Lowns

got there
ahead of them

concluded that they had arrıyed ahead of celusion about the redactional actıvıty of
Jesus and hıs discıples. their authors. hıs vliewpoint

careful examınation of the genealog1- much INOTeEe interesting than that which 15
cal relationships between the synoptıc currently being taught, namely that
gospels leads LO highly interesting COIN- Matthew and uke removed all the
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9.10b
And he took them an withdrew

apart to cıty etiNnsalda.
6.31a

he sald to them, ’Come aWAaY Dy yourselves
apart, LO lonely place

6.3  D
they went AWAY 1n the boat

tO lonely place apart
Mt 13a

when ‚Jesus heard thıs, he wıthdrew from there 1n oat
LO lonely place apart

picturesque qualıties of Mark’s Ltext, vVe schematic, an easıly memorised.
replacıng It, strangely enough, wıth Details WerTrTe added when 1t wrıtten
almost identical schematic presentatıon, OoOWnNn 'The prımıtıve tradıtion stated that,
while at the Samne time insısting that Mat- “"The erowds knew about It. and they fol-
thew and uke AIe NOLT interdependently lowed him Subsequently, wıtness
related! able to clarıfy that ‚Jesus travelled by boat

while the ecerowds went foot along the
T'he Historical Consequences: shore. Thirdly, Mark pointed out that

people had to ru which 15 nNnOot al a]]
Discardıng ‘the eritical dogma of the unlıkely.
LWO-SOUTCEe theory 15 of great signıficance 'The historian MUsStT take ınto aCCount
to the hıstorJan. Matthew and uke Are a ]] of the ancıent descriptions, '1a-
reinstated. They ATe nOot siımple Dara- t1ons, of the event ach includes part of
phrases of Mark They had ACCess LO the truth But thıs truth must be sessed
SOUIT’CeSsSs combıned Dy Mark By comparıng by evaluatıng the transformatıion of the
them, the oral tradıtion which taught Lext al ach stage, looking for the 1T64S0O01S
LO the ‚Judeans an! (Galıleans 1n their why the wording changed. Such
mother ongue al the beginning be PFOCEeSS 15 the TEVerse of fundamentalıst
reconstructed faırly easıly approach, but o0es not put the global

hiıs oes not 1nNean LO SaYy that hat 15 historic1ıty of the gospels iınto doubt It
theolder 1s5 necessarıly INOTE exaCt 1n the h1ıs- implementation of healthy

torlan’s CYCS 'The prımıtıve tradıtion Was eriticısm.

Y. 1la
When the crowds learned 1ıt,

they foflowed hım
6.31b

For INanıy WT comıng and go1ng
6.32

Man SE them go1ng, anı knew them,
anı foot from the LOWNS,
they there
and got there ahead of them

Mt 13b
And when they ear ID, the crowds

ollowed him foot from the ftOowns.
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Consequences for atıng the reg1o0ns, ın the outskiıirts of Jerusalem
Synoptic Gospels (Lydda, Joppa), but also quıte probably 1ın

Galılee, and Ven far N Damas-
'The demonstration that the canonıcal Cl  N The oral teaching of Jesus’ wıtnesses
Lext of Mark NOLT used by Matthew had LO be passed LO remote COMMUN1-
uüke facılıtates the freedom of research tıes, and there 1s LO think that,
wıth respect LO the date of the fınal wrıtıng Was not sed for thiıs PUrDOSC. 'The
redactions. It 185 generally recognised, prımıtıve tradıtiıon also had LO be trans-
the asıls of Irenaeus’ wıtness, that Mark

wrıtten ın Rome after the ‘exodus’ of
lated into (Gireek for the Greek-speaking
believers, ONCE agaın wrıtıng must ave

Peter and Paul, which probably s1gnıfies een used, Even +r the ral tradıtion
theiıir deaths (to judge by the 1ın continued to play role.
9.31 an Pe 1.:15) However, nothing 'T’he death of Stephen led LO the catter-
forces LO believe that the Greek Lext, of Ing of the Greek-speaking believers. OoOmMe
Matthew and Luke WerTIe later than that, preachers WerTe welcomed 1ın Samarıla,
SINCEe they wWerTrTe not inspıred DYy the DPICS- Cyprus, Phoenicila and Antioch. 'The O0OT
ent day Mar but by I110Te ancıent t1ımı1dly left OPDCH LO few people from
SOUI’Ces Other observations eecd LO be pPagan roots whoJoined the alıthful of Jew-
taken into consideration 1ın order LO know ish Or1g1N. Roman soldiers WEeTITeEe first
whether Matthew uke WT wrıtten evangelised 1n Caesarea, and would not
before after the fall of Jerusalem 1ın ave een satısfied ıth the Jewish OCU-

hıs question dealt ıth 1ın rela- MEents typıcally sed untiıl then more
tıvely recent work * It that ıt would unıversal catechısm needed LO be wrıtten
ave een dıifficult LO wrıte the book of for theır benefit, OIl  D which highlighted
cts after Nero’s persecution of the Chris- those aspects of ‚Jesus’ teachıng MmMoOost -
t1ans ın 64-65 long arguments 11y wıthıin their 9rFasp confidence In the

not refuted, maıntaın that Luke’s Creator who fed the birds and clothed the
gospel should be dated slightly earlıer. flowers of the field ın beauty, the approval
'T’he Greek Lext of Matthew MUusSst have ofthe conversıon ofthe people ofNıneveh,
een wrıtten al the Same per10d uke and the Queen of Sheba’s ques for WI1S-
but 1ın another geographical TEa ıt. had dom, for example. hıs catechısm, wriıtten
een publıshed later, for example around 1n Greek, corresponds to the document
50, 1t 185 dıfficult LO understand why ‚Jesus’ which modern sclence has een able
childhood hıs AaPPCAaAraNlces after the roughly LO reconstruct
Resurrection Were presented ın WaY The Antioch church became INOTe
which 1S dıfficult LO reconcıile wıth ıts mportant later It housed Peter for
PIFECUISOL, certaın time (Gal 2.11) and recorded hıs

memaorTIes. 'T ’he first collection, which
Consistency wıth the Data TOM call Pre-Matthew, W as probably pUut

the Acts of the Apostles together 1n Antioch. Furthermore, ONM of
the eaders of thıs church, Saul, also called

KEven though Acts, lıke ancılent Narra- Paul, undertook several VOyases tO remote
tıve, mMust be read from eritical po1n of lands, baptısıng the uncırcumeclsed. From
VvleW, especlally 1n terms of chronology, theVe beginning he accompanıed Dy
OIl!|  D cannot doubt ıts overal|l presentatıon disciples, Barnabas and then Sılas, who
of the progressıve diffusion of Christian used number of oral tradıtions 1ın their
1ıdeas 1n the Mediterranean world preaching which WerTrTe absent from the

T’he evangelıcal MESSage W as 175 wrıtten EeEXTIS until then The document
proclaimed 1n Jerusalem, reaching those which call Pre-Luke W as wrıtten 1n
Israelıtes whose lıturgıcal language those reg10ns of Macedonia, Achajla and
Hebrew. Others who spoke Greek also Asıa aul needed tO leave wrıtten form
Joined the Christian communıty. T’he of the gospel NCeEe he left thıs mı1ıss1ıon
MesSsage received vVe early 1n remote terrıtory (Rm
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It WAas only after Paul’s comıng LO Rome another 1LLLUSTEFr1OUS eiender ofthe ypoth-
es1s of LWO gospels, Or CONI1dEe! ın 1984that Luke, his companı1on, wrote, ın the

of perhaps LWO Yy'  9 LWwO books that he longer elleve 1ın ark’s
the ‘Hıstory of Christian OÖrigins’ ending dependency wrıtten text from Mat-
1n according LO the chronology MOStT thew Luke, but rather that hıs basıs

Was preMatthew an pre-Luke tradıtiıoncurrently accepted and based earlier Griesbach eory WAas presented for
investigatlions. 'The Church Fathers lınk the 1Irs tıme 1n (83, but Was not acceptehıs gospel LO Paul’s preaching, ofwhich DYy the scl1entific WOTr. My solution closely
abstract 15 known LO Pre-Luke. 'The approaches that of Eichhorn 1C
gospel of Matthew wrıtten around Was eiende for the first time 1ın 1794,
thıs SaIne per10d 1n another place, proba- developed 1ın Eiınleitung ın das Neue
bly Antioch. It W as during the period 1ın Testament (1804) But Eıchhorn complıi-

cated his schema by assumıng that erewhich the separatıon between EeWSs and
Was Aramean orıgınal Tee Lrans-Christilans Was symbolised by the stonıng latıon for each SOUTCE document. 'T ’hısof ‚.James Finally, after the 1re 1ın

Rome 1ın AD64 and the deaths ofeier and WOU explain why hıs eory has een
forgotten.Paul ın AD64 69, Mark W as asked LO Cf. Neirynck, T’he Mınor Agreements ofharmonise the Pre-Matthew Lext from Matthew an uke agaınt Mark, wiıith

Antioch which nurtured by Peter’s Cumulatıve ıst (Leuven,
tradition an! the Pre-Luke Lext from Mac- Benoıt Boismard, Synopse des
edonija Asıa which W as nurtured by quatre evangıles francaıs (Parıs,
Paul’s tradıtion. Tome I,

hıs history Ca  b be sSummMmMarısed by Kolland, ‘Les predecesseurs de Marc
the diagram below which COVEeTrSs the 2.18-22)', 1n Revue Bıblıque (1982)

3/0—405; ‘Marc, premiere harmoniegenealogy presented earlier. evangelıque?”, In (1983) 23-—19; ‘LesMy research has hitherto een pub- evangıles des premileres communauteslished only 1ın French. have provıded chretiennes’ ıIn (1983) 161-201; Les
SUININALY of it here, LO bring 1t LO the premıers evangıles. Un NOUVEeaAaU regardSr
attention of INOTe international audience le probleme synoptıque, Parıs, 1984;
wh Ca. evaluate the Varılıous arguments ‘L’arriıere-fond semiıtique des evangıles
put forth synopt1ques’, ıIn ETL (1984) 30I0—002;

“Jesus connalssaıt leurs pensees’, In FKIL
(1986) 18-12 1; ynopt1que, Question’, 1noOtfes
Dıctionnaure Encyclopedique de [a Bıble

Specıific  y Neirynck an! Tuckett (Maredsous, 7-1  9 ‘La QUES-
u  S, Sprachliche Untersuchungen tıon Synoptıque demande-t-ell Ul

reponse compliquee?’ 1n Bıblica (1989)aus und as. Eın Beıtrag CT 217-223; ‘Marc, ecteur de Piıerre el deQuellenkrıitik ome, Paul”’, 1ın CTE euven 1992, 7175—-1178;The abundant bıblıography 1n
Farmer, The Gospel of Jesus. The astiora: ‘Lecture couches redactionnelles de
Relevance of the ynoptıc Problem (Louıis- l’episode de l’epuleptique’, In BT,
ville, entucky, Dom Orchard, (Leuven, 1—458

Boismard, L’evangıle de Marc,
Jerusalem prehistoire (Parıs, £My posıtion 15

close LO the eOTrYy developed Dy Philıppe
Rolland, statıng that Mark combıned

(aesarea eXtTS, not from the final Vers10ns of
Matthew and Luke, but rather from
re-Matthew Pre-Luke (ef.

Antioch Macedonıla Intermediate Matthew and TOLO-
Pıerre) Asıa In Op1nı10n, S theory 1S WTIroNng

1ın that 1s o0es AWAY wıith Markan
tradıtıon IF it. 15 true that In certaın

Antiıioch Rome Achanla? the final version of Mark combıned eXTs
Matthew Mark uke comıng from Intermediate-Ma:  CW anı
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roto-Luke, most ofese texts Carmne from WaYys of hıch aplas spoke (La Bıble de
Intermediate-Ma:  eCW roto-Mar Jerusalem, edition revıisee (1998)
(p 9) T’he acceptance of thıs eory 15 Rolland, ‘From the (Genesıis LO the
EeVEeIlI INOTe evıdent 1ın the revised dıtıon of End of the or The Plan of Ma  ew’s
La Bıble de Jerusalem (1998) “The follow- Gospel’, In Bıblıcal T’heology Bulletin
ing hypothesıiıs NO becomes plausıble: the (1972) 155176
relationshiıp between the ynoptics must (T Neıirynck, Dualıty ın Mark Contribu-
be considered not the eve of the HOoNns LO the Study of the arkan Redaktıon
Gospels presently ave them, but (Leuven,
the eve ofer redactj]onal mater1al that Part of LO Boismard’s

be calle!: pre-Matthew, pre-Luke, 1994 book 15 sSummMmMmarızed ere KRolland,
perhaps EeVeEeN pre-Mark. ese interme- verıtable prehistoire de Marc (MC 6,
1ate documents COU. be dependent 30—34 et parralleles)’, In (1996)
COININON SOUTCE hıch COU. only be the 11 Kolland, L’orıgine et Ia date des
Aramaıc versiıon of Matthew then evangıles. Les eMOaLNS oculaıres de Jesus
translated into Tee In the dıfferent arıls,
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New Testament Theology

Editor: o11n Brown

four volume get offering CONCISEe discussions of a ]] the maJor
theological terms 1n the New 'Testament agaınst the
ackgroun of classıcal and koıine ree the Old Testament,
Rabbinical thought and different usSasges 1ın the New
'Testament.
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