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Exegetical Critical Investigation
on

the Origin of Gospel Harmony.

The harmony of our gospels presupposes as its origin either a written type or a non-
Christian standard of agreement that was somehow given to the authors in oral speech.
Both conditions are set here as possible at the same time. Before we come to writing,
we must speak of that condition which, if it existed, either made writing superfluous as a
special norm, or preceded it; and after this the investigation to be made is divided into
two main parts.

Part One.

Data in relation to a non-written standard of agreement of the Gospel Accounts

The presupposition first described here as possible is above all to be brought into
connection with the nature of the matter, to be discussed, and the content to be
expanded or limited in such a way that data can be selected and tested according to
these determinations. We will therefore open the consideration with a series of general
propositions that emerge one after the other.

General statements:

First proposition: the Gospels refer partly to spoken speeches, partly to historical acts.
The two must be distinguished as a different kind of material.

They provide speeches, especially the speeches of Jesus, and these are presented in
different ways. In some sections of the narrative these speeches occur as certain
intermediate moments belonging to a deed, so that the main purpose of the account is



not based on them, but rather on the deed; in others, on the other hand, they constitute
the main content, behind which the historical recedes as a mere trigger. In the
relationship of the first kind they stand in the pericopes

n. 6 (where a deed is made clear by the interspersed speeches)

n. 7 (where the words are only used to explain a decision that Jesus made and
carried out)

n. 17.18. 22. (23. 26.) 30. 38. 54. (Mark. 14, 43 f. (the negotiations with Jesus,
as far as they are parts and premises of the last story).

The pieces of the second genre, in which the speeches make up the main content, are

n. 1. (2. 3.) 8. (words, especially communicated, because with them a success is
to be contrasted)

n. 9 -12. four pieces (with short, sententious, answers, with which Jesus rejects
certain reproaches)

n. 14. (likewise a self-defence of Jesus)

n. 15. (again a short sententious answer)

n. 16. (a doctrinal piece) n. 19. 19. (words to characterise the attitude of the
speaker)

n. 20. (words of commission) n. 24. (rebuke against the Pharisees) n. 25. (an
interchange)

n. 27. (a judgement on words spoken)

n. 28. (a particular, detailed explanation of Jesus)

n. 29. (a fact, but the main purpose is to refer to words, partly instructive for the
disciples, partly the utterances of the same)

n.31 (an explanation of Jesus)

n.32 (words of instruction)

n. 33. (a given answer)

. 34. (again an explanation of Jesus)

. 35. (an exchange)

. 36. (an explanation of Jesus)

. 37. (instructive moth)

. 39. (words of commission)

. 40. (an utterance of Jesus, which becomes strange through consequences)
.42 - 47. (the speeches in the temple)

. 48. (a remark of Jesus which is shared)

. 49. (a long teaching speech)

. 51. (an explanation of Jesus)

. 53. (words of remembrance)

. 54. (conversations and exhortations)

J0 53 3 3 3 33 3 3 3 3 O



n. 55. (explanatory answer).

The following is history, in which speeches also occur, but only as intermediate acts. -
The pieces, on the other hand, whose sole or proximate purpose is the narration of
events, are as follows: n. 2. 4. (5.) 6. 7. 17. 18. (19. 21.) 22. (23. 26.) 30. 38. 39. 41. 50.
54. 55.
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b) The speeches and events must all the more be regarded as a different subject if an
attempt is to be made to determine the content and form of the Gospel relations from a
non-written source, i.e. from the source of a merely oral tradition.

a) If we think about how the relations of both got their first origin, it becomes
immediately clear that the first narration of a spoken speech is always just a re-
narration, reproduced from memory and recollection, while the original description of
events after the summary of their moments and the connection of the perceptions,
from which the picture of the whole is composed, must be produced by the narrator's
own activity. The speeches, when they were heard, were already meaningful,
articulated, and conceptually ordered, but the events had to be grasped according to
their connection with causes and effects, and according to their importance in relation
to other circumstances, and the parts of their content had first to be ordered into a
whole by means of abstraction and combination. -

B) For the reproduction of the speeches it was important to have a faithful memory, as
we may well presuppose, insofar as it is based on our own recording of the matter, in
those who, whenever they had to hear speeches from Jesus' mouth, without a doubt
will have listened to with attention and interest. And even if autonomy in reproduction
was claimed; nevertheless, this was facilitated by what had stuck in the memory, and
what was accomplished always remained under the power of something given, so that
different narrators, if they were ear witnesses to what was said, even if they each put
themselves back in their memories in their own way, or they also filled in gaps here
and there themselves, but were always able to reproduce something that was the
same on the whole. But the situation is not the same at all, but quite different with
regard to what first had to be put together in one's own observation and by means of
one's own reflection. Several independent narrators, even if they have looked at the
same event and looked at it with the same attention, will never give a report of it with
the same words, and will not present the individual perceptions in the same sequence
and connected in the same way because everyone looks at things from a different
point of view, chooses the points of reference according to their own discretion, and
combines ideas in their own way.



y) Let us further expand what falls within the realm of our gospel representations of
reflection to its proper extent, so that it includes the connection of all information into a
whole and the plan of the entire gospel narrative. Even if we succeed in deriving a
large part of the material from the reservoir of memory, as the primary source, we still
do not have an explanatory basis for the harmony of the Gospels as a whole.
Furthermore, another difference should be noted here,

0) that the presenter of spoken speeches, if they intend to transmit them faithfully, is
always dependent. Therefore, it is not their responsibility if the given material lacks the
necessary completeness since they should not even add to what was originally
shorter. However, when we attribute historical accounts to a contemporary informant
of the depicted event, it cannot be so indifferent whether the presentation has been
sufficiently expanded or, while one might expect more elaboration, has been reduced
to a striking brevity. Finally, what still belongs here is

€) this. Other sayings - and here we specifically refer to the speeches of Jesus - could
be recounted with the same lively interest and implanted in memory as if they were
heard and experienced firsthand by the initial transmitters. The focus had to be on
specific details and precise wording. However, descriptions that are not reported
speeches appear to be mere representations, where the content is the main focus and
the form of expression is considered incidental and secondary. These descriptions are
usually understood based on their main content, and those who listen to them or
repeat them do not intend to appropriate the form of presentation or unlearn it from the
previous narrator. Instead, their interest lies in the subject matter, to which they
attribute whatever enjoyment the form may bring. Therefore, when they retell the
accounts themselves, they will express them according to their own individual
preferences. We have only highlighted some differences between the material of
memory and reflection in our evangelical narratives in order to shed light on the
harmony of our evangelical accounts. If the preliminary remarks were correct, the
following discussion will gain interest.
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Second proposition: Not only in the aspect of memory but also in the aspect of
reflection, our evangelists are in almost complete agreement in their accounts, with the
exception of incidental variations in expression.

Some samples of this agreement

a) from the speeches:



n. 10 Matth. 9,15. un
olvavral oivioi To U
VUPQWVOG. — €@ oUoV JET
QUTWV iGIvV 6 VUpP@IoG; €NeU-
oovTtal 6¢€ Auépal, OTav arr
auTwvaTttapun 6 VUPQIog,
kal 161 vnoTelooual.

Mark 2,19 un divavrai ....
ivw 6 VUPQIOG JET auTwV
€O0TI, VNOTEVEIV; —

eAevoovral ¢
vnoTeloouol iv ekeivaig

TAiG AREPQIS *)

Luke 5,34 pn duvacbe
TOUG UIoUG ...... €T,
TToIoal vnoTteuelv; 35.
¢NevoovTtal o€ Kal TOTE
eV £KEiVaIg TAIG
AMEPQIG.

n. 11 Matth 12,3. ouk
avéyvwre Ti eroinoe dapid,
OTE ETTEIVAUE AUTOG K. Ol PET
auTou; 4. TTwg €igrnAvey €ig
TOV 0ikov ToU Peou Kal
TOUG APTOUG TNG
TpogBEocwg Epaye, oUg
OUK &GOV NV auTw QAYEIV K.
TOIG MET QU’TOU, €i YA TOIG
IEPEVUCI OVOIG;

Mark 2,25 oudétroTe .....
O1E (Xpeiav eoxe Kai)
ETTEIVAOE QUTOG K. .... 26.
mTwG ...... — KaI TOUg
ApTOUG .... 0UG OUK 'E&e0TI
Qayeiv €i Yrj TOIG iEPEVOI K.
eOWKE Kal TOIG OUV QUTW
oual;

Luke 6,3 oud€ TouTo
AVEYVWTE O £TTOINCE ..... WG
€1G-NABeV Eig ...... TAG
TTPOGOECEWG EAAE K.
EQAYE K. EDWYE KAi TOIG YET
QuUTOU, OUG OUK €EETTI

VOPW QayElv, €i huf povoug
TOUG IEPEIG;

n. 30 Matth 17:17. w yeved
ATTIOTOG K. DIECTPAPMEVN,
EWG TTOTE ICOMAI TTPOG
UMAG, EWG TTOTE AvEXOUQl
UMWV; QEPETE POl QUTOV
WOE.

Mark 9,19 w yeved
ATTIOTOG, WG TTOTE TTPOG
UGG €'oopal, £wg TToTE
oo QEPETE AUTOV TTPOG HE.

Luke 9:41 w yeved AQ1mIoTOg
K. OIEOTPAUMEVN, EWG TTOTE
¢'oopal TTpOG UUAG K.
avEEONAIUNWY; TTPOCAYAYE
woe TOV UidV oou.

n. 39 21,2: TropeudnTE €IG
TNV KWHNV TNV OTTEVAVTI
UMWV K. EUBEWC eUpROETE
— TTWAov— AUCQVTEG
AUTOV AYAYETE JOL.

11,2. UTTAQYETE EIC TAV .....
UMWV" K. EUBEWG
€iCTTOPEUOEVOI €I AQUTAV
eUPROETE TTWAOV
0edepévov €@ Ov oude'Ic —
- KGBioe" A\uoavTeg auTov
AyQAyeTe.

19:30 utrayete €ig TAV
KATEVAVTI KWMPNV * €V i
€ICTTOPEUBUEVOI EUPIAETE
TTWAOV dedepévoy, £ oV
OUDEIC TTWTTOTE €KABIOE'
A0oavTeg alTov AydayeTe.

3. kai €&v TIG iyiv €iTTn Ti,
EPEITE" OTI 0 KUPIOG —
Xpeiav exel, eUBEwg o€
ATTOOTEAET —

3. K. €av TIg Upiv €imrn " Ti
TToI€iTE TOUTO; £itTTaTE " OTI O
KUpPIOG auTou Xpeiav ... K.
€UBEWG alTov atTooTeAEN
woE.

31. k. €éav TIG UPAG £EpwWTA
O1aTi AUETE ; OUTWG EPEITE '
OT1 6 KUpIOG ailiTou xpeiav
E'XEL.

n. 28. 16,24. €1 TIG B€Ael
OTTiIOW HOU €ABEIV,
Amapvnodobw €auToOV K.
dpaTw TOoV oTAUPOV auTOoU
K axo- AouBeitw pol. 25. 6¢

8,34 €I TIG ... you
ayxoAouBeiv atTapvnodobw
EQUTOV, K. ApATW TOV
oTaupov autou K.
akoAouBeito pol. 35. 6¢

9,23 gauTdv, K. ApATW TOV
oTaupov autou K.
AKoAOU&eiTw pol. 24. 6¢
yap av B€An v wuxnv
autoU owaodal, ATTOAETEI




yap av BéAn Tnv wuxnv
autoU owaodal, ATTOAETEI
auTAv ' 6¢ &’'Av AtToAéon
TNV WPUXAV AUTOU EVEKEV
¢Mou, eupnoel autiyv. 26. Ti
yap weeAeital AvBpwTrog,
€AV TOV KOOHOV OAOV KEPD
Anon Tnv &€ Wuxnv autou &n
MIWBA; A Ti dwoel
avBpwTrog avidAAayua TAg
Wuxng auTtou;

yap av BéAn TV wuxnv
auToU owaoal, ATTOAECE!
QuTAV" 0¢ &’Av ATToAéoN
TV €QUTOU WUXNAV EVEKEV
éMou, (-) owoel autrv. 36.
Ti YAp WPEANOEI
avBpwrTrov, £€Av Kepdon
TOV KOOUOV OAOV K.
ENUIWBN TAV YuxAv autou;
37. i Ti dwoel avop.
avTaAAayua TG WYuxng
autou ;

alTnVv’ 66 6 av atmoAéon
TAV Yuxnv autou
EVEKEVEUOV, OWOEl aUTAV.
25. Ti yap woeeAeital
avlpwTTog KEPDN 0OG TOV
KOOHOV OAoV eauTOV OE
ATTOA£00G N ENUIW&EIG;

28. apnv Aéyw upiv - gioi
TIVEG TV WOE £0TWTWV
oiTiveg ol un yeuowvral
BavaTou ewg av idwol—

9,1 auAv Aéyw Upiv OTI €ioi
TIVEG TwV WOE £0TNXOTWV
0"Tiveg ol un yeuowvTal
BavaTou, ewg av Idwol —

27. Aéyw 6€ Giv dAnbwg,
gioi Tiveg TV WoE £€0TOTWY,
Ol OU U yeuowvTal
BavaTou, ewg av idwol —

*) S. Fritzsche's commentary on Markus d. der St. But in Matthew too, for the
same reasons, TevOeiv must be read instead of vnoTtevelv if the writer is not to
have forgotten himself completely. Because the formula! kai 161€ vnotevoouaoiv
amply shows that not a revdeiv but the word vnoTtevelv, must have preceded it.
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b) From the reflective (that which is the narrator's own creation):

n. 17. b. Math 8:32 k. 1600,
wpHnoev TTAoa 1 ayoAn
KATA TOV Kpnpvou] €1G TV
BdAacoav K. amréBavov Iv
TOiG UdaaI.

Mark 5,13 kai wpunoev n
ayeAN KATa TOU KPpNUVOU
€1G TNV BaAacoav — Kal
ETTVIYOVTO €V T BaAaoon

Luke 8,33 ka1 wpunoev n
ayeAN KATa TOU KPpNUVOU
€1G TNV AIUvVNV Kal OTTETTVIYN

33. oi 6 BACKOVTEG EpuyOV
K. aTTEABOVTEG €IG TNV TTAAIV
atriyyeAav Tavia —

14. 01 BOOKOVTEG AUTOUG
€QUYOV Kal aTTNYYEIAQV €IG
TNV TTOAIV KQI €1G TOUG
aypoug etc.

34 16ovTeg &€ 01 BOOKOVTEG
TO YEYOVOG EQUYOV KOl
aTrnyyeIAav €16 TNV TTOAIV
KalI €1G TOUG aypoug etc.

n. 24. 14,19 ka1 AaBwv
TOUG TTEVTE APTOUG K. TOUG
dUo 1x0Uog, avaBAéwag €Ig
TOV oupavov, euAdéynoe’
Kal KAGdAG AdWKE TOIG
paBnTaig Toug apToug, oi

6,41 ai AaBwv Toug TTEVTE
aPTOUG Kal TOUG duo 1X0uag
avaBAeyag €ig Tov
oupavov eUAOYNOEV Kal
KATEKAQOEV TOUG APTOUG
Kal €d100U TOIG padnTaIg

9,16 AaBwv d€ TOUG TTEVTE
aPTOUG Kal TOUG duo 1X0uag
avaBAeyag €ig Tov
ouUpaVOV EUAOYNOEV AUTOUG
Kal KaTteKAaoev Kal £0100U
TOIG paBnTaIG TTAPABEIvVal




O€ pabnra'l Toig oxAoIG.

va 'ITGpGTIeU)O'IV AUTOIC.

Tw OXAW

20. K. EQayoV TTAVTEG K.
éxoptacbnoav K. npav 16
Tepiooeliov TV
KAQOUATWY dwdeka
KO®ivoug TTAAPEIC.

42 Kal EQayoV TTaVTEG Kal
gexoptacbnoav

43 kal npav KAaopata
OWOEKA KOPIVWV
TANPWHA.......

17 Kal e@ayov Kal
EXOPTOOBNOCAV TTAVTES KAl
npeOn To TTEPICTEUCAV
AUTOIG KAQOUOTWY KOQIVOI
OwodeKka

n. 55 Matth. 26, 75 k.
EUOEWG AAEKTWP £QWVNOE.
75. K. €uvnodn o TTETpag
TOU prpaTog Tou Inoou
€ipNKATOG QUTW - OTI TTP'IV
AAEKTOPA QWVA- Odal, TPIG
aTTOPVNON ME. K. ££EABWV
€Ew EKAQUOE TTIKPWG.

Mark 14,72 K. (-) aAEKTwp
épaivnoe: K. avepvioBe 6
TTETPOG TOU PriuaTog ou
€itTev auTtw 6 'inooug’ ot
TIPIV GAEKTOPA Qwvroal (-)
AtTapvAon Pe TPIG. K. £TTI
BaAwv €KAQIE.

Luke 22,60 k. TTapaxprua
— €QWVNOEV OAEKTWP 61.
K. — K. UTTEPVo&n o
TTETPOG TOU Aoyou Tou
KUpiou, wg €itTev auTtw’ OTI
TTPIV AAEKTOPA Pwvhoal
atrapvnon Pe Tpig. 62. K.
ECEA&WV €W €kKAaUOE
TMKPWG.

n. 17. a. 8,24 k. 1600,
OEIONOG PEYAG IYEVETO £V
™ BaAdoon,

woTe TO TTAOIOV
KaAUTTTEOOOI UTTO TWV
KUMATWV:

4,37 K. yivetal Aaihay
Aavepou PeyaAn,

Ta O€ KUpATA ETTERAAEV EiG
TO TTAOIOV, WOTE AUTO N
YEMIgeaBal

8,23 (TTAedvTWYV O€ auTWV
AQUTTVWOE) K. KaTERN
AaiAay avépou €ig TV
Aigvnv K. ouveTtAnpoiiTo*)
TO TTAOIOV Kai £KIVOU-
VEUOV.

aUTlc O€ €kABeUDE.

25. TTpogeNBOVTEG Oi
paBnTal Ayeipav alTov,
AéyovTeg: KUpIE, CWOOV
NUAG, amoAAUuEBa. 26. b.
TOTE €yePOEIC eTTETIUNUE
TOig avéuolg K. T BaAdoon
" K. EYEVETO yaAvn pueyain
Kal Aéyel aitoig' Ti deIhoi —
27. oi 8¢ avBpwTrol
¢0aupacav Aéyovteg'
TTOTATTOG £0TIV OUTOG OTI —

38. k. v altog —
KaBeudwV' Kai & Igy €i p
ouao Iv al- TOV K. Aéyouaiv
alTw' d16GoKaAE, ol PEAEI
ool oTI atmoAAUpEBq; 39. K.
O 1ey €POEIC ETTETINNOE TW
avé- Jw K. €iTe 1) Baldoon
- OIWTTA — K. £EKOTTACEV O
AVEMPOG, K. EYEVETO ¥ aAnvn
MEYAAN. 40. K. €i- TTev
auToig' Ti 0€Ihoi — 41. K.
époprénoav gofov péyav
K. EAe- yov TTpdG AAANAAOUG"
Ti¢ dpa €0TIvV oUTOG OTI —

24. TpoceNBOVTEG O
oIfyeipav aitov, AEyovTeG -
EmoTaTa, EmoTaTaq,
AtmoAAUpEBa! 0 € EyepOeic
ETTETIUNOCE TW AVEPW K. TW
KAUBwvVI TOU 08aTOC’ K.
ETTAVOAVTO K. £y EVETO
yoAAvn. 25. gitre 8¢ aiiToig
— @oPnBévTeg O
¢0aupuacav, AéyovTeg TpOS
aA- AjAoug' Tig Gpa oUuTOG
€OTIV OTI —

*) So we read instead of ouvetTAnpouvTo.




We also find coincidences in expression here. Among these we may count
a) the word for concepts and thoughts that were capable of very different expressions,

b) the quantity of words in the expression of the thought and the division of the same
into several sentences,

c) the relationship of the expression as one actual or figurative or hebraic,
d) the special construction of differently construed words,

e) the same words in an affective speech, the same definiteness and detailedness of
speech in insignificant subparts and the like.

It does not matter whether this agreement on such points takes place everywhere, but it
is enough that it takes place here and there on these points, and that there are
examples of such agreement everywhere in all sections. But even where the harmony
does not extend to complete word identity, the resemblance is always marked in
general features, with regard to the construction, the sequence and the content of the
sentences. What directly follows from this for the hypothesis of an oral tradition as the
source of the Gospel news will immediately emerge.
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Third proposition: It follows directly from this that

1) if this uniformity and agreement is to have flowed from the oral tradition, this tradition
must have included the entire apparatus of the unanimously given reports in individual
representations completed by means of reflective use, that

2) if our Narrators are said to have drawn directly from this tradition, without any other
influence passing over their representations, this tradition must have been duplicated
and disseminated in the one identical form, finally

3) if it is not to be attributed to the first narrators themselves achieving their uniformity
through a written medium, then it must have unintentionally emerged through repeated
reiterations of the narrative.

If our writings, as far as they agree, are to be the imprint of oral tradition, they provide
us with the yardstick by which the extent of the latter as a whole, and its development in
detail, can be estimated. We thus obtain a tradition that is to be distinguished from



tradition, or in other words: a tradition of a special kind. It is well known that tradition
very soon develops from stories and incidents, which at first, establishing or maintaining
itself in the narrower circle of mutual exchange, gradually widens this circle, and when it
has perhaps even become the talk of the day, gradually withdraws again into the
narrowness, until it finally disappears again. It is just as well known that the writer and
historian, if he is supposed to have drawn what he describes neither from his own
observation and experience nor from writing, could have used no other medium than
oral tradition. Even in our Gospels we have narratives which we must derive from such
a source, because the authors of them were not eyewitnesses of the fact described, and
therefore the information could only have come to them through the rumour emanating
from the fact, or through the narration of the eyewitnesses. (Where, for example, belong
the news of the beheading of the Baptist (n. 21.), the account of the baptism of Jesus at
the Jordan and certain circumstances connected with it, and other reports). However,
the tradition that arises freely from the events and is passed on orally is not the type of
tradition we are assuming here. It is rather the so-called "legend" which is subject to
various changes and rarely remains free from distortions for long. Even if it does remain
intact, it assumes a different expression in every mouth and can never be as
distinguished as it presents itself. If it is to be recorded as history in writing, it must first
be cleansed, examined, and dressed in the attire suitable for written accounts, with
various additions. However, a tradition as assumed here—a structured one that served
as the model for our scriptures and provided a standard for the choice of expression
used by the harmonizing authors—could only have been the product of a specific
institution *). We have just mentioned the conditions under which it could have arisen, if
it ever existed, and how our evangelists, drawing from it, obtained the same material to
harmonize with one another.

*) A kind of school.
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The tradition is conceived here

1) as the possession of many, spread and multiplied to such an extent that it could
become accessible to our authors individually and to all of them collectively through
more than one avenue. Thus, there must have been an institution where the giving and
receiving were constantly maintained and continued. This can only be understood as a
connection between the donors and recipients through a mutual need, and this need
was precisely satisfied through the assumed mode of communication. It is

2) presupposed that tradition did not first acquire the quality which it must have had in
order to be able to explain the harmony of our evangelical reports, namely its uniformity



and firmness, through the rule of a written text. For, supposing this to be the case, the
concept of an oral tradition, effective to the extent described, would again be annulled,
and we would grasp a shadow instead of the living essence. On the contrary, the only
thing that seems to fit together is that the aforementioned tradition, through the very
manner in which it reproduced and maintained itself, also formed and organised itself
more and more into a solid shape. Assuming this, we still remain within that one
institute, and as soon as there are only historical traces of the existence of the latter,
what we have inserted into it also seems to rest on a firm basis. Finally,

3) it is necessary that the emergence of such a tradition, which has become a model for
our Gospels, or its introduction into that institution, should become probable as a
historical success. But it must have been introduced by the need by which it was
obtained, and this need must have caused that precisely what our Gospels contain as
memorials and historical accounts must either necessarily remain a part of the
presentation, or that the tradition must proceed from and be directed by those who,
above all others, could feel moved to endow it with their special memories from Jesus'
life. From all this it is evident that we must look for that institution in the circle of the
apostles, and must therefore derive from them the origin of a Gospel legend directed to
specific things. We must now look more closely at what corresponds to the hypothesis
that is founded in the factual situation.
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Fourth proposition: The origin of such a tradition is in itself conceivable, and there is
no lack of special reasons, not even of details, which justify the fall back on it as the
reason for the explanation of the agreement of the Gospels.

We want to cite for the hypothesis everything that, in our opinion, can be cited as well-
founded *).

*) It was especially recommended by Gieseler in the writing: "Historically p. 86 f.",
who, however, does not quote what we want to bring to the subject. Scholl also
accepted Gieseler's hypothesis according to individual provisions: Isagoge in
libros N. F. Jenae 1830.
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a) In itself, it is probable that the need for a clear presentation or a lively visualisation of
Jesus' most remarkable speeches and actions was first felt in the circle of those to
whom he was close before others in earthly circumstances, and whom he himself
exhorted in many ways to preserve his memory, and especially to keep his words in



mind - that is, in the circle of his disciples. It is easy to imagine

a) what love and respect for the transfigured teacher must have done for them, that it
became a need and a pleasant business for them to collect all the individual features of
his image by means of the memory of his spoken speeches, and therefore to hold the
latter all the more firmly as soon as they were recalled to memory. But

B) the apostles were also compelled by subsequent historical events to go back into the
past of Jesus' life and, by the thread of remembrance, to seek out the past, whose
relation to the present could become clearer. And how should they not have thought
about the words of Jesus more often, since they knew that many a thing had been
obscure to them that Jesus had announced to them in advance, sometimes in a
teaching, sometimes in a hint? But if a brighter light had dawned on them, how natural
was their desire to enlighten themselves about other things that still lay in the dark
region of memory!

y) Some of Jesus' utterances were just indications of the future; conditions of the
present called these back to the memory of the disciples themselves,

0) In the circumstances of life they were probably more listeners to Jesus than his
observers; so they will also later have had the tendency to put together the spoken
speeches of Jesus from memory.

€) The master had also given them practical lessons; they had to remember this if they
wanted to continue to act in his spirit as patrons of his work. What furthermore

¢) must be presupposed as a condition for the development of such a tradition as is
spoken of here, namely, communication to others, was precisely the business and office
of the apostles, and this in such a way that the development of special relations
according to the character that our Gospel narratives bear, also becomes
comprehensible. For just as the apostles' own faith in Jesus was a result of historical
premises, so they will also have developed these premises in order to bring forth faith in
others. They will have told many remarkable things about Jesus, and among these
there will have been many things that became especially remarkable through the
connection with Jesus' words and the explanations given by him, and, if the apostles in
general succeeded in instilling in others respect for the person of their venerated one,
they will also have been eager to hear words that the celebrated one should have
spoken from the former comrades of his company. If we put ourselves in the position of
the apostles, we can easily imagine the emergence of an evangelical tradition in such a
way that it is based on precisely that which we have distinguished above in the content
of the Gospels as the traditional material. But there are also certain traces of what is



thus presupposed as possible

b) in the evangelical writings themselves. It is expressly noted that after Jesus'
resurrection the disciples thought about some things that had happened earlier; that
they later discussed together some of the utterances heard from Jesus' mouth (John 21,
22.), and that they only later discovered the meaning and purpose of many a word and
fact that had remained hidden from them (John 2, 17.12.16 ), which explains how the
reminiscences of the apostles went back to particular things and clung to particular
things. And when Jesus promises them the Spirit who will remind them of all that he has
said to them (Jn. 14:26), the fact of communal meditation is alluded to in advance of the
point at which the object is pointed out which this meditation will address *). The
evangelical messages themselves also bear the traces of apostolic memory. They all
have in mind the image of the One to be glorified, as it was in the apostles' souls. The
individual only acquires meaning in the whole, and this, by subordinating everything to a
main point of view up to its conclusion in order to leave a total impression on the reader,
is characterised just as much by its purpose and plan as the communication of certain
persons who are of particular interest to the hero of the story. But even in the
description of the individual, one notices the narrator's particular point of view. What is
emphasised with visible interest is what, when Jesus spoke instructive words, or what
attracted attention in actions, related especially to the disciples, and was strange for
them. The relationship between Jesus and the disciples, and between the disciples and
Jesus, is an essential part of the description. It is told how Jesus gathered disciples
around him, chose some of them, made them comrades in his company; how he took
special account of them in his public lectures, and taught them in secret, - how he sent
them out, - how, when enemies opposed him, he confined himself to the hopes he could
entertain of his disciples, - further, with what entreaties, admonitions, and expressions
of love and confidence he addressed them, his beloved friends, when the most fatal
time of his life approached, - what rules of conduct he prescribed for them for the future,
- how he stood among them as an arbitrator in case of mutual misunderstandings, — as
the news of the resurrection of Jesus first reached them, and Jesus did not leave the
Earth forever without bidding them a solemn farewell — All these accounts, as narrated
by other authors or witnesses who were not particularly interested in Jesus' work, even
though they could have provided some individual reports based on eyewitness
testimony, would not have been expected, primarily because they were not so
concerned about Jesus' specific relationship with the disciples. - After the mention we
made above of certain practical teachings which the disciples later had to remember in
their own circumstances, we still have to point out that in the Gospels there really are
such practical principles which the Christian school holds against Judaism, so that also
in this respect the materials are recognisable as outpourings from the apostolic tradition.
And does not Luke in his preface, in commemorating the apostolic paradosis, say
expressly or clearly enough in Luk 1, 2, that the Gospel stories were really arranged



according to this paradosis? - So far, then, we have traces of the presupposed fact. But
what about the uniformity of such a tradition, and how is it supposed to have originated?
The hypothesis is that it was not achieved by a special agreement among the apostles
and was not based on a written draft, for enthusiastic teachers could not bind
themselves to such a fetter, nor could independent eye-witnesses want to have the
communication of their experiences determined by such a measure of testimony, but it
is supposed to have arisen gradually under the frequent repetitions of the
communication. We have no further trace of this in the Gospels, for their uniformity is
itself a result, in regard to which it remains to be investigated how it came about. -
Nevertheless, many things that are assumed to be factual in order to derive this
uniformity from the apostolic tradition can be imagined as conceivable.

a) Frequent repetition of the lecture is assumed; the apostles were undoubtedly
prompted to do so as more and more disciples gathered around them. This repetition
could also be explicitly requested by some who felt the need to familiarize themselves
with the apostolic narrative style. It could be deliberately undertaken or occur by chance
during ordinary conversations.

B) The uniformity is said to have gradually emerged in this way, and under certain
conditions, this can be conceivable. As we have seen, the words of Jesus were
particularly the means of recollection for the apostles. If these words were important to
them, they would have made efforts to preserve and transmit them faithfully; otherwise,
they would not have kept them in their memory. However, it is true that Jesus' words
and speeches constitute the core and main content of most of the information we have
received about his history. Many of the remarkable events have gained prominence
precisely because of them or their connection to them. Very often, when these words
are reported, the external circumstances that prompted them fade into the background
as a minor detail, and almost everywhere the narrative presents facts, Jesus' speeches
stand out—a clear indication that these speeches held special importance for the
authors of the accounts. Therefore, it can be inferred that they would have endeavored
to transmit them unchanged through oral tradition.Furthermore, we notice—or we must
anticipate the more precise proof of this—that the accounts in the Gospels, concerning
their uniformity, harmonize much more in the words of Jesus than in the other parts
encompassed by the narrative. Thus, these words constituted the main subject of
repetition, and it is not surprising that they should have reappeared in the same form. If
the uniformity of our accounts arose from repeated repetition, then the subject matter
that was being repeated helps us understand the manner of repetition, and thus, at least
in a sense of the gospel content, this can be easily explained. The rest of the question
pertains only to the presentation of facts and the typology of reflective formulas. But if
the narrators could reproduce the words of Jesus, it must also be the case that they
found the occasion on which they were spoken. If the words were repeated in a uniform



manner, then these accounts could also become uniform. Hebrews, who were familiar
with the narrative style of the Old Testament historical books, were accustomed to a
specific way of storytelling. And as they pre-narrated in this spirit, they could be
confident that others accustomed to the same style would also internalize both the
substance and the form of the communication. Thus, with repeated repetition of the
subject matter, the form of presentation could easily converge, as even independent
accounts, if they were representations of the same thing and steeped in the Hebrew
mindset, had to have some agreement in expression. Therefore, it is conceivable how a
typology could form among the apostles through tradition and multiply numerically, while
remaining the same in its reproduction. However, we have no further essential
information to provide

*) Other, but not appropriate, f. in Gieseler p. 97. D. cited script.
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The question now is whether the hypothesis supported in this way corresponds to the
phenomenon to be explained and whether it can be fully explained from it.Before we
answer the question, let us consider what this answer requires. It is acknowledged that
a uniform tradition could have developed among the eyewitnesses of Jesus' life and the
early proclaimers of Christianity. This would be the first point. But:
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Fifth proposition: We assume, by seeking its traces, the existence of such a tradition,
or we demand from it:

1) that it demonstrates knowledge of what it had to convey to be a tradition;
2) that it could not be based on the principle of inequalities;
3) that it displays the characteristics of a living tradition; and

4) that it contains the sufficient and sole explanatory basis for the harmony of our
writings.

These are the postulates on which we base the more detailed examination of the
hypothesis. In themselves, they do not require any special justification, and are justified

in the matter itself.

1) A tradition that seeks to convey information to satisfy curiosity or to present facts



would not withhold what must be asked first or primarily, according to a completely
natural assumption, in order for the narrative to be somewhat vivid or understandable. It
would either not understand its own interest or would contradict itself. Similarly, it would
be highly unlikely for a communication to be attributed to it that revealed a deficient or
outright lack of knowledge about the objects undoubtedly within the sphere of vision of
the original narrators. Many of the principles of evaluation come into play here, which
the so-called higher criticism typically employs to examine the origins and authenticity of
historical accounts and other written works.

2) We have found the alleged fact of a uniform tradition to be conceivable. However, if
what should be derived from it, and what it could only contain in a specific form if it did
indeed contain it, is nevertheless present in different forms, or if there is diversity and
contradiction instead of agreement in those parts of the Gospel accounts that should
have contained the preceding tradition in the first place and could only have presented it
in a specific form, then that uniformity must also be questioned as a fact. What is
undermined on one side cannot be assumed on the other side as an explanatory basis
for what can be explained differently.

3) The tradition, which is said to have gradually formed its uniformity and excludes any
use of writing, must manifest itself as a living tradition in the productions directly derived
from it. We contrast the living transmission with the written one, and therefore, we
consider anything in such productions that, due to its form and composition, suggests a
written composition and appears to be more intended for readers than listeners, as
evidence against the former. Finally,

4) it is demanded that the harmony of the Gospels be comprehensible solely from the
hypothetically assumed tradition. For if there were a need for any written foundation
somewhere to connect our writings with that tradition, such as a guide for organizing the
material or even just a written Greek translation, then the hypothesis would cease to be
necessary. Because once writing entered as a mediator, it could have contained the
conditions for that harmony in every respect.
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After these general preliminary discussions, we now want to develop the data for
deciding the matter from the text itself.

The individual data one by one.

First Datum: Although the speeches communicated in the consistent accounts all have



the characteristic of being prompted speeches, the historical occasions for these
speeches are either not mentioned or not specified sufficiently, or sometimes even
given differently, which goes against the nature of a tradition aiming for clear expression
of its own.

Our reports have the peculiarity of letting Jesus speak only in relation to occasions that
occur and to circumstances of the present. Sometimes he is forced to speak by being
called upon to answer, sometimes he is drawn into interchange, sometimes he
expresses himself in rebuke of what seems reprehensible, sometimes he gives certain
hints to the disciples in present experiences, sometimes he has to correct their
expressed opinions - his speeches usually develop out of private relationships and out
of the various changes in his surroundings. The mode of narration, then, which as a
type placed what was to be communicated in such a form of relationality, gave itself the
law of going into particulars and specifics. Now it would be marvellous if the statements
of such narrators, who could hardly go into the details without touching the connection
that had taken place between what was to be narrated and their own circumstances,
should have stopped only at half-measures and not have communicated the whole, as
was necessary for vividness. If a narrative, which is concerned with vividness, refers to
relevant speeches by a person, it also makes definite statements about the when? and
where? and about the immediate circumstances, and, if it is important to it to make itself
credible, then it involuntarily follows the necessity of presenting what has had reference
to circumstances, and has occurred among them as something noteworthy, in a clear
natural connection with the same. This, however, is conspicuously not found in our
Gospels, or by far not everywhere, and not in the way that can be expected from a
narrative that goes into specifics and flows from memory. The report begins to share
individual details, but prefaced are the vague formulas, what is now being told happens
"sometime" v ekeivw TW Kalpw, TOTE, £V KIA TWV NUEPWYV, EV TOTTW TIVI, EV YIO TWV
OAewv and so forth. "No one is richer in these formulas than Luke, for whom
ignorance about the time and place circumstances to be linked with the narrative seems
to be characteristic. (He cannot specify the places: Chapter 11, 37. 12, 13. 13, 1. 10, 23.
14, 1. 15, 1. 9, 52. 10, 20. He doesn't even seem to know the place where Mary and
Martha lived.) But we don't need to say that such indeterminacy is not characteristic of
an oral narrative, but we can flatly assert that it is impossible that narrating men, who
had the scene of Jesus' actions and his entire life's interaction from Jerusalem so close
and as if in front of their eyes, should have expressed themselves like this: then, at that
time, (the same time that was not determined in the preceding) the now-to-be-told
happened, or, as Jesus was in a city, the following happened. Just this, we say, cannot
be imagined. But just as little can we imagine how contradictory determinations could
have been derived from a regulated tradition in the same point and there, where time
and place details are added to the narrative, and we find these in our gospels as well,
and indeed in the pieces of the first table. We must cite the cases individually because



we have the speeches especially in view here."

— n. 28 Jesus asks the disciples who they believe he is, and now, as they explain
themselves, for the first time gives the until then withheld, unexpected information
about the direction he will take towards his goal. Where does this happen now? A new
epoch enters for the description here, and more detailed determinations about when?
and where? are to be expected. Mark says it happened on the way during a journey to
Caesarea Philippi. Matthew takes the participle of the past tense, and says, Jesus
asked as he had arrived there. Luke, however, does not want to know anything about
a trip to that region at all, and so, still narrating from the same question, gives the
report that both the question and the conversation unfolded as Jesus "was in some
place and prayed." We also have to look elsewhere for the mountain on which Jesus
was transfigured after the completion of that journey, following Luke, than according to
the guidance of the other parallel reports. Luke names us 10 6po¢ and means the
mountain often mentioned in Galilee. Should tradition, if it contained the differently
located story, have given no further determination? — But we miss such an
explanation again in the soon following story. All our reports unanimously report that
Jesus repeated for the second time the revelation about his impending fate, which was
so striking and strange to the disciples the first time. The agreement in this narrative
must be conditioned by tradition and indeed one which provided specific words. But in
what different contexts our narrators present the same explanation! With one
(Matthew), it lies there disjointed, with the others (Mark and Luke), it is indeed woven
into a context, but in a very different way (see n. 36); because with Mark, the
explanation is repeated as the reason why Jesus does not want to attract attention on
the return journey through Galilee. With Luke, who knows as little about a journey to
Caesarea or a return journey from there, this explanation indeed receives the same
place after the healing of the epileptic boy, but at the same time the special moment,
as if it were to disturb the pleasant hopes of the disciples, which the favorable mood of
the people, brought about by that deed, could arouse in them. How can such a variety
in the linkage of the speech flow from a tradition from which the content of the speech
is borrowed, and indeed with such precision binding to the prescription, that the
majority of copies do not change anything in this content, but all agree therein?

Another example! The healing of Peter's mother-in-law (n. 7.) is unanimously narrated
by all three evangelists, and must therefore have belonged to the content of the
tradition just like other things that are given in a consistent form. The fact now
probably happened at some time, and this time will have been somehow more
precisely determined, especially if other remarkable things were associated with the
fact. Now Mark and Luke aime that is a decisive moment, as with the immediate
consequences it has, something new and remarkable emerges again. And yet the
reports differ about that questioning, put into causal context with words and things.



Matthew and Mark say that Jesus was interrogated immediately after his arrest in the
night, during which he spoke the aforementioned words, and also that witnesses were
confronted with hit least tell us that the story took place on the day when Jesus first
associated with the fishermen and made his first stop in Capernaum. However,
Matthew completely tears away this determination by presenting the piece, as he
gives it in shorter form, in a completely different connection, in which all time
determination disappears. And yet, the determination that Mark and Luke really give is
still far too indefinite for a portrayal that grabs the matter from life.

To cite another example, — the cleansing of the temple, the first remarkable fact after
Jesus' last entry into Jerusalem, is told in all our Gospels; the words Jesus spoke on
this occasion are consistently mentioned. Could there have been any uncertainty
about the tradition that knew and gave these words, about when the fact occurred,
whether on the same day as Jesus' entry or the day after? And yet our reports
contradict each other when specifying the day. Mark sets it on the second, Matthew
and Luke on the first day (of Jesus' stay in Jerusalem). But there are other ambiguities
and contradictions of this kind, where we least expect them. If at any time events in
Jesus' life have claimed the attention of his friends and companions, then it was
certainly the last ones, those from his history in Jerusalem. Here, of all places, major
appearances will have remained unnoticed the least, and what one had not seen
oneself through consequences that had become important, one could inquire about, or
rather, one will have inquired.

Now, from this period, in a report turning to the main act of Jesus' last history, the
significant words spoken by Jesus in the presence of the high priest and the Jewish
elders are handed down to us: "from now on you will see the Son of Man sitting at the
right hand of the power of God," with the news that Jesus made this solemn statement
under questioning. The words themselves were well suited to give significance to the
moment to which they belong, or to be linked to a certain moment in the original
narrative. They fall at a tm at the same nocturnal questioning. The diverging report of
Luke says, the priests themselves arrested Jesus, and the next morning, before he
was brought to Pilate, he was interrogated, but the presence of some witnesses,
questioned in the matter, is not mentioned. With the difference, this is another
inaccuracy that could not have remained in a report designed or gradually composed
by the apostles as founders of the Gospel legend. We will say no more about the
scarcity of the gospel notes from Jesus' last period of life, a period that was certainly
fresh in the apostles’ memory with all the fullness of notable things at the time when
tradition was supposed to have developed from their memory; but we cannot imagine
a narrative originating from such reliable men that would have conveyed notable
things, without knowing or specifying more closely in which context the conveyed
belong; that would have been precise in one thing, and imprecise in another, and



indeed precisely imprecise and indefinite, in which the eyewitness testimony could
have documented itself first. — If one says to all this, the criticized inequality in the
statements is only based on the individual presentation of our reporters; then we are
precisely offended by the presupposed tradition having left room for such deviations
through uncertainties and gaps.
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Second Datum: Some of the relations given unanimously occur elsewhere in examples
that differ from them in form or content or both at the same time, or are even
contradictory to them, regardless of their claim to be derived from tradition.

A piece of data, from which it can be inferred that there may not have been a tradition,
expressed in detail to a specific, prescribed expression - as is assumed here to explain
uniformity in expression. We collect the evidence - first in relation to such partial reports,
where our synoptic gospels coincide simultaneously. Here, the first report no. 1 must be
invoked immediately on the first table (about the words of the Baptist). As for its form,
the parallel texts themselves agree in characteristic expressions.
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Matth 3,11 o 6i 611 | Bwuodv | Luke 3:16 £pxeTal 0 6 Mark 1,7 €' pxetai o
ip XOuEVOG iBXUPOTEPOG ioXupOTEPOG POU, OU OUK IOXUPOTEPOG HOU OTTIoW
Mou €BTiv, Ou OUK €ipl IKavo | iyl Ikavog AGBal Tov 1ydvTa | uou, ou OUK Eipl ikav O¢
¢ Ta uttodfpaTa Bagdoar TwV utTodNuUaTWYV avtol’ AUoai Tov IgavTa TWV
auTdG UudAG Batrtioellv QuTOG UPAG BattTifoel ev uTTOONNATWY autol’ auTog
TTVEVUATI Ayiw K. TTUpI. TTVEUpATI Ayiw K. TTVpi. UMaGg Batrrioer ivitveluari

ayiw K. TTupi.

Indeed, the same can be found expressed differently, even in Luke, chapter 13, verse
25. Tiva € UTTOVOEITE €ival; OUK €ipl eyw, aAN' 100U, EpXETAl JET' EUE, OU OUK EIUI AEI0G, TO
uTTOdNUa TWV uTTodNUATWY AUoal, and again with John Ch. 1,27 autég €oTiv 6 6TTioWw
MOU €PXOPEVOG, OG EUTTPOGOEV OU YEYOVEV, OU €YW) OUK Eill Agl0g Iva AUow auTou Tov
IMAvTa TWV UTTOdNUATWY as evidence that the expression was not determined by a
model - The Johannine accounts are even more strikingly contrasted against other
representations. One can observe the narrative of Jesus' baptism (first table, n. 2).
While here the synoptic reports already differ in their main formulas and one presents
itself as more deficient than the other, John's account is characterized by circumstances
that contradict both the shared account and the specific one in Matthew 3:14-15.
According to John's account, the baptist, following a divine hint given to him in advance,
was supposed to observe on which of the baptised the spirit would descend, so that this




descent of the spirit would be the sign that this was the Messiah (Joh. 1, 33). And just
as this characteristic, according to the forewarning, was supposed to be sufficient alone,
so too the factual proof that the Baptist received of Jesus' Messiahship at his baptism is
reported from the Baptist's own statement merely as the circumstance of this descent of
the Spirit, without thinking of the accompanying more explicit explanation by a heavenly
voice. So, those other reports that include the heavenly voice with its expression as part
of the fact, introduce something into the narrative that the Johannine, given its limitation,
cannot accept. But the announcement that the Baptist really did wait for the divine sign,
and noticed on whom the Spirit would come, is particularly inconsistent with Matthew's
note that the Baptist wanted to keep Jesus from baptism. Therefore, a consistent report
cannot be composed here from John and the other evangelists. - As with our synoptic
gospels, the Johannine also tells of the miraculous feeding of the five thousand (see
above, p. 22. compare John 6, 3 - 15). But the presentation here is also very different,
and this piece may provide the proof that even Hebrews, or narrators limited to their
circle of ideas and their language poverty, did not necessarily have to agree in their
descriptions because one, like the other, had seen or experienced what was to be
described, and that the uniformity of the narrative in Hebrew language and thought was
not as easily conditioned by the equality of perception as one might like to imagine*)
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K. KAQOOG €OWKE
TOIG HaBnTaAig TOUg
daptoug, oi 6¢
palnTa'l Toig

K. Qv TTEVTNA-
KovTa.

41. kair Aapwv voug,
.... EUAGYNnoE" K.
KaTéoAQOE€. TOUG
ApTOUG K. £0idoU
TOIG pa9nTaic
auTou, iva Tra-
pa&walv aiToig" K.

16. Aapwv &'t TOUg
TEVTE .... eUANOYN-
OgVv auToug" K.
KATEKAQO €K. £0idou
TOIG padnTaig
TTapaTedrvai Toig
OxAoIG.

11. eAafe &€ TOUC
apToug o 'Inooug K.
elxapiotn'cag
OIEOWKE

TOIG padnTaig, oi ¢
Ma9nTai T0IG




OWdEKA KOYivoug
TTANPEIG.

OWOEKO KOPIVOUG
TTARPEIG.

OWOEKA.

OxAoIG. TOUG dUO ixBuag AVOKEIPNEVOIS'
EUEPIOE TAOL. OMOIWG O€ €K TWV

oyapiwv 6oov
nBeAav

20. K. €Epayav 42. K. €payav 17. K. €Qayav K. 12. wg &€

TTAVTEG K. ExoptaoBndav. éxopTtdabnoav EvetTAnocOnoav

éxopracbnoav: TTAVTEC A€yel TOiG paBbnTaic’
ouvayayeTe Ta
TTEPICOEUDdAVTA
KAGouaTta, iva un T
atroAnTal.

K. Apav 10 43. K. npav K. npOe 16 15. ouviiyayov € K.

TTEPICOEUAV TWV KAOOpATWYV TEPICoEUTQV QUTOIG | EYEHIOaV dLdEK

KAQOQOTWY KAQOPATWY, KoPIvol | KOPIVOUG

KAQOPATWYV €K TWV
TTEVTE APTWV TWV
KpiBivwy , &
ETTEPIOOEVOE TOIG
BeBpwkoOIV.

21. oi 6¢ loBiovteg n | 44. K.noQV Oi
oav AvOpeg WGEN (PAYOVTEG
TTEVTAKIGXIAIOl XWP® [ TTEVTAKIOXIAIOI
YUVAIKWV K. avopeEg.
TAIdIWV.
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There is no mistaking the fact that there are some similarities in expression, in the
arrangement of the sentences and in the remarks of the narrative, which are
unexpected in view of the diversity of the presentation.

There is no mistaking the fact that there are some similarities in expression, in the
arrangement of the sentences and in the remarks of the narrative, which are
unexpected in view of the diversity of the presentation.

a) One account presupposes what the other literally expresses, that the call of Jesus'

healings gathered the people around him;

b) the narratives all introduce themselves in such a way that it is said that Jesus saw the




people as they were gathered.

c) A supply of food is remembered, which was already present, but according to an
explicit estimate was not sufficient.

d) The quantity of the supply is expressly stated,

e) It is said that the feeding was to take place, and that the multitude of those to be fed
caused embarrassment.

f) It is stated that Jesus wanted to surprise the disciples,
g) The reports agree that Jesus asked for the people's food and

h) that he then took the bread and after the prayer of thanksgiving gave it first to the
disciples, and then they shared it with the fish.

i) That after the feeding, the people were fed. That after the feeding the leftover pieces
of bread were collected. (The characteristic word Trepicoeuayv is in John, as in the in
John, as in the rest, just so the words: kKAdouata, KUQIVOG, AipEIv).

k) The quantity of abundance is the same. Finally,
) all narratives indicate the quantity of those fed.

Nevertheless, there are major differences that would not have arisen if the narrative had
received its first form through an agreement between the eyewitnesses. Already

a) the confluence of the people, as mentioned by the common narrative as a
circumstance, is derived in various ways. According to John, a distant cause (perhaps
even the main cause) was the proximity of the Passover; the synoptic reports, however,
regard the appearance as something quite ordinary, without putting it in a special
temporal context; rather, they say, the gathering was aroused by the observation that
Jesus was distancing himself. (Of course, we do not rule out John's statement as
something untrue, but we only insist that the story is different.)

B) According to John's narrative, it is Jesus who first thinks of the feeding and pretends
to be perplexed in order to test the disciples; but in the other reports, only the disciples
think of it, and Jesus, not worrying about this, is only disturbed in his work by this
reminder. — Although stories taken from hearsay and passed on so easily could lead to
confusion, the difference is crucial for a narrative derived from eyewitnesses. Certain



aspects are closely tied to a specific understanding of the entire event, to the extent that
one should not believe a story has been regulated without establishing one of the two

options and presenting the circumstances in a definite manner. —

y) One can see, the synoptic relations are, compared to the Johannine ones, formed
according to a special layout, but they are also individually developed in various parts,
and a complete equality is not present among them. However, in regard to this
pericope, we have another proof that there must have been a difference in tradition.
There is, in fact, another anecdote, about the feeding of a number of four thousand men
(1st table n. 26), according to a relation which is already suspected, due to the way it is
repeated after the former one and by other, its distinct, features, to be nothing more
than a special recension of that first one. One compares the representations: (See the

previous piece.)
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n. 22. Mark 6:34

Ka'i EEEABwV €ide
TTOAUV oxAov,

n. 26 Mark 8:1

Iv ékeivaig Taic
AMEPAIG TTAUTTOAAOU
OxAou 6vTog

n. 26 Matth 15:24

K. METOPBOG €KETBEV
— NAABe TTapda TNV
BaAaoopv TAG
yaAiAaiag K. avaBag
€ic 16 Opog £kABNTO

n. 22 John 6:2

K. AKoAoUBeI auTw
OXAOG TTOAUG — 3.
avnABe &€ gig 10
0pOG — K. EKET
¢€kAadnTo petd Tav

EKEI. padnTwyv adTtod.
Mark Mark John
n. 22 n. 26 n. 22

K. NN EXOVTWV Ti @AYyWOl
TTpogkaAecapévog 6lnooug
TOUG pabnTtag alTol Afyel
alToig -

V. 5 £€Tapag ouv — TOoUg
0pBaAuoiic K. Beacapevog
OTI TTOAUG OXAOG EPXETAI
TIPOG AUTOV, AEYEl TTPOG TOV
@iNimTrToV"

K. é0TTAayyvioun €11 alTOIG.

2.o1TAayyvi¢opal £1T1 TOV
OxAov —

35. o1l 'Epnpog £€0TIv 0
TOTTOG — aTmOAvaov ailTovg
—iva dyopd& cwaiv
€QUTOIC APTOUG.--

4. (K. atrekpiOnoav autd oi
MaBnTal altol-) TTé0ev

TOUTOUG dUVNOETAI TIGC WOE
XopTaoal ApTwV €V EPHHW;

TTOBEV ayopdoouE v
apToug, iva eaywaiv
ouTo!;




38. 6 &€ eAeyev alTOIG -
TTOO0UG APTOUG EXETE; — K.
YVOVTEG Aéyouao!' TTEVTE—

5. kai érnpwTta alTolg:
TTOO0UG EXETE APTOUG; Oi OE
giov" eTrTad.

39. k. émétagev alToic a
VOKAIVaI TTAVTaG — ETT1 TQ
XAwpPAa xopTw. 41. K.
AaBwvV TOug TTEVTE APTOUG
— éuloynoeg’ K. €EKAaO €
TOUG APTOUG K. £6idOU TOIG
MaBnTaig autou, iva
TTapadwalv auTolg. —

6. K. TTapAYYEIAE Ta OXAW
AVOTTETEIV £TTI TAG YNG.

K. AaBwv Toug €TTTé GPTOUG
K. EuxaploTnoag éKAaie K.
€didou T0i¢ padnTaic
auTou, iva TTapabwolv (K.
TTapEBNKAV Tw OXAW'.

10. eitre 6€ 6 'Inooug”
TTOINOATE TOUG AVBPWTTOUG
dvatreoeiv. —

11. eAafe 6€ T0lC GpTOUC O
InBouUg, K. euxapioTNOOG —

(cfv. 38 — kai duo
ixBuag.) — cf. v. 41. — kai
TOUG dUO ixBuag —
eUAOynoeg" -------- K. TOUG
duo ixuag éuéploe TTaOl.

v. 7. K. €ixov ixBudia oAiya-
K. EUAOYNOEIG €iTTE
TTapaBbeival K. auTa.

42. K. €QayoV TTAVTEG K.
EXopTapOnpav. 43- K. Apav
KAQOUATEOV dWdEKQ
Ko@ivoug TTARPEIG. —

8. epayov O€ K. £xopTa
obnoav’ K. Apav
TTEPICOEUPATA KAAOUATWY,
ETTTA OTTUPIOAG.

44. K. noOQv Oi AyovVTEG —
TTEVTOKIOXiAIOI AVOPEG.

9. noav &€ oi PayovTeEG WG
TETPOKIOXIAIOL.

45. K. eUBEwG Avaykape
TOUG— EPRval €IGTO
TTAOiOV.

10. K. eUBEWG £UPAG €IG TO
TTAOIOV PETA TWV PaBNTWV.
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The second story is so similar to the first in the sequence of sentences, in the
description of individual moments and circumstances, that for the sake of this formal
similarity one must regard both as special attempts to present one and the same
wonderful fact. And yet there is a significant difference in certain statements.

a) In the second story, the necessity of feeding is explained by the fact that the people
have already been gathering around Jesus for three days, and the food supply for those
present has therefore run out. Out of pity, Jesus therefore decides to organize the
feeding himself, without being asked, and then, after staying in the isolated region for
several days, sets off again on board the ship with the disciples. But the first story tells
us that on the day when he reached the destination of his journey, Jesus met the crowd
that had gathered at the place where he got off. He devotes himself to the people and




continues his business under him until evening, so that the disciples first have to remind
him to dismiss the people so that the people still have time to look for board and
lodging. Whereupon Jesus arranges the miraculous feeding on the same day in the
evening, and then departs from the place, not setting out with the disciples by ship, but
making the journey by land alone. — Individual words ring out from one story into
another, but are brought into quite different connections. Compare
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(Mark 6:36- and Matth.) adrroAucov autoug | Mark. 8, 3 Kai€dv GTTOAUCW auToUG K. T. A.
-- v .34. eonAayxviaBn €1 auToig — 2. ommAayyvi€opal €11 Tov OxAoV K.T.A.

b) The number of those fed is given differently, as is the number of loaves available.
The first story forms the number seven from five loaves and two fish; the second by
setting seven loaves and leaving the number of fish indefinite. In the first story, twelve
baskets are filled with the fragments left over—as many as the disciples had baskets; in
the second seven baskets—as many baskets as there had been loaves of bread. Now,
if these are deliberate changes, in order to make the fact more credible or admirable,
both here and there, according to its course of events and its connection with external
circumstances, it is impossible to see how art and arbitrariness could take their own
leeway in a relation which the eyewitnesses of the fact themselves had already given a
definite form. If they are unintentional confusions that have passed from tradition itself
into writing, or special formations of the original writers with which they attempted to
restore the extinct features of the original saga, then we lose the idea of a tradition
planted in such a way as we have presupposed, and how thereby the inviolate rule is
supposed to have been preserved elsewhere from the uniform reports given here and
there. - But there are several other narratives that John reads differently from the
synoptic reports. The news of Jesus' interrogation and of the denial of Peter n. 55 (cf.
John 18:12-28), yes, already that of Jesus' arrest, also presents itself as such. The first
three narrators say that Judas agreed with his party that he would distinguish the one to
be arrested from the others by a kiss, and thus kissed Jesus (Mark. 14, 44. and the
parallel locations); John's narrative contradicts this. Jesus, it says, went out of the
garden to meet the approaching guard, and identified himself to prevent some of his
disciples from being arrested.*) In that common report it says: as Jesus was seized, all
the disciples deserted him and fled (Mark. v. 50. compare the parallel locations), and
only Peter followed him from afar (Mark. v. 54.) into the High Priest's palace. John,
however, knows that along with Jesus, one of the disciples entered the High Priest's
palace, and it was this disciple who first obtained Peter's permission to enter the
courtyard (John 18, 15.). The palace was also the place of Jesus' trial and the place
where Peter's denial occurred. But the reports do not agree in the designation of this



place. Matthew and his co-narrators locate everything in the palace of Caiaphas
(Matthew 26, 57.), but according to John the scene was in the palace of Annas. Annas
interrogated Jesus and then, as a prisoner proven guilty in interrogation, sent him bound
to Caiaphas, from there to be taken to the Praetorium. — It is hard to imagine how a
report emanating from the apostles themselves could have turned out differently on
such a point, or could have deviated, if it existed. — The given descriptions of Peter's
denial do not show any attempt to express the words to be reported uniformly, and the
circumstances are also stated differently, as the comparison shows:

*) Both reports take care, each in its own way, that the right person is prevented

from being confused with others.
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a) Mark 14:66 kai 6vTtog Tou TTETpAV €V TN
QUAN €pXETal Mia TWV TTAIBIOKWY TOU
apxlepéag, Aéyouoa" (compare Matth and
Luke.) —

a) John 18,16. £€£AABeV ouv 0 pabnTng o
GANOG — Kai €iTTe TH) Bupwpw — Kai
gignyaye Tov TETPAV. 17. Ayel oUv N
TTaudiokn f} BUPWPOG TW TTETPW —

67. Kai oU petd 10U InooU TOV Vvatapaiou
nooa.

MN Kai oU €K TV yadnTtwy €i Tol
avBpwTrou ToUTOU;

68. 0 i€ ApvAcaTo, Aéywyv - oUK 0100, 0UdE
émioTapal Ti oU Aéyeig (Luke ouk oida
auTov).

AEyel €KEIVOG" OUK Eipi.

b) 70. K. £ENABev £Cw €IC TO TTPOAUAIOU —
69. K. | TTaidiokn Idovuca autdv TTaAIv,
NPEATO AEYEIV TOIG TTAPECTNKOOI - KAl
oUTOG £¢ AUTWV EOTIV.

b) 25. Av &€ oIuwV TTETPOG £0TWG K.
Bepuaivopevog” itov ouv autw * P Kai
oU €K TWV PaBnTWV £i;

c) 70. K. JETA PIKPOV TTOAIV Oi TTOPECTWTEG
EAeyov TW TTETPW" aAnBWG €€ auTwy €i° K.
Yap K. T. A.

C) 26. Aéyel €1G €K TV OOUAWV TOU
APXIEPEWG' — OUK £YW O€ EIdOV £V TW
KATTW PET auTod;

The difference is noticeable enough here without requiring special proof. So we move
on to something else. The Gospel of John mentions, like the others, the celebration
connected with the last entry of Jesus into Jerusalem (see 1st table n. 39. compare
John 12, 12 -18), but the descriptions are here again, notwithstanding similar traits, very
different from each other, but even more so is the classification of the matter in time and
circumstances. The common account of the first narrators first reports,

a) that Jesus, even before his approach to Bethany and the Mount of Olives, had sent



some disciples ahead with the task of fetching a donkey's colt from the place lying
ahead of them for his entry into Jerusalem, and corroborates this note with the detailed
and precisely matching account of the words used by J

esus on this occasion. However, if we listen to John, Jesus was not even in the process
of entering the city on the day that the other evangelists have in mind, but was staying
with his friends in Bethany, and the entry into the city using a riding donkey did not
occur until the following day.

B) The day before, the meal is said to have been held in Bethany, at which Jesus was
anointed by Mary, but which banquet, according to the other speakers, has a later date.

y) The enthusiasm for Jesus, which is expressed on the day of the entry in the greetings
of those coming to meet him from the city and in the rejoicing of those accompanying
him, is said to have arisen mainly through the raising of Lazarus, of which, however, the
first three speakers mention nothing at all. — Therefore, that fact, narrated by all, is
connected in John's report by entirely different threads than in the others. But doesn't
this force us to doubt either the uniformity of tradition among the apostles on one hand,
or the descent of our messages from it on the other? — So far, we have sought
differences against such pericopes, in which the authors of the synoptic Gospels agree
at the same time.

But now we must also mention

2) the accounts that exist in entirely different versions within these Gospels themselves,
particularly in Luke. The list of the passages that have such different versions has
already been given above in the notes to the third table. We should only look at these
passages individually, and compare them with the parallels to convince ourselves that
each one is a completely different interpretation of the fact discussed in the opposing
relations. — The first one (Luke 4, 16—30.) tells, like the pieces mentioned under n. 19,
of Jesus' first appearance in Nazareth. The narrative in Luke is expressly intended to
describe this first appearance, both in content and in its position, and the other two do
not presuppose any earlier event before the one they describe, as is evident from the
astonished question: TT06ev TovTw 1 aoyia autr] (Where did this wisdom come from?). *)
The differently developed narrative also has identical features, which are best made
visible by juxtaposing them:

*) So Paulus’s commentary 1 Th. p. 380 is wrong.

Mark 6:1 kai AABev €I Tnv TTaTpida autou. | Luke 4,16 K. AABev €i¢ TNV vataper, — K.




2. K. yIvouévou cafBdartou ApEaTto iv TA
ouvaywyr O1I0A0KEIV -

€igNABe katda 16 €iwBOS alTa £v TA nUEPQ
TwV O apBdaTwy €ig TNV ouvaywynv" K.
avéoTn ava- yvavai. 17. K. £€redo6n aiTpi
BiIBAiov — 20. k. TITUgag 16 BIBAiov —
(kaBioe — 21. Ap- €ato OE Afyelv TTPOG
alTolg' 6T oApEPOV TTETTANPWTAI | ypa®n
aiTn (v 10iIg wa'lv Guwv (compae Luke
19,9).

Kai TTOAAOI aKkoUovTeG £CETTANOCGOVTO

22. K. TTAVTEG EMapPTUPOUV AUTA K.
(Baupalav £ TOIG AOyO0IG TG XAPITOG,
TOIG EKTTOPEUONEVOIC €K TOU OTOUATOG
aiTou,

AéyovTeg" TTOUeV XoUuTw TalTA; KaI TIG A
oo@ia ) doBeioa auTd, Kal OTI UVAUEIG
TolauTal dIA TWV XEIPWVY auTou YivovTal ;

Kal eAeyav"”

3. oliy ouTd G £ OT IV O TOU TEKTOVOG UIOG
K. Mapiag, adeA@dg &€ lakwpBou — Kkai
oUk €ioiv di adeA@ai autou wde TTPOG
NHAG;

olix ouTOG 0 UI6G 'Iwone;

(kal EokavdaAi¢ovTo £€v auTq).

23. Kai €iTre TTPOG alTOUGC - TTAVTWG £PEITE
Mol TNV TTapaBoAiv Tautnv" laTpé,
Bepdtreucav 0eauTOV' 00A AKOUCAPEV
yevoueva v katrepvalp, TToinoov Kal woe
€V Tr) TTaTPIOI OoU.

4 eheye 6€ aUToig &’'Incouc' ot oUK ‘EoT
TTPOYPNTNG ATIMOG, €i U €v T TTaTPId!
alToU K. £V TOIG OUYYEVEDI K. £V TN OIKia
alTou. 5. K. ouk AdUvaTo kel olidepiav
olvapiv TToinoal, €i Y oAiyoig anpwaoTolg
€mMOeIG TAG Xeipag (BepdtTeuoe. 6. K.
(Bavpadle dia TAV aTTIoTIAV AUTAV.

24. gitre 6€" aunv Aéyw Uyiv, oud eig
TTPOPNTNG OEKTOG (OTIV €V TR} TTATPIOI
alTou.
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Another feature of the similarity, if it should be overlooked, is that both narratives
presuppose an earlier stay of Jesus in Capernaum and seem to want to make it
explainable why Jesus did not appear earlier and above all in Nazareth. -- But Luke's
story is very different in the specifics. Not only does it develop the discourse of Jesus in
a completely different way from the former, but by taking it upon itself to present Jesus'




attempt to work in his native city as the first and at the same time as the only one on
which not easily another could be repeated, it even tells us of tumultuous scenes which
arose from Jesus' speech and in which he himself endangered his life; — a piece of
news for which the other story gives no support, since according to it everything
proceeds very calmly. — However, the account of Luke is much different in specifics.
Not only does it formulate Jesus' speech quite differently from the other, but, as it seeks
to present Jesus' attempt to work in his hometown as if it were the first, and at the same
time the only one after which another could not easily be repeated, it even reports
tumultuous incidents that arose after Jesus' speech, during which he himself was in
danger of his life; — a piece of news for which the other account, where everything
goes quite calmly, provides no support. But even if we assume, as there is much to
suggest, that the unique character of the other narrative was largely imprinted by Luke
himself, Luke also had to shape his account according to a certain tradition, and if this
gave him the fact as he describes it, even only in essence, the first account can only be
an inaccurate one, far from being a tradition itself, it likely shaped the traditional report
in a particular way.

— The second of the passages pertaining here (Luke 5, 1 —12.) provides the account
of the calling of the four fishermen on the Sea of Galilee, like the narratives o. 5., and
one only needs to first convince oneself again that the representations refer to the same
fact. However, this can be concluded not only from the same result with which they end
and from the position they occupy in the sequence of Gospel accounts, but there are
also certain specific similarities here again.

a) Jesus encounters a group of fishermen at the Sea of Galilee, — two pairs of brothers:
— one account sets up the same as the other, only that the Lucan one does not
explicitly mention Peter's brother, whose presence as an assistant to Peter it probably
also assumes. —

b) Jesus finds the fishermen, each pair of brothers near their ship — at some distance
from each other*) busy with the cleaning and repairing of their nets (Luke 5, 2. oi &¢
GAIEIG AT auTwv dmmopavTeg ammemAuvay Ta dikTua. Matth. 4, 18. BdAAovTag
au@iBAnoTpov év T4 BaAdoon [ind V. 21. kal autoug £€v Tw TTAOIW KaTapTi(ovTag Td
dikTUQ).

c) Peter is called before the Zebedee's in both accounts, and

d) both accounts express the call with the characteristic speech formula that fishermen
are to become fishers of men:
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Mark 1:17 deuTe O1TiOW POU, Kai TTOINOW Luke 5:10 pn @ofou' amd Tou vuv
Upag yevéoBal AAIEIC avBpwTTwWV. avBpwTToug €on (wypwyv. (aTTd TouVUuV
vev compare Chap. 22:69)

But the similarities are hard to find among the differences. The fishermen's decision to
follow Jesus is prepared here, in Luke, in a completely different way and introduced
much more laboriously than in the other story, where he reacts without any preparation
to Jesus' call: Follow me! by itself. The narratives also give a different picture insofar as,
according to them, Jesus, after calling one of the brothers away from the first ship to the
other ship, calls away the fishermen there as well, but according to Luke's account the
fishermen come together in one place, and as witnesses of one and the same wonderful
event, are determined to follow Jesus by the impression it makes on them. The same
applies to the difference in this piece of the story as we remarked in relation to the
previous one. The one account, that of Matthew and Mark, held against that of Luke, if
this latter is true, seems far too superficial and imprecise to be considered part of a
tradition diligently formed and often repeated by eyewitnesses. Just as little was it
possible for one representation to develop from the other. Either the tradition goes back
to different, equally original beginnings, which annuls the presupposed uniformity, or the
deviations are based on the one hand on artificial, literary modifications, and then the
cases arise here that either one narrative has more features were entered from reality,
or the other, in the pursuit of brevity, was content with just a very general statement.
Both cases are against the premise. In the first, what is corrected does not seem to be a
tradition, at least not a formed tradition; in the second it is not the correction or
modification itself.

— The third part of the anointing of Jesus exists in three different forms. From the
common account of Matthew and Mark, the Johannine account is the first, and from this
the Lukan account differs again as from the former. John (12:1-8) agrees with the
common account of the first that the anointing was disapproved of as a waste, and that
Jesus excused the woman for it. However, the disagreement is already expressed in
words of different wording or in different positions:

*) Mark, 1, 19.mpoéBag oAiyov — kai avtovg év Tw TTAoiw, compare Luk. 5, 2. duo
TTAOIQ, V. 7. KATEVEVOQAV TOIG JETOXOIG TOIG £V TW ETIPW TTAOIW compare v. 10.

64

Mark 14,4 (compare Matth 26,8f) €ic 1i ) John 12,6 diaTi ToUTO T6 HUPOV OUK
ATTWAEIO auTr TOU HOPOU YEYOVE; 5. ETPa&n TPIOKOCiIWV dnvapiwy Kal €60&n




AnduvaTo ydp TOUTO TTPABrvVal £TTaVW
TPIOAKOTIiWV dnvapiwyv, Kal do8rvai Toig
TITWXOIG.

TITWYXOIG;

6. 6 8¢ ’'inooug eitrev' AeTe AQUTAV * Ti
aUTI) KOTTOUG TTAPEXETE; KaAGV ‘Epyov
gipyaocarto €v £uoi.

7. €itrev ouv &’iNOOUG" AYEG AUTHV.

7. TTavToTE YAp TOUG TITWXOUG EXETE MED
€QUTWV K. OTav BEANTE dvvailiBe auToug eu
TToINoAI, EUE OE OU TTAVTOTE EXETE.

b. v. 8. TOUG TITWXOUG YAp TTAVTOTE EXETE
MED eauTwy, EUE OE OU TTAVTOTE EXETE.

8. 6 &¢ €'oxev (ioxuev ?) autn, €moinoe”
TTpoéAaBe pupilal you To Uwpa gig Tov

a. v. 7. €ig TAV nuépav ToU EVTAQPIACUOU
MOU TETAPNKEV.

evia@iaopoév (Matth. v. 12. mpdg 16
ivTaQidoal he ETTOINOEV).

but also the one identical report is changed by the Johannine, in that in the last on the
one hand the description of a circumstance goes into more detail - namely only one of
the disciples, namely Judas, is said to have expressed his disapproval , — on the other
hand, however, words of Jesus are omitted from the counter-speech, which nonetheless
make up the main words for the whole narrative, since they are words which the
inclusion of the piece in the circle of the gospel saga, like an authentic explanation from
Jesus' own mouth, himself justify, namely the words (Mark. 14, 9. Matth. 26, 13): where
my gospel is preached in the whole world, what she did shall be told in her memory.
How is it that the favorite disciple of Jesus, among the words of the master, of which he
wants to tell us what he has heard, keeps silent precisely those through which the
narrative itself first acquires its full importance as an evangelical one? But even less
than John does Luke seem to know or want to know about such an explanation of
Jesus, who even presents the fact of that anointing in a completely different context of
time and from a completely different point of view than that it had any relation to Jesus'
death at all, and therefore it could have been declared important.
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Luke's account is transformed from the ground up, as if to represent a completely
different thing. And yet, despite the heterogeneity of the accounts, one cannot doubt
that they are based on one and the same incident. Jesus could have been anointed two
different times. But that this should have happened in different places, the one time as
the other by a woman, and in houses where the host was called Simon, and each time
at a banquet, and that the disciples, if Jesus defended the anointing the first time,
should have objected to it the other time, this would be improbable in itself. One has



already noticed that *). However, there are also certain hidden parallels between the
pieces that we should not completely ignore. Firstly — the anointing is criticized, so that,
as it is explicitly here, there it is insinuated and hidden, Jesus is blamed for letting
himself be anointed. Then: Jesus justifies the act as a demonstration of reverence and
an act of love. Furthermore: the value of the action is emphasized by juxtaposing it with
something else. There, the compared act is a demonstration of love, which one might
equate to or even prefer to this act, — the generosity towards the poor; — here, itis a
lack of what could be demanded, which stands out even more next to that act. Finally, in
both narratives, Jesus takes into account the motive behind the action to such an extent
that he ascribes the best to it. There, the anointing is supposed to be the anticipation by
a friend's hand of the anointing of his body, here, in Luke's account, it is considered as a
token of gratitude for the forgiveness of a large debt. But the latter is also the main point
on which the difference is based. In accordance with the principle: eAaiov apapTwAou un
Airravéatw Tnv KEQaAfv pov, in Luke's account, a Pharisee judges the action itself,
insofar as it is supposed to be the work of a sinner, and Jesus wants the forgiveness of
sins to be inferred from the evidence of love that accompanies that act. — The
speeches and conversations occurring in the other narratives are excluded, which is
why the piece is placed quite differently. But now — are we perhaps to believe that one
narrative contains factual material just as well as the other? Those parallels that we
have just pointed out make this unlikely, or let us suspect that, if the Pharisee's criticism
belongs to the fact just as much as the disciples' criticism does, nevertheless the art of
storytelling may have formed the depiction of one based on the outline in which the
story of the other was framed, and now we do not know which of the two different
representations is the older one. It is clear that one completely deviates from the subject
of the other, and it is difficult to understand how Luke, if he had known an apostolic
tradition of the kind as the Mark-Matthew narrative is structured, should in this case
have placed it after the other narrative form chosen by him. . — As a side piece to
another narrative, we have also designated the pericope Luk. 10, 25 — 37 (cf. n. 45.)
above (p. 14).

*) S. Schleiermacher's Writings of Luke p. Ill.
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Firstly, we must recognize the kinship of the compared. The question expressed in one
piece (in Matthew and Mark): which is the greatest commandment? can easily be
reversed into the other (in Luke): what must | do to be saved? since the answer, which
is the main commandment in the law, can just as easily be viewed as a practical guide
on how to achieve salvation by satisfying the law. Particularly suitable for this
perspective is the first presentation given by Mark and Matthew, because it equates the
commandment of neighborly love with that of love for God, and thus seems to



pronounce this equality as a doctrine. And indeed, in Luke, the emphasis is on
reinforcing this doctrine. In both recensions, the same answer appears, in one certainly
as Jesus' answer, in the other as the answer of the questioning scribe himself; but
Jesus is always the instructor, here by answering the question himself, there by further
explaining and applying the content of the answer given by the scribe. The dual report,
at least as provided by Mark, which stands in contrast to Luke, also agrees with Luke in
that the correctness of the given answer is explicitly attested: Luke 10:28. 6pBwg
amekping. Mark. 12, 32. kaAwg, dIdAoKaAe, eTTaANBeIaG €iTTag, 0TI K. T. A. But the
difference is, on the whole, the most striking thing here too, and it is the same case in
this account as it was in all the previous ones, that the relation in Luke is more
developed in specifics, and is directed towards a particular side. The scribe who speaks
receives instruction about love for one's neighbour, which is neither sought nor given in
the other account. But if Luke's report adheres as well to fact as that secondary report, it
has the same right to be traced back to tradition as the latter, and it can hardly be
supposed that it was excluded by a certain form of the latter. - There is one more thing
to which we must draw attention, and that is the argument about the rank of the
disciples in n. 37. cf. Luk 22, 24 - 30 (3rd table). The difference is striking. In the
narrative of Mark and Matthew, the Zebedees are mentioned as those who wished to
retain the first places on the future throne of the Messiah, and for this reason addressed
an explicit request to Jesus Himself, whereupon they received the necessary rebuke
because of the boldness of their wish, and the other disciples, who were angry with the
brother and mother who were striving higher, After a description of the matter such as
Luke does not give, who only mentions in general terms that a contest had arisen
among the disciples as to who among them could lay claim to the rank of leader, Jesus
also sometimes lets Him speak quite different words, and only has words as an address
to all the disciples, not, as there, to some in particular. - However, there are certain
similarities in the statements of Jesus referred to:

68
Mark 10:42 o1daTe, 0TI 0i SOKOUVTEG Luke 22:25 oi BaoiAeig Twv eBvwv
ApXEIV TWV €BVWV KATAKUPIEUOUTIV Kupieuav oIV QuTwyv, Kal 0i€EoucIAlovTeg
AUTWV, Kai 0 i geydAor autwv evePYETAl KaAOUVTAl. 26. UPEiG O ouy

kateEoualalouaiv au Twyv. 43. ouy’ outw | oUTWG" aAA o peiCwyv iv UPiv yeveobw wg
0¢ €oTal iv viv" GAN og Gv BEAN yevéoBal | & VEWTEPOG.

MEyag ev viiv, €0Tal upwy dIdkovog. 44.
Kai 0 ¢ v BEAN upwy yevéoBal TTPWTOG,
€0TAI TTAVTWYV OOUAOG.

45. Kai yap o 0iAg TOU avBpwTTOU OUK 27. 116 yap MEiEwv; 0 AVakeigevog N o




AABe diakovnBrval, aAAd diakovhoal Kai
douval TNV Yuxnv autou AUTpav avTi
TToAAWV (cf Matthew)

dlaKOVWYV; iyw i €iyl iv JECW UMWV WG O
O1GKOoVOG.

But there is another thing that seems to have its origin in admixtures and confusions,

namely the following:

Mark 10:38 duvaoBe igiv 16 TToTHPIoY, O
EYW TTiVvw, Kai 16 BamTiopa, d £yw
Batrti¢oual, Batmiodrivai; 39. oi ¢ gitrov
auTtw" duvapeba. 6 6€ 'Inooug eitrev

Luke 22:29 ka'yw diatiBepail Uyiv, KaBwg
O1€0€TO oI 0 TTaTAP Pou BaciAgiav, iva
ioBinTe kai TTivnTe iTTi TAG TPATTEENS MOU
Kai kaBionoBe

QUTOIC' TO PEV TTOTAPIOV, O EYW TTIVW,
TTieo0O¢g, Kai 76 BATITIONA, O EYW
BatrTi¢opal,

ETTI OPOVWV KPIVOVTEG TAG OWOEKA PUAAG
TOU iopanA.

BatrmioBroecBe - 16 &€ kabioal €k deCIWV
Mou Kal £€ eUwVUPWY. oUK £€aTiv €uov
douvai, aAN’ oig AToipaoTal (compare
Matthew)
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Both pericopes speak of sitting on thrones, of eating and drinking in communion with the
Messiah, but after quite different turns of phrase. In Mark, a completely different
communal drinking is understood than in the passage opposite. Sitting on thrones is
promised to all the apostles in Luke, whereas there it is spoken of seats that could only
be occupied by two, but no one is given a definite prospect of this. - Luke cannot have
formed his deviating report himself - at least not entirely - even if he should have
assigned the place to him according to his own choice. For already for the first time, in
linking his account to the other account of the Last Supper, he had followed certain pre-
drawn outlines, to which the Mark-Matthew account also gives a hint. For it is strange
that Jesus also speaks of his diakovia, which he is willing to prove by sacrificing his life
for others, and that he calls the life he gives a Afjpov avTi TToAAwV just as he declares at
the Last Supper, by offering the drink as a symbol of his blood, that he sheds his blood
for many (Mark 14:24, Matt. 26:26). 14, 24. Matth. 26, 28.), so that both pieces, the one
about the Lord's Supper and the one about the dispute over rank, in this way enter into
a factual connection for themselves. Luke could have made the connection even more
identical and put more analogies to the story of the Last Supper into the words with
which Jesus reminds the disciples of His own example, if he had wanted to shape the
report as he saw fit. We therefore come back to something given, and thus, as it seems,
to an original twofold, from which it cannot be seen how it can be dissolved into a



general, which nevertheless remains a definite, or how it could have emerged from a
definite formed under mixtures and confusions.
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Let these examples of differences be enough. We have proved what we wanted to
prove, that there are several completely different specimens of several constituent parts
of the evangelical relation, and from this difference we have — so that we can once
again clearly compile the results drawn from the individual examples — concluded that
that either

1) if the different representations coexisted as narrative modes, the tradition was not
uniform, or that,

2) if they were based on the same factual foundations, and developed in the same way
originally from certain embryos, and the evangelical speakers were able to choose
between them, there was no type that measured the narrative, or

3) if they arose from an original narrative, then both

a) in the case where the difference was due to confusion, and

b) if they came from different attempts to shape the narrative into a particular form, the
original narrative itself had no particular form, or

4) if the authors of the written record were left free to make artificial arrangements or
deliberate alterations, in which case no external tradition based on the reputation of the
eyewitness could be assumed.

Now, of course, one could say that there are several copies of some pieces; but what is
true of some is not true of all, and we do not consider this objection unimportant. But
before we consider it more closely, let us strengthen our premise.

Third Datum: Even of the final life story of Jesus, despite it being presented in the
Gospels as a cohesive narrative, and this having to be considered the main subject of a
traditional communication encompassing the life of Jesus, one cannot presume a
preceding tradition, articulated in a specific form, before our written Gospels.

If a tradition emerged, where, as hypothetically assumed here, the focus was on
communication, it would not have stopped at fragments, but would have striven for a
connection *). Many narrative pieces are indeed of such a nature that once they had
gained a place in the realm of vivid communication about Jesus' history, they
necessarily had to attach to other material from the same history. For example, how



would the selection of the four fishermen have been narrated as it happens in our
Gospels, especially the first three, if not more was to be told about these disciples - as
in all Gospels about their other relations to Jesus and in the first three about their
instruction, dispatch, etc.? or about Jesus' reception in Nazareth, if the striking thing
about it wasn't to be noted in contrast to other things? not to mention the relativity of
other pieces. But no period of Jesus' life has been described to us in the Gospels with
more consistency of reporting and a closer connection of the main circumstances than
the last one. Therefore, the description provided by it could at least be regarded as the
most careful imprint of tradition in terms of completeness, we mean the deliberately and
thoughtfully formed tradition. And this is precisely the reason why we now turn our gaze
specifically to it, despite having already considered some things belonging to its circle. -
The last period of Jesus' history, we say, is presented as a whole in the Gospels, but it
is not done in the same way. But we do not object to that. But in the various gospels
there are inequalities that do not go together at all, contradictions, mutually exclusive
reports, which at least bear no testimony to the liveliness of the memory, unless they
are counter-testimony to its faithfulness and correctness, but in this as in that case, it is
all the more striking, because the last story of Jesus naturally divided itself into
individual peculiarities, and these, one after the other, had to appear brighter and
clearer to the traditional painters than other earlier stories. Here again we have the
synoptic reports under one another, and with them we can also compare John.
However, we are not put off by this. But here in the different Gospels, there are
inconsistencies that cannot be reconciled at all, contradictions, mutually exclusive
reports, which at least do not bear witness to the liveliness of the memory, if they are
not a counter-witness against their faithfulness and accuracy, but in this as in the other
case they are all the more striking because the last story of Jesus naturally divided itself
according to individual peculiarities, and these, in order, had to present themselves
brighter and clearer to the makers of tradition than other earlier ones. Here again we
have to compare the synoptic accounts among themselves, and with them again John.

*) Although this does not mean that what is coherently formed, like our gospels,
must have consisted of several details that can be separated from one another,
but only that it must have been finished, self-contained, something that allowed a
total view, and that the communication will not have produced anything
incomplete, not, as it were, beginnings without continuation to the end.
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The mentioned story begins with the betrayal of Judas and the preparations for it
(Matthew 26:1, see Mark 14:1, and Luke 22:1, which serve as the introduction). Before
Judas offers himself to the chief priests (Matthew 26:14-16), Jesus expresses his
certainty about his impending death during a meal (Matthew 26:17 and the parallel



passages). Then he celebrates the Passover in Jerusalem. During this meal, he is in the
same state of mind as before, where he sees symbols of his death (Matthew 26:28,
compare 26:12). In that instance, it was symbolized by the woman who anointed Jesus,
while here it is symbolized by Jesus himself. Additionally, he mentions that among those
who eat his bread, there is a traitor *), as indicated by the preceding remark from the
narrator. Jesus then predicts what will happen to the other disciples as they depart for
the garden - their flight and Peter's denial (Matthew 26:31, 34) - a foreshadowing of the
subsequent events. Matthew 26:56 refers back to the first event, and the description in
26:60-61 refers to the second. The story of the arrest, which was previously identified as
Judas' plan and is now described as his accomplished act in collaboration with others
(Matthew 26:47-56), serves as the connecting link between these events. Jesus' cross
is alluded to again in response to the false witnesses' slanderous statement in Matthew
26:61, and this is further referenced in chapter 27, verse 40. The condemnation to
crucifixion and then the crucifixion itself are described in the ongoing report, up to the
moment of Jesus' death in chapter 27, 1 - 54. At Jesus' death and burial, women are
mentioned as spectators, the same women who first approach the tomb again after
Jesus' burial, and at the opened tomb, they receive the first news of the already
occurred resurrection of the sought among the dead. The angel who appears there and
speaks reminds of the information given earlier by Jesus (Matthew 26:32), where he
would be found and would gather the scattered disciples again (Matthew 28:7). Thus
everything in the entire report is connected. But now for the details!

*) This is the main purpose for the form of the piece, by no means to provide a
documentary report on the institution of the Last Supper.

1) In the introduction, when the discussion is supposed to be guided towards Judas'
plan, the joint report draws attention to the importance of Judas' intervention, by hinting
that the high priests, out of fear of causing a tumult, did not want to seize Jesus during
the festival *) (Matthew 26:5, Mark 14:2). John, however much he might remember
Judas' act with indignation, does not focus on the moment that makes its wickedness
even more apparent. - We should not attach any weight to this; - but John, if the report
that has become known under his name really originates from him, must have had a
share in the formation of the alleged tradition, or have allowed one he knew or approved
of to influence his own presentation of the matter. But we really do not want to attach
any weight to this. But as for

2) the anointing at the hands of Mary, as we have already noted, two reports stand
against the double report (of Matthew and Mark), the Johannine, which dates the feast
differently, and the Lucan, which does the same, not only setting both, feast and
anointing, much earlier, contradicting the first relations at the same time, but also
making the latter fact the basis of completely different conversations than the first two



reports. - But where does the difference or deviation of three reports concerning the
same fact come from, since the same must have had a definite position in the traditional
cycle of narration, once it was formed? For even if we attribute originality to one or the
other report before the others; it is not explained why the organizer of the other,
especially the one who should otherwise have adhered to the prescribed order of the
original, - why this one, like the other, deviates.

3) In the piece that follows immediately, the difference regarding the main issue comes
to the fore again, namely between John and the others. John wants to illustrate through
his report from the evening of Passover, how Jesus loved his own to the end (John
13:1), and he tells according to this theme, that Jesus washed his disciples' feet before
the meal, and at the same time set this act of love as an example for them to imitate;
but the words, under which Jesus breaks the bread at the table for the disciples, and
then presents the cup, - those words, which the other evangelists emphasize as main
parts of their reminiscence, - he does not mention, which is striking in every respect,
both if these words have the meaning to express also a proof of love, as well as if a
peculiar meaning is to be attributed to them. But strangely, the other reporters do not
mention the foot washing either, and it thus seems as if we here do not really have the
double narration of a historically given double, but only the individual presentations of
the originally one, as they have occurred to us above in the narration of the anointing of
Mary, and just as in the one about the dispute about rank among the disciples. There is
here also a secret parallelism of the seemingly different, as it was there. — The Last
Supper report symbolizes a diakovelv (diakonein, service). Jesus serves the disciples at
the table, offering them food and drink, and this offering is the symbol of the offering of
his body and blood. — So the action at the Last Supper (the offering) is the sensual
representation of the diakoveiv, as it is characterized by its demonstration (as the giving
of life for others) in the pericope of the dispute about rank in Matthew 20:28, Mark
10:45, and other reports now say (in Paul and Luke) that Jesus wanted the symbolic
action to be repeated in remembrance. But this is precisely the basis for the parallelism
with what is portrayed by John.

*) Their plan was to legally arrest him and then have him executed — which was
not supposed to happen during the festival. The ev d0Aw [Mark 14:1 “by stealth]
in Mark is not authentic, only inserted from Matthew, and in the text of Matthew it
is one of the insertions, of which this Gospel has many, as will be shown
elsewhere. Luke does not have it, and his words are to be understood as follows:
as the Passover was approaching, the high priests were deliberating on the most
appropriate way to get rid of Jesus, because they feared the people (and wanted
to prevent an uprising), so the plan seemed unfeasible during the festival.
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For the act of washing the feet is also a diakovia, and figurative, and Jesus sets it up as
an act to be repeated, or as a pattern to be imitated (John 13:15 *). So we have a
confusion, and it speaks for our opinion that the speakers only mention the one sensual
fact with the exclusion of the other, and also this, that John follows his description with
the same table talks and statements of Jesus, namely those that point to His betrayer
(Joh. 13, 21. Matth. 26, 21. Mark. 14, 18. Luk. 22, 21), as the others also mention.

*) The call on the disciples to love one another as their Lord had loved them is
called a new commandment (kaivrj £évToAr Joh. 13, 34), just as the symbolic
presentation of the blood is called a new covenant (kaivry d1abrkn), with which cf.

Joh. 15, 12. 13.

But aren't the relations always very different? However, they are also different in other
parts of this piece. How unequally, for example, is not Jesus' conversation with Peter

reported!

Matth 26:31 TTavTeg UpEig
okavdaAioBrioeoBe v ol
€V Tr] VUKTI TOUTN -
yéypaTtrral yap — 33.
AatrokpIBeIg &€ 6 TTETPAG
EITEV aQUTW' €i KAl TTAVTEG
okavdaAioBriocovTal £V OO0,
€YW OUOETTOTE
(okavdaAiobioopal). 34
€Qn autw 6 Inoolc' aunv
Aéyw Uol, o1 év

Luke 22:31 gipwv, cipwv,
idou, 6 oaravag £EnTioaro
UMAG, ToU oIviooal wg Tov
oitov32. £yw O€ £0ennv
TTEPi O0oU, iva un €KAEiTTN i
TTOTIG 00U, K. OU TTOTE
EMOTPEWAGS, OTAPIEAV TOUG
adeA@oug oou. 33. o0 €
EiTTeV auTw ’ KUPIE, HETA
OO0uU £TOIMOG EilI KAl €iG
QUAAKAV K. €i¢ BavaTov
TTopEUECOAl.

John 13:36 Afyel auTw
Oipwv TTETPOG' KUPIE, TTOU
uTTAayeIg; arekpidn autw 6
'inool¢' 61Tou uTTdyw, OU
duvaoai poi vov
akoAouBnroal' UoTepov
0éakoAouBnoeig pol. 37.
Aéyel autw 6 TTETPOG' KUPIE,
dlaTi ou duvapal ool
akoAouBnoal apTti; TNV
WUXAV Jou UTTEP OoU
fnow.

TauTn TAH VUKTI, TTPIV
aAékTopa wvAoal, TP'IG
ammapvAonue. 35. Aéyel
auTw O TTETPOC' Kav Oén JE
ouv ool atmroBaveiv, ou un
o€ arrapvAooual.

34. 6 &€ gitre - Aéyw oo,
TETPE, OU U Quvnoel
ONMEPOV OAEKTWP, TTPIV
TPIG atrapvnon un €idévai
ME.

38. arrekpibn autw 6
Inooug' Tnv wuxrv oou
uTTép £UOU BAOEIG; auAv
apnv Aéyw ool' ou N
OAEKTWP PWVNOEL, €WG OU
Aatrapvnon Pe TpiG.
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All of the individual relationships try to bring Peter's words into a specific context, which,
as you can see, is tied together quite differently in each one than in the other; the words
themselves only seem to have been reconstructed from conjecture or from indefinite



memory , — there is no trace of a firmly regulated tradition, — least of all in the
reflective transitions (e.g. Matthew 26:30). If one comes

4) to the following piece (1st table n. 54.) about Jesus' soul struggle in Gethsemanc,
one does not really know how to proceed with the tradition. John also remembers a
sorrow in which Jesus was immersed, and at the same time a prayer of Jesus, which is
completely clothed in the same words as the one spoken by him in the Garden of
Gethsemane, according to the other accounts. Compare

Matth. 26:38 (cf Mark 14:34). mrepiAuttog | John 12:27. vOv 1] Yuxr Jou TETAPAKTAI.
€0TIV Il Yuxn You €i¢ BAvaTov.

Kai TTpognUXETO, iva, €i duvaTtov £0TI, Kal Ti €iMw *); TATEP, OWOOV PE €K TAG
TTapPEAON NTT autol 1 wpa. 36. K. EAEYE - wpag TalTng' dAAa did TouTo HABav €ig
appa, o TaTthp, — TTAPEVEYKE TO TTOTNPIOV | TAV WPAV TAUTNV.

atr €uol ToUTO' aAA ou, Ti éyw BEAW, aAAG
Ti OU.

*) cf. Luk. 12, 49. 50

The circumstance mentioned by John, that some heard thunder and others said an
angel was speaking to the praying party, is reminiscent of what Luke mentions about
the events in Gethsemane, that an angel from heaven strengthened Jesus (John 12 ,
29. compare Luke 22, 43). But the context of time and matter is quite different in the
case of John. — What he describes happened before Passover, and he presents the
matter as if Jesus had wavered between different resolutions before Judas' plan came
to fruition, and as if he had to fight against himself at a time when since he himself could
change the direction of his destiny, which was rushing towards development, by free
decision. Let us now also admit that the other point in time to be distinguished from this,
namely the one immediately preceding, when Judas and his companions proceeded to
execute their plan *), was also a critical one, during which Jesus could pray again that
he would be saved from this hour; so it seems that, - according to the identity of the
speeches, and judging by the fact that the reporters here again exchange one fact for
another, - two similarly critical points in time have been confused with each other,
despite we cannot decide which of them the spoken actually belongs to. - Only the
general remains: Jesus had a struggle with himself to go through before his fate was
decided. - But that is not the entire difference in the reports yet. If we read the verses
immediately preceding in John; so we come across an expression of Jesus again, which
the other gospels also cite, but again from a different time." Compare:

*) The point in time that the synoptic reports speak of.
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John 12:25 o @IAwv 1AV *®Puxrjv auTtou, Mark 8:35 6¢ yap av B€An v wuxnv
atroAéoel utnv' Kai 6 JIcwVY TAV Yuxnv auToU ocwaoal, atroAéoel auTAV' 6¢ &’av
auToU €V TW KOOUW TOUTW, €I NV atroAéon TAV €aUTOU YUXINV EVEKEV EUOU
aIVIOV QUAAEEI QUTAV. — OWOEl QUTAV.
26. €av €poi dlakovA TIG, YOI — 34. €i T1Ig BéAel OTTIOW POoU aKoAOUBElV,
akoAouBeiTo" kal 6TTou €iul lyw, IKei ka1l 6 | aTapvnoacBw eautdyv, Kai apaTw Tov
OIGKOVOG K. T. A. oTaupdv auTtou kKal akoAouBeitTwpol. (cf
Matthew and Luke)

Here, once again, is a remarkable parallelism. The other gospels also have the words in
the place where Jesus, for the first time, reveals to the disciples their unexpected
decision that he intends to go to his death and, — which appears as a second aspect,
— where this decision is seen as a renunciation of all the advantages promised by
popular favor, just like in John, where Jesus expresses his intention to go to his death
when the Greeks present in Jerusalem requested a conversation with him (Jn. 12:20-
23. with which cf. Jn 2, 23-25). So John combines in one account what is distributed in
different places in the other gospels. Now, although Jesus could have repeated certain
literal expressions, — like that of the prayer and this decision, — on multiple occasions
and under similar situations; it is however not likely that he should have expressed his
emotions or decisions in the same way every time where the situation seemed to
require a struggle and a decision, and thus not likely that he, at the critical point in time
intended by John, made his self-decision for death upon the announcement of the
Greeks just as earlier on the news of the judgments of the Galileans, and again, the
prayer for salvation spoken by John at the time of the crisis later in the Garden of
Gethsemane. So either John made a mix of homogenous parts, or the other reporters
artificially multiplied and separated what in reality belonged together at one and the
same time. Neither in this nor in that case can we assume a specific and constant
tradition as the root of the gospel accounts. For the separate could not be mixed, and
the related could not be separated, if the form and expression for the contract of history
had already been given in a typical manner *).

*) According to the first three Gospels, soon after Jesus first made known his
decision to walk the path of death, the so-called transfiguration took place on the
mountain. This story has

a) much in common with the description of the events in the Garden of
Gethsemane. Jesus has the same disciples around him here as there. The



disciples sink into sleep (the same expression Luk. 9, 32. Matth. 26, 43. niav
auTwv oi opBaApoi BeBapnuévol), they do not know what to answer. (The same
expression Mark. 14, 40. ok ndeicav 1i aviw amokpBiwaiv and Mark. 9, 6. ov
yap ndel Ti AaAnpn comp. Luk. 9, 33.un €idwg o Aéyel) The other disciples kept at
a distance. Jesus prayed and fasted on the mountain (Mark 9:29). He is
encouraged in His decision to sacrifice Himself for the good cause (Luk. 9, 3l.) -
A voice is heard from heaven (Matth. 17, 5) just as in the decisive moment in
John (v. 12, 28).

b) But the transfiguration itself, as described by the synoptic accounts - does it
not have the meaning of being the model of a future transfiguration? Then the
matter coincides with the expression of the voice in John. This is also the case in
2 Peter 1:16-18.

c) But what is the "holy mountain" mentioned in the last passage the scene of the
phenomenon? is it not the Temple Mount?

5) The next section of the story describes the taking of Jesus as a prisoner. Of course,
the Gospels all tell the fact; but the description, where it is specifically portrayed, is
different, just like the scene in the garden, as we have already mentioned above. We do
not want to say anything here about the peculiarity of Luke's account in relation to
Matthew and Mark, but draw the conclusion from the difference between John and the
others. They want to say that Jesus, in the fatal night at the place where he was waiting
for the betrayer, was only with three disciples, separated and distant from the others,
and it seems as if a main emphasis is to be laid on this circumstance, which is
introduced by them, as according to the prediction, by a type contained in the Old
Testament story. Compare the story of the arrangements for the sacrifice of Isaac:
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Matth 26,37. ka1 TTap€AGRe Tov TéETpav (. | Gen. 22,3. dvaoTdg 6 aRpadu 16 TTpwi
TOUG dUo (ePedaiouc. — mrapéAaBe O€ ped €avrov dvo Traidag K.
AABevV £1TI TOV TOTTOV.

Luke 22,40. yivopevog d€ £1T1 TOV TOTTOV. | k. girev TOIC TTQIO'IV QUTOV' KOBIoATE OV T
oV, £€yw 0 — dIEAeVOWNPEDBO EwG WOE K.
TTPOGKUVNOAVTEG AVOOTPEWOEV.

Matth 26.36. k. Aéyel" kaBiocarte auTou,
EWG OU ATTEABWV TTPOGEUWHAI EKEI.

But John does not present the matter in this way; rather, Jesus is said to have wanted
to protect his disciples, in order to fulfill an Old Testament dictum, so that he would not
lose any of them, which should rather contain the implication that he had them together



without being separated. John also knows nothing about the Judas kiss, but the others
again know nothing about the fact that at the word of Jesus: | am he! the crowd that had
come retreated and fell to the ground. —

6) The difference in the reports concerning the place to which Jesus was taken after his
arrest has already been discussed above. It is all the more noteworthy since it
admittedly cannot be reconciled, and no such explanation can be found for it that would
match our assumption. For even if one were to say that the confusion found in the
synoptic reports is not surprising, since the news that reached the other apostles (who,
unlike Peter and John, were not eyewitnesses of the described event) on that night of
terror were only fragmentary, and the non-native Peter in Jerusalem perhaps did not
really know into what kind of high priestly palace he had unfortunately come (Paulus
Komment. 3. Th. S. 644.); the question remains: why did the creators of the tradition,
which is supposed to have originated and been preserved in the apostolic circle in
Jerusalem, not inquire about the true circumstances of the matter in order to know it as
well as John, with whom they simultaneously told of it? — If, therefore, John's account
is the more precise and correct one, we cannot believe that the tripartite other
constituted the original report, or that it was copied according to it.

7) Regarding the questioning of Jesus, as already noted, there are also deviations. Luke
shifts the night-time questioning, which the other accounts describe, to the following
morning. This could indeed be an intentional alteration, but the words reported from this
questioning are also different, and in John they are completely different from the others.
It's as if the Johannine report wants to make us suspect that the reality may have been
quite different in many places than what the first three gospels tell us. Like them (Mark.
14, 65 and the parallels), he mentions that Jesus received slaps in the face, but he
places his remark in a completely different causal context, John 18, 22.

8) The accounts differ again, as if flowing from an indefinite legend, about Peter's
denial. All the reports assert the threefold repetition of the denial, but either the acts are
confused, or other people are brought in, and the denials are arranged according to
different occasions. — There follows

9) the story of Jesus' interrogation and condemnation before the judgment seat of
Pilate. In this story, one notices the same basic lines in all accounts, but the drawing of
the picture is executed differently. The common elements are:

a) Jesus is asked by the governor if he is the king of the Jews, and he affirms this,

b) Pilate finds nothing punishable in the accused, and wants to designate him,
according to the custom, to be one of the prisoners to be released to the people at the



festival,

c) The Jews, however, demand Barabbas instead.

d) Pilate objects but ultimately has to give in.

e) The soldiers mockingly dress Jesus as a king and vent their capriciousness on him.

— These are elements that almost each of the narrators fills with special content, or
points of division between which various things are inserted. Before the first, John
places the preliminary conversation of the accusers with the judge. Matthew and Mark
have nothing of this. Luke wants to introduce the negotiation by explicitly determining
the point of accusation. However, what follows shows in relation to the parallel texts that
he only wants to fill a gap. If Jesus was handed over to Pilate with the words cited by
Luke, then Jesus himself must have heard the accusation; according to John 18, 33,
however, he did not hear it *). As the first three narrators present it, Jesus
unconditionally affirmed Pilate's question. How could they immediately follow this with
Pilate finding Jesus innocent and acquitting him outright? John fills the gap. — We
already consider this supplementation as a counter-proof against the above hypothesis,
which assumes that our narratives have obtained their uniformity through frequent
repetition. For with frequent repetition, one would probably have become more attentive
to the gaps and not left them. — Pilate wants, it continues, to use to Jesus' advantage
the observance of releasing a prisoner at the festival. The other reporters, Mark and
Matthew, make a new act of the drama with the reminder of this observance: The
people come and formally ask for a prisoner to be released, and behind this people, the
high priests hide, so that it should ask for Barabbas to be released but absolutely reject
Jesus. In Luke, on the other hand, the reference to the mentioned custom is only a
remark by the narrator (Luke 23, 17). But John puts it into the mouth of Pilate himself
(John 18, 39). We do not know here whether one has supplemented or embellished, or
the other has omitted. — The account of Matthew and Mark seems to have something
studied, and John's words (18, 39.): "éoml € ouvnBeia upiv K.T. A." are nevertheless not
likely as words of Pilate, although they may be based on a real speech. According to
Luke, Pilate declares that he wants to treat Jesus (even if he allows him to benefit from
that existing custom *) as someone arrested not without reason and have him flogged
(Luke 22,16. 22.). However, it is not said whether this really happened (as an attempt,
namely, to bring about the release of the accused). According to the immediate
following (Luke v. 18 and v. 23.), it did not happen. — The Jews did not accept the offer.
— Nevertheless, Luke seems to assume that the flogging happened here, since he
mentions nothing of the flogging after the truly pronounced death sentence. his
corresponds to the Johannine account, to which Luke's account relates as the
indeterminate to the determined. Pilate, says John (chapter 19, 1.), indeed had Jesus



flogged, and afterwards still made attempts to enforce his release (chapter 19, 4. 5.,
verses which would fit between Luke's verses 17. and 18., if not followed by Luke verse
22). However, if we consider the accounts of Mark and Matthew, these statements are
based only on a confusion of moments. The flogging mentioned by John and the
mocking disguise of the prisoner carried out by the soldiers only happened after his
condemnation, which is more probable, partly because it was the usual order that those
to be crucified were first flogged before the pronounced sentence was executed on
them, partly because the soldiers would hardly have committed mischief on someone
who was still to be released, let alone take the matter for mockery from an accusation
not yet proven. — Nevertheless, the contradictory accounts always behave like
opposed assertions, especially since they lie within one and the same outline, and a
twice occurrence of the narrated matter is not credible. For if one were to assume that
the flogging had been carried out twice, one would also have to assume the same with
respect to the mocking crowning, and this is unlikely to be easily accepted by anyone.
The fourth point was: Pilate makes objections. — So his speech would have caused
counter-reminders, and the Proprator would only then have been persuaded to give in.
This is how John also presents the matter - quite probably. According to the first three
Gospels, however, which bring the mob onto the scene with the request for Barabbas
and make him the instrument of Jesus' enemies, the matter does not pass without
tumult. The only response is the repeated cry: crucify, crucify him! and the judge must
yield to the increasing outcry. So here again is an addition from the contribution of the
fourth narrator, and in the first three Gospels a lack that one cannot presume in an
original report, consisting of often repeated stories, and supposedly based on authentic
traditions made on site (in Jerusalem). It is now

*) The words in v. 33, oU €i 6 BacIAeUg Twv loudaiwv (you are the king of the
Jews) must be removed from the questionable, so that they do not seem similar
to an assertion, otherwise Jesus' answer does not fit. The conversation goes like
this: You are the king of the Jews! Response: Are you expressing your own
judgment, or is that what others say? Pilate: How can |, as a Roman, seriously
confer this title on anyone? Your people have handed you over to me, and my
expression refers to the charge, to hear from you what you have done, and
whether you yourself claim to be the king of the Jews. Different from Llcke's
commentary on John, see part. Bonn 1824, p. 478.

*) Although this is not explicitly expressed in Luke 22, 17, it is probably implied in
the text.

10) described how Jesus, after the death sentence has been pronounced and the
flogging suffered, is led away to crucifixion. John expressly says (chapter 19,17): Jesus
carried his cross himself, - the others, on the contrary, give the just as explicit report that



it had to be carried for him, and name the man who was compelled to this service.
Intentional omission of the actual course of events cannot be suspected in John. For
why would he then have made the statement at all that Jesus carried his cross? If he
did not know the matter precisely, and if such ignorance can still be considered possible
for him at the time he wrote, then it is not easy to come to the idea of deriving our
Gospel accounts and their uniformity from certain tales or communications that have
been conformed after frequent discussions of the matter. For this circumstance is just
one of the things that tend to be discussed most frequently and earliest in public, and
the more precise indication of the circumstance was not insignificant for the written
narration either. — The description now comes

11) to the crucifixion itself. The description mostly gathers individual circumstances
following the guidance of Old Testament predictions — for example, Matthew 27:34
(Mark 15:23) -- John 19:29, compare Psalms 69:22. Further: Matthew 27:35 (and the
parallel verse John 19:24, compare Psalms 22:19. Further: Matthew 27:39 (and the
parallel verses) Luke 23:35, compare Psalms 22:8 (from which Luke takes the word:
ikpukTnpiiv) Further: Matthew 27:46 (Mark 15:34), compare Psalms 22:1. — But the
details also diverge on main points here. First and foremost, Matthew (27:34), and with
him Mark, mention a drink offered to Jesus before the crucifixion, while the former
clearly implies that this fulfilled an Old Testament prophecy. John, who indisputably has
the same Old Testament verse in mind as Matthew, and speaks explicitly of scripture
fulfillment (John 19:28), identifies only the last drink, which was given to Jesus shortly
before the moment of death, as the drink to be mentioned in accordance with that verse,
and does not mention the first one. Furthermore, Matthew and Mark do not know of any
words that Jesus would have spoken at the moment of his passing. Luke cites such
words in chapter 23:46, but according to John (19:30), the spoken words were different.
Here, especially, the difference stands out, considering that the words spoken by Jesus
at this moment must have been particularly memorable to sympathetic listeners as his
last words. If not here, where else should we expect the original narrators' endeavor to
establish the authentic word? But even in the following circumstances, the narratives do
not entirely agree. Joseph comes on the eve of the Sabbath to ask Pilate for Jesus'
body. Everyone agrees on this. But John notes: before Joseph came, the Jews asked
for the removal of the crucified, and now soldiers were sent to break the legs of those
who had not yet died, and these dispatched soldiers wanted to also carry out the order
on Jesus, but realized that Jesus had already passed away. At least, this does not
agree with the report given by Mark, that Pilate, having been urgently entreated by
Joseph, had inquired of the centurion on duty — undoubtedly the same one who had
seen Jesus die — whether Jesus had already died; unless, in order to reconcile both
accounts, one were to infer possibilities from the text that are nowhere expressed. Luke
only indicates what Joseph did after he had removed the body, and leaves it to us to
infer the permission he received to do so, as well as the preparations that must have



preceded it, from his narrative. Matthew, however, when he says that Pilate immediately
granted the requested permission, makes the gap in the account tangible, insofar as he
provides no explanation of how Pilate immediately acceded to the request. Mark fills in
the gap, noting that the praetor had previously ascertained the reality of Jesus' death,
only he fills in this gap differently than John does. We thus see at least that the original
account, if it needed to be supplemented by Mark and John, did not go as far as it
should have, and this leads us to doubt whether the deficient account is really the oral
original account that should be assumed. —

12) The conclusion of the overall knowledge is the resurrection of Jesus, the most
important of all evangelical facts. The first two reporters follow a very brief outline and
seem, according to their original text, to know nothing of what Luke has drawn from
tradition, and John's reports sound different from the specific accounts of all three.
Should the more detailed accounts here be the later ones, and the shorter ones the
earlier ones — at least this has been found to be in accordance with the circumstances
— it should be remembered, among other things, firstly this: if the originators of the
tradition had the purpose of telling a story in their individual reports from Jesus' history,
they could also form separate narratives about the way in which they gradually became
more and more convinced of Jesus' resurrection, especially if such facts as are given by
Luke and in the additions to John had occurred within their sphere of experience — they
could, we say, also form separate narratives about these facts, just as well as about
others, and such particular or specific mentions could not have been outside their
purpose, if such notes are to be traced back to them, like those given by the
experiences of the women, which also goes into specifics. The exclusion on the one
hand and the incompleteness on the other hand provides the proof that there was no
specific and firm tradition on this point. And so, in the whole we have gone through, we
have not encountered a single piece that would not have been given under differences.
At the end, we would like to summarize the series of observations we have made once
again in an overview. The basis of our argument is this: the relations of the first three
gospels are identical even in parts that, if they had been parts of a preceding oral
tradition, would have testified to the elaborateness and definiteness of the same down
to the smallest detail. Now, however, a tradition of such character, which could have
become the prototype of uniform copies, was not present according to several traces.
We infer this from the nature of those reports that are available to us from the last epoch
of Jesus' life in John and the rest. In them we find

1) Contradictions (e.g., about the scene before Jesus' arrest, about the location of
Peter's denial, about the interrogation before Pilate, about the scourging of Jesus, and
the mockery of him, about carrying the cross at the execution of Jesus, about the drink
he received twice), and news that mutually exclude each other from the whole to which
they belong as special formations of the same thing (e.g., the washing of feet and the



Last Supper, the information about the acts of Peter's denial).

2) Some facts and speeches are put in a different context (e.g., the anointing of Jesus
by Mary, Peter's assurance of his loyalty and steadfastness).

3) Some commonly shared stories are superficial and incomplete (e.g., about the way
in which Jesus' condemnation is carried out, about the removal of his body from the
cross, even about the resurrection of Jesus).

4) Some seem to be based on confused memories, or have been artificially expressed
in different ways (e.g., Jesus' struggle with himself before his resignation to prolonging
life).

5) Often, where the first three narrators agree, John changes or contradicts, even
though he does not always outweigh them in credibility.

6) There is not a single particular note in the whole considered that is not either given
differently by John, or that one of the first three does not provide with special news.
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And now we ask, if Jesus' last story has not received a definite form, how should the
earlier one, which, according to the arrangement of our Gospels, serves as the
introduction to that one? It too will not have received a specific expression. If it were
also the case, as some scholars have assumed, that John wanted to correct the other
gospels, then these would be even less valid for the reprint of the apostolic tradition.

Fourth Datum: The selection of the communal pieces depicted on the first table is also
interconnected in such a way that a whole is formed, from which not only a large
number of specific reports emerge, but also certain remarkable details are excluded,
which could hardly have been absent in an oral proto-gospel.
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The third table shows us the passages that belong exclusively to the individual
evangelists. That these are separated from what is common is not doubted; Most of
them are, however, because in the case of the individual evangelist they stand between
pieces which in the case of the others are placed in a direct connection or in an
uninterrupted sequence. Boundaries are thus drawn and an apparatus enclosed, from
which both pieces that John has and pieces that belong to the supplies of the first three
evangelists themselves are excluded. With regard to these excluded passages one



might ask: from where did our writers borrow this special material, if they already had a
delimiting tradition descending from the apostles, and what are the original sources from
which the peculiar news flowed? However, we do not raise the question to this extent
here, partly because we have already addressed it above regarding some of these
pieces—namely, those that are other versions of certain shared accounts—and have
duly acknowledged their significance. Additionally, in regards to others, the answer is
possible: the authors of our Gospels utilized not only what was given to them through
apostolic tradition but also other information obtained through inquiry or communication,
or they made use of existing written documents alongside the orally transmitted
material. Lastly, there are indeed some of these accounts that appear to be entirely of
apocryphal origin (among which are some found in Matthew and Luke). But some of
these reports deserve special attention for two reasons, partly because, in addition to
their remarkableness, they have the authority of eyewitness evidence, partly because
the writer himself wants them to be given special attention. As an example of the first
kind we may without hesitation cite the news given to us by John about the raising of
Lazarus. Raising the dead was, in general, strange enough to teachers and students of
Christianity, and one would think that as many of them as the apostles or the
evangelizers knew would have mentioned them. John does not mention the raising of
the daughter of Jairus, nor that of the youth at Nain, and an argument against himself
could be drawn from this. But it must be remembered that John does not relate this fact
either because of its nature as a miracle work, but rather partly because of the
speeches of Jesus spoken at the time, and partly because of the connection that this
miraculous act has with the last story of Jesus. As the only action of this kind mentioned
by him, it need not be the only one he knew. Just as it was known to him, and the news
of it can be traced back to his knowledge, it will also have been just as well known to the
fellow apostles and have remained just as remarkable, especially if it really had a
connection with Jesus' last story, like John introduces him. It may therefore be
conjectured that the apostolic tradition did not conceal this fact, even if it was not a
firmly established tradition, or we shall say it may be conjectured, if it aimed for
consistency, that it would have excluded this fact. Our first three evangelists do not
seem to have known it. For their collective account introduces the final story of Jesus in
a different way, regardless of their own lack of intention to suppress the mention of
miraculous acts, but rather to include such mentions in specific places—as in Matthew
21:15 and Luke 19:37. The other remarkable detail we had in mind earlier is the account
found in Luke regarding the one thief who rebukes his fellow crucified companion for
mocking Jesus and expresses feelings of reverence towards him. The first authorities
on evangelical lore would hardly have left unmentioned the word of justification for
Jesus, which was spoken with emotion, since the common report derived from them
also handed down the confession of the pagan centurion to memory. Now, however,
Luke expressly asserts the fact and, it seems, even sets it up against the other relation
with deliberate contradiction. Precisely for the sake of this deliberate contradiction, it is



impossible to consider it fictional. But is it a fact; so one cannot reasonably assume that
the contrary assertion, that both thieves mockingly advanced Jesus' helplessness,
would have continued as a tradition among the apostles at Jerusalem, in order to come
to our evangelists. — Through the unity of the type, however, some other material,
especially of didactic content, is separated from what is given, which, if it depends on
tradition, can just as little be considered purely singular as it lacks importance in terms
of content. If one takes the Gospel of Mark for oneself, one misses many things. For
example, it is not at all clear why Jesus chose disciples and what he actually appointed
them to do, whether they were only to be his assistants in healing the sick or also his
representatives with the intention of spreading the teachings when he himself would no
longer be able to do so. Indisputably, Jesus will have given the specific explanations
about this, and so there is also a piece of this kind in Luke chap. 12, 1-9.; but this piece
does not belong to the basis of the three gospels, but rather is singled out by the pre-
existing type of agreement. Because

a) For after n. 32 (Luke 9:48), in both Matthew and Mark, immediately follows n. 33 with
n. 34 (Luke 18:15-17), the departure from Capernaum for the final journey to Jerusalem
through Perea. Therefore, both Matthew and Mark exclude the intermediate journeys
mentioned by Luke, to which this passage belongs, as has already been noted on the
tablet.

b) The words with which the piece opens the speech (Luk. 12,1.), are in Mark (Ch.
8,11.) and Matthew (Ch. 16, 6.) so connected to a certain occasion, and with other, to
them directly related, words, that the Lukassian execution can gain no place in this
context.

c) Fragments from the speech of Luke has also Matthew, as seen on the second plate,
above C. 9, but he has them in the wrong place, as an addendum to a piece, the
original addition to which can be judged from the united account of Mark and Luke n.
20.

— Phenomena which amply justify our assertion. Normally, of course, no consideration
is given to this demarcation of the type, and then it is certainly easier to claim that our
evangelists all drew from tradition. *) On closer examination of the matter, however, one
becomes aware of something else. One sees that tradition very often cancels itself out
against tradition, and that which is definitely bounded, which could only have received
its common boundary through tradition,**) is much too narrow to allow one to think of a
really existing original tradition of analogous narrowness. — After these discussions, the
association of ideas leads us to another point. Up to now we have spoken of
inequalities, contradictions, variations and exclusions; now we shall speak of
intercalations and amalgamations, insofar as in them again a datum arises against our



hypothesis.

*) Gieseler p. 117.
**) For we speak here everywhere of the above hypothetically assumed, formed,
- of an oral primal gospel.
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Fifth Datum: While in our Gospels there is a distinct entity that separates itself from the
rest of the material, Matthew in particular engages in mixtures and amalgamations,
small and large insertions, especially to merge similar speeches that do not belong
together into a cohesive whole.

These mentioned insertions must be carefully demonstrated, as some commentators of
Matthew have made great efforts to make them invisible through various exegetical
illusions. If they are misunderstood, it not only causes confusion in the main
investigation here but also in other places. They are considered as such because they
are inserted or added to a self-contained text and do not organically connect with it,
even though they are supposed to form a unity with it. Without needing to examine the
internal incongruity of the connected elements, these insertions are already
recognizable by their external relationship to parallel texts. They separate words that
are together in those texts and modify these words, sometimes at the beginning,
sometimes at the end. By sequentially highlighting these insertions, we aim to illustrate
this influence.
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Mark Luke Matthew
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TTaPAaBoAA.
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from the temple forever. *)
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T WPA €iTTE —

n. 55. 15:32 kai oi
OUVECTOUPWEVOI
wveidiov alTov.

27. (Insert v. 43.) 44. 16 &€
aiT6 Kal oi AnoTai
wveidICov auTov.

*) a1é does not belong to €¢eABwv, as Fritzsche's commentary would have us
believe, but to émmopeierto (cf. Matt. 19:1.)
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As can be seen, what immediately follows is usually assimilated to what is introduced by
means of a copulative or relative particle, or by expressing the simultaneity of what is
separated, or the other relationship of belonging together. — With these insertions we
compare the smaller ones occurring in other places:
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Mark

Luke

Matthew

n. 20. 6:11. €EKTTOPEUOUEVOI
EKEIDEV.

9:5. £€epyduevol atd TG
TTOAEWG €KEiIVNG.

10:14. £€gpyduevol TAG
oIKiag 1 TAG TTOAEwG
éKkeivnge.

n. 28. 8:28. dA\oi &€
EVATWV TTPOPNTWV.

9:19. Aol &€, OTI
TTPOPNATNG TIG — avEéoTN.,

16:14. £Tepol O€ 1gpepiav i
Eva TWV TTPOPNTWV.

33. utraye otTiw pou,
oaravd, OTI OU QPOVEIG —

23. utraye OTTioWw Mou,
oatavd, okavOaAdv uou €i
OTI oU @poVEig etc.

n. 29. 9:5. ToIowpev —.

17:4. (g1 B€AeIG,)
TTOINOWWMEV —




v. 13. ka1 £TT0incav autw

v. 12. kai (ouk £Téyvwaoav
auTdv, aAAd) EtToinocav év
auTw —

n. 49. 13,18. xeIlywvog

24:20. xeipwvag (Undé
oaBpaTw).

V. 26. kal T6TE OYovTal —

21:27. ka1 T01€ dYovTal —

v. 30. K. TOTE (KOWovTaI
TTAoal ai UAal TAG YAGS Kai)
owovTtal —

n. 53. 14:24. 16 —
EKXUVOUEVOV.

26:28. 16 — €kuvOueEvoV
(€ic ApeoIv apapTIWV).

n. 54. 14:53. TTpog TOV
apxlepea.

22:54. g1G TOV oiKoV TOU
APXIEPEWG.

26:57. mpog (kaidgpav) Tov
apxlepea.

n. 57. 16:6 'Incoiv {nteiTe.

22:54

28:5 (0ida yap 61) ’Incolv
(nTeiTE.

v. 7. 6T TTpOodyel UNAG —

V. 7. 0T (Ay€pON a1td TWV
VEKPWV" KaT 1600,) TTpodyEl
UMAG --

94

So the last ones leave the text completely unchanged. The author behaves as if he
wants to fill in ellipses. One discovers the analogy between the smaller and larger
insertions, that just as the former aim at completing the expression in the sentence, so
do these aim at completing the speech, according to the totality of the sentences. In
other places, historical notes are included, but we shall pass over these. If one were to
deny that these are interpolations, regardless of the fact that the methodical procedure
noticeable in the index already gives evidence of this, even if one does not yet enter into
the inner textual relationship; at least this much would be clear, that both texts, the
extended one of Matthew and the shorter one of the secondary speakers, could not be
two original concepts of one and the same heard speech, the one a more complete one,
the other a more deficient one, so that Matthew, therefore, had reported according to a
more faithful memory than the author of the other report *). —The auxiliary texts are
self-contained, but their words often appear in a completely different context within the
larger text, which we will briefly illustrate with an example. For instance, in passage 11,
the meaning of the smaller text is as follows: just as David, in times of need,
disregarded the prohibition to provide for himself, so in similar circumstances, a person
as such can even disregard the Sabbath. The second sentence forms the conclusion
and ending. However, in the larger text in Matthew, before the speech addresses




humans, an intermediate element is inserted: the temple with its privileges. Just as the
temple, due to its significance as a place of worship, exempts itself from the Sabbath
law, even more so does the one who is here before you, as he is of greater importance

**)

*) It is well known that people believed this and still believe it.

**) — as a human. The correct reading is not pii¢ov, but peilwv. One wants to
translate: hic est templo quidquam angustius, nempe ignoratis, quid sibi velit illa
vox etc. (Fritzsche's commentary on Matthew at the St.). But it cannot be
specified what is meant by peifov. Fritzsche translates: This is about something
more important - namely the clearing away of your prejudgments. This
explanation would be quite absurd. Because

a) why should the expressed simplicity and the instruction to be countered with
it be set against the temple as a peifov?

b) The temple is mentioned as that whereby work on the Sabbath receives an
excuse. The higher thing must be something, which makes this excuse even
more grounded and irrefutable. And what is that now?

c) pei€ov is also not generally: what is more important, but: what is to be
respected more.

d) The alleged peiCov is not opposed to the sacrifices in the temple (as if the
meaning were: here is something that is more important than all holy customs),
but to the temple itself. (According to Fritzsche's explanation it should also be:
€1 yap £yVwyelTe etc.)
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But if you had considered that compassionate empathy for human suffering surpasses
sacrifices, you would not have condemned the innocent, and your human sympathy
would have been demonstrated through silence, for humanity is master of the Sabbath."
Here, the latter statement appears as the basis for another conclusion or utterance,
instead of being the conclusion itself, namely that the accusers should have remained
silent (because humanity is master of the Sabbath). Other examples of different
relations of the same words are the passages cited from n. 10. and n. 20. However, one
can hardly consider the words of the shorter text as fragments of the longer one, just as
one would not consider the previously mentioned smaller insertions in Matthew, where
they occur, as fillers for ellipses. For example, in verse 28 (Mark 8:33), the placement of



oTl (that) is deemed incorrect since it should not originally have expressed the reason
why utraye (go) is uttered, but rather the reason for attributing the predicate ckavdaAov
(stumbling block) or in verse 28 (Mark 8:28), the eva (any) in the original speech was
connected to words that meant: any other (Matthew 16:14). Even less can it be
assumed that the longer text represents a more developed form of the tradition or
narrative, while the shorter one represents an underdeveloped form. When the narrative
includes excerpts from speeches and creates its own structure for the retained material,
it is not concerned with preserving the words in the grammatical relationship they had in
the original speech. Furthermore, if it expands, it is not so meticulous that it only
changes the first words or adds a particle to maintain the old while introducing
something new, with a different intended meaning. So it remains the case that we have
compositions of various speech elements here. It can even be demonstrated that some
of the insertions are fragments from other similar speeches, as they appear in
completely different places in Luke as parts of speeches. For example, compare verse
35 (Matthew 19:28) with Luke 22:28-30; also compare verse 20 (Matthew 10:5-8) with
Luke 10:9, Matthew 10:7-8. Furthermore, compare Matthew 10:12-13 with Luke 10:5-6,
and Matthew 13:16-17 with Luke 10:23-24. These occur in passages in Luke that are
excluded from the first tablet and they relate to many of the pieces found on this table
as entirely different forms of the same material. An example of this is the insertion in
verse 35 (Matthew 19:28) compared to Luke 22:28-30, which corresponds to a parallel
section in passage 37 on the first table. — In other places, the Matthean textual
augmentations appear as appendices and addendums to a completed, shorter text or
as collections of the similar under similar, and the material is again fragments from
speeches that originally stood in a different time or subject connection, as can be seen
from the results of a comparison with Luke. In the Gospel of Matthew, the following
sections of the common type or the first table in particular are used as collection points
for such compilations:

n. 14 Jesus' answer to the claim that he drives out the demons through Beelzebul
(supplement: Matth. 12, 33 - 45), and

n. 20 the sending out of the disciples. — and

n. 32 the instruction in relation to the dispute over the position of the disciples
(addendum: Matt. 18, 10 — 35).

n. 47 the warning against the Pharisees (Matth. 23, 2 - 13. 15 - 38). —

n. 49 the prophecy of the destruction of the temple (Matth. 24, v. 26 to 28. compare
Luk. 17, 23. 24. Matth. 37 — 42. 45 — 51. Ch. 25, 1 — 46) .



With regard to the so-called Sermon on the Mount taken up by Matthew, we do not want
to decide here whether it actually belongs in the plan of his gospel or not. But this
sermon is also enriched with borrowed material, and the second table gives us some
references to this as well as to other parallels in the other sections. But this raises
special difficulties against the acceptance of an oral Ur-Gospel. For supposing that the
interpolations are from Matthew, they give us

a) the proof that even the apostles were not exact in conformation of the sayings of
Jesus, and that therefore such a repetition of the same thing, from which a uniformity
resulted, differs from hardly let them expect or suspect.

b) Matthew wrote his Gospel only after the oral Gospel, from which the harmony of our
Gospels is to be explained, had been settled. This had been completed with his
collaboration, under his influence it had taken shape; at least this is what our hypothesis
demands. How, then, could he have wished to increase the material which previously
had only been limited by selection and separation and reduced to a certain quantity?
Furthermore, how could he, if he used written essays and borrowed words of Jesus
from these essays, then disdain the historical information about the external causes on
which the borrowed words were based, as if they were incorrect, and nevertheless use
the speeches as if they were correct, but place them in places that already had their
specific discourses, as if those discourses had to be completed by them, which
belonged elsewhere? - that Jesus, for example, at the sending forth of the disciples (n.
20), is said to have said words which he could not have said on that occasion, and
which the original report did not want him to say?

c) If one were to ascribe such importance to these objections that one believed for their
sake that those interpretations had to be denied their origin in Matthew, and assumed
that the amalgamation had come into being according to a silenced tradition, by a
compiler-writer, then the demonstrable addition of a type against the Lukan
interpolations would always be the main argument on which we rest, and then the
hypothesis of the oral original Gospel would lose its support anyway. For precisely
because Matthew, as an original writer and alleged author of these enrichments, so
closely coincides with Luke and has the same material with him, the source of these
materials, which even with differences are similar, has been sought in an oral tradition,
whereas otherwise, going back to another author, one could have assumed that he had
made extracts from other writings. —

Whichever assumption we accept, whether those amalgamations were made by
Matthew or not, both are equally unfavorable to our hypothesis. We have reached a
pivotal point here. From existing disparities and contradictions, as well as from the
diversity of the domains to which the materials given in the Gospels belong, we have



concluded that there was no uniform tradition—a tradition from which uniformity could
have originated. However, to demonstrate this, we have only compared the type of the
first tablet with what lies outside it and juxtaposed elements that, belonging to different
domains, should not be amalgamated. Now we need to search for data within the type
itself, i.e., in the relationship between the parallel accounts found on the first tablet. The
following observations emerge:
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Sixth Datum: Within the framework that our synoptic Gospels themselves establish for
their materials, deviations can be observed, even on a larger scale, in the accounts of
Jesus' speeches—material that is primarily based on tradition—and these deviations
cannot be attributed to the tradition itself, but only to the writer's arbitrary choices. These
deviations also present evidence against the aforementioned hypothesis.

Here, then, we must take into account the mutual relationship of the parallel relations
belonging to the synopsis itself. The differences and deviations that are noticeable in
them, despite the agreement, can be distinguished as deviations on a small and a large
scale. By the first we mean the variations in the position, construction and expression of
individual sentences, whereby the identity of the thoughts and the relation of the
sentences to one another remain intact. Those on the whole, however, will be those in
which one or the other of the parallel representations has either assumed a special
tendency, or in certain places has become mixed up with a quite different substance of
thought, or the form of the piece has been so lengthened or shortened that this
difference has an influence on the view of the whole, or where the statements are set in
contradiction to each other, and so on. Here we are concerned only with the latter type,
with the deviations on the whole. We shall cite the most important examples of these,
and it will be evident from them that they can only be derived from the will of the writer,
if only because they cannot derive from legend or tradition. We count among such
deviations

1) those pieces which, as historical narrative wholes, contain more moments in one of
the parallel relations and fewer in the other, according to an abbreviated form, according
to which speeches with their external causes are sometimes included in one relation
which are absent in the corresponding one *). Such pieces are in the first table n. 7 and
8,n.17 b. n. 18, n. 22, of which Matthew has the shorter form. Further, n. 15, n. 28, 29,
30, 54, 55, of which the shorter form is in Luke. (Of the passages where Mark has the
shorter text, only n. 1, 13, 14 can be distinguished, but they are only shorter speeches.)
Let's take a closer look at these passages first.

*) We are thinking here only of those pieces that are free of interpolations and



have not only received a longer form through these, as so many in Matthew, but
whose several parts are organically connected.

— In n. 7, it is immediately evident that the section did not end with Matthew 8:16,
namely, not with the observation that Jesus healed the sick in the evening. Although
this refers back to the mentioned (but omitted) circumstance at the beginning of the
passage, where Jesus had come from the synagogue (Matthew 8:14), it only leaves a
trace of a connection to a preceding section. Therefore, one cannot consider the
extension of the current passage beyond the limitation set by Matthew as an addition
that developed in the narrative. Moreover, it is even less likely that the narrative later
only continued the passage until Matthew 8:16 and omitted the rest, even if the
author, who added the phrase "that it might be fulfilled" in verse 17, could be
suspected of abbreviation.

— n. 8. Assuming this piece had been part of oral tradition; then it would not only have
been limited to Matthew 8:4, but would have also specified how the healed person
behaved. So, it could be assumed that even here in Matthew, there is an arbitrary
abbreviation.

—n. 17 b. Here, there is not only a difference in line measurement, but also a
contradiction. In Matthew, two speak and act, while in others, only one does. If one
considers that the motivation for the demons' plea, the presentation of the same, and
what followed the granting, is told in the same words in all relations; then one cannot
imagine a tradition that, while holding onto these words, only made a change with the
preceding and should have transitioned from one relation to another. One will also not
find such a transition from one form to another plausible at n. 18. The tradition would
have had, if the Matthean form had been its original, to relocate Jesus to the sea
before Jairus asked him, and to first surround him here with a crowd of people, so it
would become apparent how the woman with the issue of blood could have touched
him, then it would become understandable how, due to such a caused delay,
messengers could have encountered Jairus and Jesus, etc. However, the transition
from the longer form to the shorter would be even less conceivable because this one
really only resembles an extract (see Matthew 9:20. 21), in which the visual was
deliberately destroyed, and for this reason other words were even put into the mouth
of Jairus (Matthew v. 18). For the relation would then have retained that which could
not be noteworthy if it were not made vivid by something like what was left out. —
Among the pericopes that appear shorter in Luke, the firstis in n. 15. But we will
speak more about this piece below.

— n. 28. Here, the literal parallelism of verses Luke 9:22 and 23 (between which the
omitted part falls) with the corresponding passages in the parallel relations already



shows that a change through tradition or legend cannot be considered.

— n. 29. The prohibition by Jesus not to speak of the appearance, and the
conversation that develops from it while descending from the mountain, is missing in
Luke. If we were to assume that this piece belonged to the gospel story, we would
have to simultaneously assume that it was connected with what immediately follows in
n. 30. But now, no one who wants to tell in vivid speech that someone on a certain day
saw or learned something, if the narrative is to be continued and something about the
following day is to be added, would place before this continuation the remark: but in
those days he said nothing about what he had seen, as if several days lay in between
that day and the following day. The remark of Luke then (9:36) is undoubtedly only an
abstraction, which the writer has made at this place from the opposing detailed
narration.

— no. 30 the disciples' question why they could not have cast out the demon is
missing. But Luke may have left it out because it already seemed to be answered in
9:41, and we shall see from other examples that this conjecture is well founded.

— n. 54. We also refer to this passage as an example of simplification, several of
which are to be demonstrated in Luke below, and indeed such an example is also n.
55 (about which also below). Deviations on a large scale show

2) those cases where, after augmentation or abbreviation, the same discourse acquires
a different tendency or relation, and the whole is placed from a different point of view.
So n. 1 (in Mark), n. 15, 16, n. 32. Let's take a closer look at these passages as well.

— n. 1 Mark delimits the text where the others continue it (Matth. 3, 12 f. Luk. 3, 17 f.).
What is common are the words with which the Baptist explains his relationship to the
Messiah. In the longer form of the text, the words are a threat: the mightier will punish
the incorrigible; coupled with TTupi, the ev TrveGuar ayig itself acquires a frightening
emphasis. In the shorter form in Mark the words contain no threat, but the comparison
of the mighty to do good with the weak Baptist, and trveUua iyiov without TTup is a
higher one in the pleasant sense. Be it that the shorter text there is lengthened or that
the text here is shortened; we do not have forms of tradition here, but of literary
processing.

—-n. 16. The parable of the sower in Mark serves the purpose of being an exercise
piece for the disciples chosen shortly before, which also corresponds to the form of
the pericope with its appendages. The parable itself is a symbolic contract, the secret
meaning of which is important; it follows the presentation with the explanation for
those who should look deeper than others, and the explanation is shared with them



with the reminder that they should test their comprehension on similar presentations in
the future (Mark. 4:13. 21 — 25). And just like Mark, Matthew holds the theoretical
point of view of the piece. He not only follows the presentation of the parable with an
explanation but also adds a parable spoken again to the people after this explanation,
with the same concluding remark: thus Jesus spoke to the people in parables, but
gave the explanation afterwards to the disciples (Matt. 13:34). Yes, he even denotes
the purpose of the piece more clearly than Mark by adding the explanation of the
second parable, and letting Jesus provide further attempts at explaining parables in
private conversation with the disciples. But from this form, Luke's representation
completely deviates. Apart from the fact that Luke (8:1) assigns a much later date to
the piece, he also focuses only on the practical content of the parable. One should
hold onto the word, like the good ground the seed, and let it bear fruit. Therefore, the
parable of the light intended to shine (8:16-18) is interpreted in this way, whereby the
same parable, which is also found in Mark, is given a different meaning than there, in
that there it is intended to give the disciples the hint to distinguish themselves from the
incompetent by using their powers of comprehension, more in a theoretical than in a
practical respect. *) The other parable to the people is missing in Luke, as is the
concluding remark referring to the teaching of Jesus. So we have here the same thing
from different points of view. The Lukan speaker, however, extends his
methodological procedure even further. He relates the pericope n. 15 (the arrival of
Jesus' relatives) and makes it an appendix to the parable. Of course, it fits in with it.
For it also speaks of those who hear and do God's word (in Luke, instead of 10 8éAnua
TOU B¢eou, it says Tov Adyov ToU Beou ), and so are comparable to the good field of the
land. But in Matthew and Mark the same words of Jesus have a different meaning,
and the anecdote itself a different form. In response to the news received that his
relatives were there - whose intention, according to Mark, was to fetch him away from
the scene of his activity - Jesus replies that he has his relatives precisely in those who
do God's will and work together with him, as do his disciples.

*) Mark 4:21 looks back to v. 13 and does not belong to v. 20.

— Also in n. 32, Luke's shorter text seems to give the words a different relationship.
According to the reports, Jesus, at the instigation of a quarrel that arose among the
disciples, places a child under them and links this symbolic action to the explanation:
oG €dv — amooTeihavta pe (Matth. 88, 5. Mark. 9, 37. Luk. 9, 48). The true meaning of
Mark's words is this: You see this child standing here among you as if it were your
fellow apostle. Now | say: who this child *) because it belongs to your circle and to me
(eTTi TW GvoéparTi pou cf. Mark v. 40. 611 xpioTou €oTe), that is: — who receives the least
Christian (doing good deeds to him), he receives me (cf. Matth. 10, 41-42). So you all
have great dignity. In Luke, however, Jesus seems to be demanding of the disciples
that they themselves, in order to be great, should place themselves even among the



least among them and prove themselves to be his servants (receiving him and serving
him). After which the same words enter into a completely different relationship! -
Tradition may well have presented the material for such (differently related) words,
also, as one may imagine, leaving room for deviations and variations; but both things
could not take place at the same time, that the identical words were given and the
insertion of the meaning left completely free, as if they had no definite meaning at all.
If so, anywhere, it is here in the prevailing differences that literary arbitrariness is
evident. - Among the deviations on a large scale we further count

3) the cases where the referents make completely different speeches at the same point
in the piece. The examples are

n. 16, where after the parable of the sower, parables [by the sea?] follow in the same
way as a continuation, but of these (in Mark and Matthew) completely different
examples are given.

— Further n. 49, where Luk. 21:21 symmetrically contrasts the parallel texts with
completely different words, -- and at the end of the piece, where admonitions to be
vigilant are indeed in all texts, but in each according to a special form and with
different sentences,

— further n. 12, where the speech of Jesus is reported quite differently for one and the
same case.

— n. 44, where the argumentation of Jesus is formulated quite differently in Luke than
in the others.

— n. 53, where Luke's Last Supper report differs almost entirely from the other
reports.

*) TouTo Traidiov in Luke (i.e. the child here, now representing the least Christian)
is more correct than in Mark: iv Twv maidiwv TouTwyv. But maybe originally Mark
used the other word instead of TTaudiwv: pixpwyv, which would be more correct
insofar as we are not talking about children in the true sense here.

— If we dwell a little on these passages, it can be seen that if the writers had the norm
of presentation in the tradition, this must have extended as far as the equality of the
reports extends to the point where the speakers diverge. But it could not be accidental
that e.g. n. 16 the two writers, each at the same place in the passage, introduced a
parable as a continuation of Jesus' discourse. It is true that one could assume that the
oral relationship itself did not go so far, and that the coincidence was due to the fact that



one writer had the other in front of him. But then we entangle ourselves in new
difficulties and abandon our traditional hypothesis altogether. Let us not assume that,
but say: it was really tradition that determined the coincidence; it is also clear that the
difference arose from the whim of a writer. For the tradition would either have had a
specific parable - in which case one of the two would have deviated from the norm - or it
would have had the parables adduced by our speakers both at the same time; the
writing would have deviated more steeply from the norm, provided that each chose only
one, which the other did not. The argument is even more plausible in those places
where the deviation is partial within the piece, or in parts of the whole, as in n. 49. Did
the oral tradition give this long piece of speech; so at the point where all three referees
add admonitions to be vigilant, it must have had such a definite admonition; this could
only be one, and consequently the deviations can only be attributed to the writers. It was
impossible for tradition, which was the condition of uniform representation through such
a long series of propositions, to allow such differences to break out of the unity as
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Matthew 24:16 1671€ 01 £€v 11} loudaio! Luke 21:21 1071€ 01 €V 1A ioudaia
QevyiTwpav €1g Té 6pn- 17. 6 iTTi TOU @euyéTwiav €ig Td 6pn, Kai of ev péaw
OWMATOG PN AvaBaivéTw apal T €X TAG QUTAG iXXwpeiTwpav, Kai oi eV TAIG Xwpaig
olkiag auTtoil' 18. kai 0 ev Tw Aypw MN MN gicepx€abwaoav €ig auThv.
EMOTPEYATW OTTIAW, Apal TA EPATIO

auTod. (cf Mark)

The sentences are here divided into three members as there. The symmetry is
maintained, only something different should have been said. - We see works of art here
and it cannot occur to us to assume that the saga is self-correcting. This is also not the
case with the other passages. As far as Luke's account of the Last Supper is
concerned, it is of course quite different from the other passages. But

a) because he rearranges sentences (the words of the questioning disciples 22:23) in
order to connect other things with them (the contest of the disciples v. 24); since

b) Luke's report of the preparations for the Passover agrees completely with Mark and
nothing is more certain than that both reports are written as a whole at the same time;

c) since Luke,, by acknowledging Mark and Matthew, begins to Hebraize as never
before; we can therefore all the more safely look for the root of the difference in

scriptural processing, and this is especially the case in n. 44.

However, it is a fact that the gospel authors wrote about the transmitted material, that



they omitted certain parts and expanded others according to their specific purposes,
that they exchanged words here and there, interpreted the given material differently,
separated connected elements here and combined separate ones there. It is therefore
difficult to assume a reliable tradition to such an extent that the convergence of the
accounts, even in minor details and incidental matters, could be predetermined by them.

Firstly, the variations, differences, and deviations among the writers prove how little they
were accustomed to relying on something orally transmitted, and how little they worried
about being criticized by their readers for the arbitrary treatment of their material.

b) From the comparison of their accounts, it becomes indisputably clear that they were
not concerned with the form and expression of the speech, but only with its overall
meaning and content, which they considered to be something modifiable. However, this
contradicts the fidelity and adherence to the word that we must imagine to be factual if
we want to establish a principle of a tradition gradually organizing itself into a fixed
expression without a written norm. The time when this was supposed to have originated
was not so far behind our writers. If they were the first to put into writing what the
tradition presented, then they were closer to that time. Or if the authors of the deviations
were predecessors who received from the tradition, then they were the ones, and one
must imagine that a different spirit should have been passed down to the recipients—
whether they were this or that—if they, who also ensured the endurance of the
transmitted material through writing, had been accustomed to such a faithful mode of
communication, or if they had to derive the received material in such a manner.

c) However, if one were to say that our authors drew from certain articles copied
according to tradition and from written records of the same, apart from the fact that such
an assumption contradicts our hypothesis directly, those mentioned variations still
remain unexplained. Because

a) how could the authors modify something that they knew had already received its
form, not just the general content, in a regulated manner through tradition? Or

B) did they find these articles in need of modification? That could be assumed if one
could also speculate that they, the gospel writers, only modified what they changed in
accordance with tradition.

But that is precisely not the case. Their deviations are methodical (based on a
specifically adopted manner) and aimed at achieving their own literary purposes, which,
although not yet proven here, should come to light in future investigations.
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The disputed hypothesis has so far allowed us the advantage of being able to
characterize our Gospels in contrast to it with a bit more precision. We can continue this
characterization and complete it even more, which again has the advantage that we
increasingly satisfy our striving to destroy from the bottom up a hypothesis which we
previously believed to be true would have distracted us from a closer examination of the
Gospel relationship. But before that, an intermediate link needs to be inserted into the
discussion.

Seventh Datum: Luke himself distinguishes the written and orderly narrative from the
oral tradition of the apostles and the initial servants of the Word. He clearly indicates
that the construction of a life story of Jesus was a later endeavor by other men apart
from those mentioned.

We refer here to the remarkable prologue that Luke has placed at the beginning of his
Gospel, and we analyze it with even greater interest since it has often been
misunderstood *).

*) By no one more than Paulus (Conservator. p. 168.) and Hug (Instructions 2nd
volume, p. 127.).

Luke's introductory statement contains several notable points which, if we want to
arrange them in order to facilitate understanding, are as follows:

1) Luke explains the plan he pursued in composing his work. According to verse 4, he
had set out to present everything (this can stand absolutely, everything pertaining to it,
or it can be inferred from the preceding verse) from the beginning (that is, starting from
what is chronologically the first in the narrative) in an orderly manner, following a logical
sequence and with a focus on the overall coherence) and to record it in succession *).
Here, Luke expresses the same idea as indicated by the parallelism of his sentences,
where the phrase "avara&no9ai diynoiv" (to set forth in orderly sequence) in the other
clause conveys the same meaning.

*) The grammatical resolution of the construction is well known: "€edodI xauoi —
napakoloveroail kai kabegng ypdwai"

Then he mentions

2) the occasion or cause that led him to compose such a narrative of Jesus' events in
an orderly and connected manner. This cause is that, once (emTe1drnep, similar to the
Latin quondam or quandoquidem, indicating something that has occurred at some point,
even though it may not have been necessary) many have undertaken to compile a
narrative (difynon, not tnv dirjynon) of the events (facts) that have been fulfilled among



us—this must mean specifically among the Jewish people, as indicated in other
passages (e.g., Acts 2:22)—from the beginning (avnraéacBai, to arrange in a
sequence, starting from the beginning). Therefore, Luke states

a) that he is not the first to undertake such a work, and from this it becomes evident

b) that what he intends to do is analogous to what others before him have undertaken
—not only does this imply an arrangement that could be a matter of doubt as to
whether it was oral or written, but it specifically indicates a written arrangement, which
Luke himself intends to attempt. This is also indicated by the use of eTudinep in the
construction of the introductory clause, which is meant to remove any surprise or
doubt and suggests that, because one thing has happened, the other can now happen
in the same way, both referring to written arrangements.

— However, we need to pay even more attention to the coherence of these sentences,
as it can easily be shifted through exegetical maneuvers in favor of the hypothesis we
are contesting *) — if one wishes to interpret avara¢aoBai as borrowing from oral
narratives.

*) Paulus Conservator. 1st edition p. 169.

However,

a) even if the sentence structure in Luke's writing does not decisively determine the
meaning of the interrelated clauses, it is important to note that Luke, in order to clarify
his own intentions, would not have referred to the example of many if those many had
done something different from what he himself intended. Likewise, in the other case, if
he wanted to convey that he intended to surpass those many through a different, more
perfect work, he would not have expressed it as "it seemed good to me" (edoge xapoi).
| mean to say that even if the sentence structure does not determine the meaning, the
use of the expression avard'¢acBai, to arrange or to start a series that should be
continued, is indication enough that it is not about the absurdity of an oral
arrangement, but rather about a written one. When someone sets out to arrange
narratives, they either do so in writing if they are capable of it, or they do not attempt it
at all. Because arranging narratives in one's memory, creating them in such a way that
they can be linked together, and forming them without starting on each individual
representation until the end is considered, would not only be an enormous
undertaking, but also a self-destructive endeavor from the outset. It is a true
psychological absurdity for the mind. And also

b) it is incorrect what the illegitimate interpretation, in an attempt to create an
appearance of reasonability, artificially inserts into the sentences, claiming that Luke
has juxtaposed his ypdwai (to write) against the avar&d’¢acBai (to arrange) of the



many, when there is no trace of such a juxtaposition. On the contrary, Luke,
emphasizing the xabegn¢ (in orderly sequence) and avwBev (from the beginning),
equates his intention of writing (xa8¢ig ypdwai) in the same manner as the example of
the many. Therefore, from Luke's words, if we guard against misinterpretations, it
follows that those 1ToAAoi (many) he refers to were writers, just like himself, the
compiler of his Gospel.

And now, Luke continues, those individuals had undertaken (attempted) to compile the
narrative

—3) to arrange it in a sequence. Therefore, before the written attempts, what was first
created through these attempts, the organized or arranged narrative, did not exist, and it
was only realized through these endeavors. How was it realized? Luke says: Many
undertook to make an arrangement—each one their own, that is, the one for which they
were the author, just as the arrangement itself was their product. This information is
again not insignificant, as will soon become apparent. Let us reflect on the expression
"undertake." We can assume that if the work of the many had consisted merely of
transcribing what they had already organized in their memory, then a term implying
effort and a plan whose success was uncertain would not be necessary. Luke,
therefore, excludes the possibility that the expression he used would apply to such an
effortless task, which would render his expression meaningless. Furthermore, when it is
then stated

4) that the many attempted or undertook to compile a narrative of the fulfilled events
(facts) just as they had been handed down by the first eyewitnesses, it may appear
doubtful as to the extent to which the "kaBw" should apply, whether it should determine
the form or merely the subject matter, and in the latter case, whether that transmission
would provide more authority for the "TAnpogopovuita rpdayuara” (fully assured
matters). However, we are compelled to accept the latter. The author

a) cannot mean to say: Many undertook to compile the narrative exactly as it had been
handed down by the eyewitnesses, implying that it already existed. For in that sense,
it would have been written as Tnv TTapadidoyivnyv.

b) Moreover, if Luke had intended to refer to the Trapadidopivnyv in relation to the form,
it would have been necessary to say: kaBwg TTapidocav autrjv (exactly as they
handed it down). Thus, regarding the subject matter and content, the narrative
accounts were structured according to the transmission, but not according to the form.
The form was the work of the many (1ToAAoi), and the avkni¢ig (arrangement) - this
follows immediately - was added to the apostolic TTap&dooig (tradition). As the avknigig
was attempted through writing, the TTapadooiq is clearly contrasted with it, as
something preceding written attempts, thus implying a purely oral transmission.
Therefore, Luke clearly states here that the apostles themselves did not write a life
story of Jesus, and he distinguishes the moAAoi (many) from them as the authors of
such a work. The oral transmission is also characterized



5) by the contrast with the written form. It was not organized. But what does this mean?
It means that it did not consist of a series of interconnected individual narratives in
relation to one another. The Gospels present the individual narrative pieces as parts of
a whole, interconnected with each other, and it is precisely because of this
interconnection that they have acquired their distinct form and expression. While we
have not yet proven this explicitly, we have acknowledged the Passion narrative, in
particular, as a connected whole. Additionally, in the foreground of the Gospels, there
are also narratives that are interconnected through thematic arrangement and quantified
according to this connection (specifically, n. 9-12). Therefore, considering that the
substance of these narrative pieces is not produced without regard to the form of their
coherence, it can be inferred that the statement "the apostolic tradition was not a mere
compilation" also implies that it did not consist of individually defined and shaped
narratives. This leads to a conclusion that contradicts the aforementioned hypothesis.
Are we perhaps jumping to conclusions too quickly? Let us illuminate this explanation
from another perspective. It is believed that while it may not have been the apostles
themselves, the early believers did arrange a narrative in their memory, and this is
historically plausible according to some views. For these believers were none other than
the "evangelists" mentioned elsewhere (Ephesians 4:11, 2 Timothy 4:5), whose service
and work most likely consisted of recounting such rhapsodies, similar to the individual
narrative accounts found in the Gospels. *)

*) Paulus Conservator. 1st edition p. 124.

This interpretation of Luke's words would have merit if Luke

a) had stated that those men collectively shaped and arranged the oral tradition—the
proclamation of the Gospel in general—and not that each of them had created their
own separate narrative, which Luke undeniably affirms. However,

b) if the narrative (Diegese) mentioned by Luke was intrinsically linked to the oral
proclamation of the Gospel and inseparable from the preaching of the evangelists, how
could Luke have used the expression "because, once" (emreidrnep), which is typically
used for something incidental? Wouldn't the statement then imply that the author is
saying: "Because there were evangelists, | not only want to be one of them, but
perhaps even more, | want to write?" That cannot be Luke's intention. However, when
understood in the way Luke himself understood these words, they fit together quite
well. The work of the dayyeAioTai (evangelists) was just as incidental to the work of the
Gospel as it was a private endeavor, similar to the work of Luke himself. For it
becomes clear from Luke's own words that his writing was not strictly necessary even
for Theophilus, to whom it is dedicated and intended to benefit. Luke mentions earlier
writings as products that came about incidentally, and he assumes that Theophilus
already had some knowledge, likely received as a proselyte along with the Christian
Gospel **). Therefore, there is no mention anywhere of an oral compilation of the
Gospel.

**) That Theophilus was a Christian proselyte can be concluded from the fact that



Luke credits him with a special interest in knowledge of Christian prehistory and
its truth, and also speaks of a lesson that Theophilus received.

Furthermore, now

6) through the dedicated writing, according to Luke's intention, Theophilus should gain
conviction of the ao@dAcia (certainty) of what he had already heard. Let us examine
these words more closely, as an interpretation has also taken root that appears to be a
misunderstanding and can give rise to erroneous conjectures. The common belief is
that Luke intended to present his compiled narrative as opposed to other existing oral or
written accounts, containing the acg@dAcia (certainty) that Theophilus should come to
know through Luke's account. *) However, this explanation lacks grammatical
correctness.

*) This opinion is even found in Credner's: Einleitung in das neue Testam. 1st Th.
I. Abth. Halle 1856, p. 154, § 64: "Luke wrote his Gospel, according to his
express (?) declaration, with the intention of delivering a critical treatment of
Gospel history," and p. 156, H. 65: "Luke was prompted to this critical treatment
partly (?) by the existence of many written accounts, which altogether (?) lacked
either inner truth or chronological treatment, and partly (?) by the deceptive
nature of oral tradition. Hereby is inserted into Luke's words what is demonstrably
not contained in them. It is already

a) is not exactly expressed when it is said that the existence of the existing
writings gave Luke cause to compose his own. Luke took the occasion for his
writing from the needs of Theophilus, whose interest he wanted to satisfy. He
mentions other writings only for the sake of modesty, in order to remark that he
was not the first to make such a literary attempt.

B) Luke does not declare that he wants to improve those writings mentioned by
him, but he also wants to produce an exact writing, as those writers had already
produced writings.

y) If Luke had wished to improve other Gospels, he would have given his writing
a more general purpose (not merely the particular one for Theophilus).

0) Luke, if he had had this intention, would have had to presuppose Theophilus'
knowledge of those writings. But there is no trace of this presupposition, nor of
Theophilus having been instructed from deceptive writings,

€) A double purpose (to improve those writings, and at the same time to correct
the saga) cannot be imputed to Luke as little as it can be shown that the
deceptive saga (which is probably supposed to be those Adyol) was connected
with those writings.



a) Does "iva emmyvwg" (Luke 1:4) not mean "so that you may know" (ut cognoscas)
here, rather than "so that you may acknowledge" (ut agnoscas) as expressed by the
use of emi? This implies that Theophilus would find certainty in my account (ut
agnoscas) rather than contradicting the acg@dAcia (certainty) in the information he
already received (ut cognoscas). This explanation harmonizes

B) with the grammatical construction of the words, as the ac@daAsia (certainty) must be
understood as an attribute of what Theophilus had been instructed in. Therefore,
Luke's words simply mean: ‘iva €tmiyvwg, 611 oi Adyol, TTEpi wv Xatnxneng, ic'iv
ao@aAeig (so that you may know that the words you have been taught are certain).

y) The words cannot be understood as if the ac@dAeia were separate from the Adyoig
(words), suggesting that Luke intended to provide the ac@dAsia (which they
themselves did not yet possess) to Theophilus regarding those Adyol he had already
heard.

aa) n aopaAeia and 1o ac@aAég mean "the certainty," something that can be relied
upon. For example, in Acts 21:34, it is stated that the chiliarch could not ascertain 10
ao@aAég (the certainty) due to the commotion. (By the way, it is not written as Tnv
aoc@dAciav here, as it is linked with a genitive in our passage.) If those Adyor (words)
were something that did not provide certainty, they would have been empty rumors.
However, the term katnxnOng (instructed) would not be suitable for empty rumors,
as empty rumors and instruction about them cannot be easily connected.

bb) If one were to assume that Theophilus, being far away from the scene of the
events described in the Gospel, could not have known the certainty, and that Luke
intended to provide it to him, then Luke could not have expressed himself in such a
way, stating that he was doing it because others had already written before him, as if
he would not have done it otherwise. If the author had

cc) assumed instruction of Adyoig without any prior knowledge, he would have
written: iva €Tmyvwg TTepi — T0 ac@aAéoTepov (so that you may know about the most
certain), but he did not write that way. Therefore, it remains that the aocg@daAsia
belongs to the Adyoig that Theophilus had heard as their quality, and Luke's words
are far from denying the certainty of these Adyoig; rather, he aims to reinforce this
certainty through his writing. Luke does not cast a critical glance at the works of his
predecessors; instead, he intends to do what they have done, using the means
available to him now as he engages in writing. The common interpretation is
incorrect, even though it has become traditional through the influence of Origen and
his followers. Why should it necessarily follow that Luke had a critical or polemical
purpose? Rather,

dd) just as Luke, according to his words, attributes certainty to the knowledge of
Theophilus, he also states that those writings, whether in terms of form or content,
were arranged according to the tradition of the apostles. He presupposes correct
writings here, just as he does correct knowledge there.



ee) He wants to write because he already has those predecessors. If his writing
were to provide the aog@dAcia that those writings did not provide and if his writing
contained the akpifela, then in the clause preceding it, he would have labeled the
writings of the TToAAoi as unreliable and likely would have had to warn Theophilus
about them. However, that did not happen.

ff) While he gives the assurance that he intends to proceed with the utmost accuracy
as a historian, it does not follow that his predecessors did not also strive for
accuracy in their own way. And when he adds that he wants to proceed from the
beginning with everything *) (his work demonstrates how this is done in the
preceding preface), it does not imply that the perhaps narrower scope of earlier
writings must have contained errors and unreliability.

— The main point, however, is that the assumption of Luke's polemical or critical
purpose is based on a misinterpretation of his words, as previously mentioned. So much
for the meaning of the expression used by Luke.

— From it, properly understood, it follows that Luke is not repeating an already
preformed oral tradition; otherwise, he could not have attributed to his writing the merit
of highlighting the reliability of the orally transmitted information. What the author
provides, therefore, is supplementary, and it is quite plausible to consider it as such.
Theophilus may have had knowledge only of the main facts of Jesus' story, which are
also the basis of the Christian teachings expounded in the Pauline epistles, or he may
have had specific knowledge of some miraculous acts, teachings, etc., of Jesus.
However, he may not have had a comprehensive overview of such a travel narrative,
the full context of Jesus' teachings, or a specific account of what was spoken in different
locations, and so on. And this is what Luke's individual and orderly account aimed to
present, in order to make the sequence of the main events more comprehensible. We
can infer that others, like Theophilus, also had some knowledge of the story of Christ
that made them capable of believing, despite lacking the same level of detailed
information.

*) In a smaller font: C. G. Kuchler: de simplicitoto scriptorum socrorum Lips.
1821. p. 26. is noted: Nec potest argumentum pro fontibus scriptis, quos Lucas in
rem suam contulerit recte peti ex prooemio Ev. eius, quod multia fraudem fecit
quum leges scribendi (?) et interpretendi poscont, ut dat Traaiv
(TrapakoAouBnkoTI AvwbBev TTaoiv dkpipwg) referantur ad subiectum proxime
praecedens: oi atT ApxNAG aUTOTITAI K. UTTEPNTAI YEVOPEVOI TOU Adyou). According
to the grammar, however, this is not the case at all, and we must make a note of
it here, because the author who constructs the words as he states them even
wants to find in them a support of the original oral gospel - the one we dispute -

aa) The author is wrong in that he tears the participle: TrapnkoloubnkoéTi (as Hug
also did) from the compound sentence and translates: qui secutus sum. Only the



participle, although belonging to kauoi, is to be connected with and signifies, as
in every such construction, the condition of what is necessary for the act of what
is expressed with the verb that follows, and is at the same time connected with
the completion of the last verb, so that one has to translate: to follow all of them
penau first and (see above) — to write. Compare the passage Acts 15:24., which
bears a striking resemblance to our prologue, and which we want to contrast with
the words of the prologue as being interesting in another respect.

Actx 15:24. etre1dn) xovaauev OTI K. T.
A.

Luke 1:1. etreidrirep TOAAOI
¢mexeipnaav dvaragaadai K. T. A.

V. 25. €d0EEV NUIV YEVOUEVOIG
OuoBvuadov

3. £d0&e Xauoi TTapaxoAoubnKoTI
TTaav axpIpwg

exAeCapévoug & dpag TrEMIBal TTPOG

Kabegng ool ypayai.

VUAG.

If Act. 15, 25. the codices may vacillate between emAe€apévovg and
éxAeapévolg; that's how the participle is to be translated: it seemed good to us
(we decided) to go together, and to choose from among us — rc. (By the way,
one should probably be allowed to consider the reading exAe¢auévoig to be the
correct one). According to the other explanation, Tw TTapnxoAouBnxoT would also
have to stand. — So the TTapaxoAouBeiv happened by Luke in the act of writing,
and for the sake of it, and what should it mean now when it should be said that
Luke followed the authors when writing, if not then the writings should also be
understood by them?

bb) One cannot translate: (so decided) |, who accompanied the authors from the
beginning and with care, or had rc, so that the TrapaxoAovorBal would be
understood from the earlier dealings with them. Neither does the word dvwbev
permit this—for what should that mean: from the beginning? it would stand: &
apxne, which Luke, however, avoided saying because he would have spoken an
untruth, - nor the word: axpipwg, which is probably said of accompanying a writer
or a series of events that one does not want to overlook can, but is not said of
accompanying a walker or a traveller. Therefore, there is nothing else left but to
take "mmaal" as neuter, and

cc) the words "axpiBwc" and "advwBev" point to our explanation that Luke's
"trapayxoAovOroal” took place during writing or for the purpose of writing.

dd) To the "dvwBev" corresponds the "xaBeig." In order to write "kaBegng," the



author had to follow everything from above.

ee) If one interprets "mmao1" as referring to "mrpayuaoct” (things), it is easy to find
the object that needs to be supplied for "ypawai" (to write). However, if "rdo1" is
understood as related to "avroTTal" (eyewitnesses), it is not at all clear what
object should be supplied. Finally

ff) if Luke understood "trao1" to refer to the eyewitnesses, he would probably not
say that he followed "mraor" (all of them) - it would have been enough to follow
some of them. However, the word was necessary if Luke had the "mpdayuara”
(events) in mind. For in order to be able to set occurrences and occurrences one
after the other in their order, the historian had to follow the occurrences of all
without neglecting anything important. But how he would have had to follow up
on all the authors when dealing with them early on, one does not see.
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So far, the preface of Luke. It is the most remarkable document against the
hypothetically assumed oral Gospel. However, what he states or implies also agrees
with other accounts. For example, how could Papias (Eusebius, Church History, Book
[ll, Chapter 39) have preferred to inquire about the words of the Lord through oral
communications from the apostles in order to expand his knowledge, and explicitly
expressed that he hoped to gain more from those than from writings (he was well
acquainted with the Gospels of Matthew and Mark), if the oral and written tradition were
the same? In the same passage where Eusebius mentions Papias, he also mentions
what Papias wanted to convey about the origin of the Gospel of Mark, namely, that the
material for this Gospel was supplied by oral accounts of an apostle (Peter), but they
were not arranged in the form of a proto-Gospel, rather they were free and adapted to
the circumstances and needs of the listeners. (— lNéTpov, o¢ TTPOG TAG XpPEiag ETTOIEITO
TéG didaokaAiag, AN oly WwoTrep oUVTALIV TWV KUPIOKWYV TTOI0UHEVOG AOywv.) Doesn't
Luke want to be understood as referring to such accounts as well when he mentions the
oral Tapadooig (tradition) of the apostles?
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We have developed the prologue of Luke, which we will revisit at another time, to the
extent that it establishes a distinction between oral tradition and writing. Now we want to
delve further into this distinction, and thus, for our discussion thus far, a turning point is
reached. Until now, we have disputed the existence of an oral proto-gospel (mind you,
an organized one) with its specificity and stereotypical consistency to the point that we
have even suspended it as a fact. The reasons against assuming its existence were as



follows: if such an oral gospel as a form of presentation had truly been in progress, the
reports in the Gospels would have been more specific in terms of time and place; there
would not have been a variation in different versions of individual accounts; the final
story of Jesus, in particular, would have been presented more consistently in the
Gospels; Matthew, or whoever the author of his compilations is, would not have
amalgamated various recensions here and there; the narrators would not have dared to
modify what was given for literary purposes; finally, Luke explicitly states that the
arrangement of a life of Jesus was not the work of the original transmitters but had its
origin in the literary attempts of others. From all of this, it follows that what did not exist
cannot be assumed as a factual basis for something else contrary to the evidence of its
nonexistence. If it is argued against this that the crucial factor is whether the other
elements themselves, by virtue of their nature, necessarily presuppose this first element
as their basis, then it is precisely this objection that compels us to confirm the distinction
made by Luke in our own Gospel writings. Thus, we find ourselves led to the second
point of discussion: to demonstrate that even if an oral proto-gospel had existed in the
postulated manner, our written Gospels could not be derived from it.

We have developed the prologue of Luke, which we will revisit at another time, to the
extent that it establishes a distinction between oral tradition and writing. Now we want to
adhere even more precisely to this distinction, and therefore, for our discussion thus far,
a turning point shall now occur. Until now, we have disputed the existence of an oral
proto-gospel (mind you, we understand here an organized one) with its specificity and
stereotypical consistency to the point that we have even suspended it as a fact. The
reasons against assuming its existence were as follows:

a) If such an oral gospel as a form of presentation had truly been in progress, the
accounts in the Gospels would be more specific in terms of time and place.

—Db) It would not have resulted in variations of individual accounts among different
copies.

— ¢) The final story of Jesus, in particular, would be presented more uniformly in the
Gospels.

— d) Matthew, or whoever the author of his compilations is, would not have
amalgamated various recensions from different sources.

— €) The narrators would not have dared to modify the given material for literary
purposes.

— f) Finally, Luke explicitly states that the arrangement of a life of Jesus was not the
work of the original transmitters but had its origin in the literary attempts of others.



— From all of this, it follows that what did not exist cannot be assumed as a factual
basis for something else in contradiction to the evidence of its nonexistence. If it is
argued against this that the crucial factor is whether the other elements themselves, by
virtue of their nature, necessarily presuppose this first element as their basis, then it is
precisely this objection that compels us to confirm the distinction made by Luke in our
own Gospel writings. And thus, we find ourselves led to the second point of discussion:
to demonstrate that even if an oral proto-gospel had existed in the postulated manner,
our written Gospels with their distinct features could not be derived from it.
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Eighth Datum: Like the narratives of facts given in our gospels, the speeches referred
to in them also bear the stamp of written composition. They are formed according to
literary plan, and not compositions of legend or oral tradition.

We can ignore the narratives of the facts here, if what is stated is only confirmed by the
traditional speeches. However, it would not even be a question whether they bear the
marks of written composition or not, since they are really available to us in our Gospels
as parts of a written account, if it were not asserted that they, insofar as they are given
by our speakers with the same expression, had already been part of the oral tradition
with just this expression and in just this form and composition - not something
composed by the art of writing, but something formed in oral speech. But can this
judgement really be justified in this way without being blamed for a misjudgement of
characteristic differences?
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We have, to the extent of agreement in our texts, here and there, long series of
sentences derived from traditional speech, even self-contained and complete in terms of
content and form, so that there exists a substrate on which criteria of differentiation can
be applied when a question like this is raised. The composition of writing undeniably has
certain characteristics that are uniquely its own, such that when it is necessary to
distinguish its product from another one that originated from oral communication with
the same content, and vice versa, the judgment cannot waver. It is not a matter of
constructing a theory here, but only to establish those characteristics of literary
production which, when they become visible, are never denied, while oral expression is
not accustomed to assuming them, even in terms of content, and then making
comparisons with the particular matter presented here for assessment.

a) Firstly, it is understood that the writer, when the task is to convey spoken words,
selects, organizes, and edits. They provide only as much as is sufficient for their



purpose or as seems sufficient to convey the essentials completely and understandably.
In this regard, living communication never observes the law of economy to the same
extent and does not show such careful separation of the main issue from secondary
matters. Moreover, if oral communication were to express only as much as fits into the
outlines of a plan systematically designed in advance for the reception of several such
narratives, it would become unintelligible to those it intends to address and would fail in
its purpose. The purposeful selection of words and sentences from a speech, which,
judging by the way it developed under specific circumstances in life, undoubtedly
contains various elements, is, especially when the speech itself is not sufficient for
understanding, also elsewhere a purpose of the narrator, from which the selection
depended, and thus becomes a more certain characteristic of literary editing.

b) Since the writer must first make conceivable to the reader what the reader is
supposed to perceive as communicated, the inclination to arrange according to the laws
of comprehensibility and reflection prevails. Therefore, the rules of logical connection
extend through the written text as an organizing principle, as far as the communicated
whole of the speech reaches, and they govern it with a rigor to which oral
communication, especially when it is more or less driven by emotion, never submits and
cannot follow in this case. Now, if we have a longer speech before us that is logically
ordered and structured, and unfolds under the laws of thinking in such a way that even
the conclusion remains connected to the beginning, then the suspicion is justified that it
is the product of special meditation. It is all the more certain to be considered a work of
literary art if it is given the appearance of being something merely spoken incidentally,
and the same as what was actually spoken by the speaker from whose words it could
only have been selected.

c) The writer, as they have the laws of logical thinking before them and must aim for
conciseness and completeness in their explanations, may easily be led into another
realm of thought when describing factual events or dramatic sequences with embedded
speeches. In order to make their description coherent and complete, they must add to
the information from their own reservoir of thoughts what was not given; they must
insert complementary sentences into the reported speech, as well as separate
unnecessary elements from it, and bring together things that were more distanced from
each other in the live speech. Thus, it may happen that they narrate less naturally, albeit
in accordance with their purpose, and that they give the speech a definiteness,
thoughtfulness, and moderation that it likely did not possess in the mouth of the
speaker, whose creation it is supposed to be, judging by their emotional state, the
circumstances under which they spoke, and their mental abilities. With this, written
composition distinguishes itself from oral discourse, both from the one assumed to be
the original creation and from that which is supposed to consist of recounting something
heard.

[d)?] Oral tradition, especially when it relays something from fresh memory, will not
show the inclination to put words into the alleged speaker's mouth that are only made-
up developments of devoted sentences or intermediate elements according to stylistic



or logical rules, in order to establish coherence between different parts. Rather, it will
differentiate its own contribution from what was received, and this manner is so natural
to it that if one notices evidence to the contrary in a written account, it can be certain
that it is not pure oral tradition, but rather, if it is the foundation, it has been altered by
the copyist. However, if several reporters, such as our evangelists, agree on such
written additions or consolidations and abbreviations, the basis for attributing the rest of
what is part of the same account to a different organizing principle than the act of writing
disappears, and some can be attributed to legend or tradition, while others can be
ascribed to literary editing.

e) In addition to all of this, there are special rhetorical and oratorical devices that written
expression tends to utilize to its advantage over oral communication, such as word
positioning, sentence connections, transitions, and so on. Also

f) it can be noticed quite well that there are aspects that appear to be more geared
towards readers than listeners. We can consider the case when the presenter, in order
to be understood, introduces combinations or abstractions, for which, however, the
necessary premises are not provided in this communication, but rather elsewhere in
their work. Furthermore, it is also

g) not the habit of legend or oral communication in general to move from the specific to
the general as if the former were meant to be an example or proof of the latter, and after
presenting the specific, the narrator would have to return to the general, as if to the
predetermined theme. Least of all should we believe that such a transition is observed
in oral tradition when this general statement with which it ends is merely a formula that,
in order to acquire meaning, must await the continuation of the speech and its
connection with something else. However, when we finally observe

h) masses of narratives, as arranged side by side in our written works based on the
similarity of their content, forming cohesive wholes, and these wholes, in turn, forming
historical periods in relation to each other, we have a definite characteristic of written
organization or a form that is not present in the manner of oral tradition. —
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After these preliminary remarks, it will not be difficult to judge the alleged relationship of
our writings to tradition. We will apply those criteria only to a few cases. If the contrast
between live speech and written composition is likened to that between nature and art,
and we can proceed from this premise as a general principle, then we can first bring to
mind examples of speech transmission found in our Gospels where it is noticeable that
words are attributed to the alleged speakers—Jesus and other individuals—that, while
not contradicting the factual truth, do not fit as naturally into the circumstances of the
speaking characters as they do into the narrator's plan, and cannot be derived from
those narrators who would have had the image of the setting and the context in which
the reported word was spoken imprinted upon them. However, we will only provide a



few examples of such cases. In n. 22, Jesus' disciples, according to our reporters, say
the following words in order to justify their request for Jesus to dismiss the crowd
gathered around him:

Matth 14:15. epnuog €0miv | Mark 6:36. oTi €'pnudg Luke 9:12. dmméAucov Toug
O TOTTOG X. N wpPa Ndn €BTIV O TOTTOG K. 1 Wpa ndN [ dxAoug, iva — 611 WdE ev
TTapnABe, atréAuiiov ToUg TTOAAR, AdmOAUloV auToug, | ipApwW TOTTW ECMEV.
OXAoug, iva X. T. A. va K. T. A

One may well ask: should Jesus' disciples, when Jesus was in the desolate place, the
place chosen especially for them, have suggested to him that it was a desolate place as
the reason why the people were to be dismissed? Hardly. It is only the writer who,
because he needed a reason for the request, introduces into what is said, for the sake
of representation or dressing, what in his opinion must have been a reason for Jesus to
dismiss the people, although this word will not have occurred in reality in this way, and
could not have occurred without appearing affected. To mention another example,
Jesus could hardly have said what he said in n. 18, Luk 8, 46: "Someone has touched
me, for | feel that a power has gone out from me. It is only the writer who wants to
support the assurance of Jesus by a reason, and sets up this reason according to the
conjecture which he forms of Jesus' knowledge of the touching that has taken place
(Paulus's Commentary, 1 Thess. p. 564). It is not likely that Jesus said to His disciples
that the scriptures must be fulfilled by what they did to Him (Matth. 26, 56.). One would
more likely believe that Jesus had said this to Peter, who was striking with the sword, as
Matthew 26:24 also presents it, but only as an insertion into the original text, as can be
seen from the fact that a few lines later Matthew, together with the others, retains this
reference to Scripture in the same place (although he now turns it into a comment by
the narrator). Luke gives other words, in that he seems to want to substitute the
appropriate ones for those given earlier in the narrative (Luk. 22:53. aAX\’ auTh €0TIv
UMWV 1 wpa Kal i egouaia Tol okaToug) and this may be presumed to be his intention;
so he confirms what we mean. Our narratives also report that Jesus, on his approach to
Jerusalem to enter the city, demanded a riding animal. — There is nothing incredible
about this. However, if it is added that he requested something on which no one has
ever sat, then once again, something is inserted into the original speech that a particular
reflection deemed appropriate to the circumstances of Jesus and himself. However, this
reflection is something we can hardly imagine to have arisen so early, nor can we think
of it as being of such importance that it could have influenced the formation of the initial
account of the matter. — Critical evaluators of the Gospel narratives have pointed out
that the prediction of Jesus' future resurrection, as reported to have come from his own
mouth, can hardly be considered factual based on other historical data, — namely, the
astonishment of his disciples at the disappearance of his body from the grave and
owing to their reluctance to suppose anything miraculous in it — could hardly be taken
as factual, and that therefore later a greater certainty was We mention this only in
passing because we recognize that this transformation from the indefinite to the more
definite, while granted, does not necessarily relate to written composition. However,
there is also no authentic evidence that the presumed creators of the hypothetically
assumed tradition themselves had already made this interpretation and the



corresponding transformation. Moreover, examples of self-generated speech

b) occur individually among our writers. It is likely that Luke himself forms the words in
Luke 23:37 when he reports that the Roman soldiers mocked Jesus on the cross,
saying, "If you are the King of the Jews, save yourself," as if the Romans believed that a
Jewish king could free himself from the cross. At least we cannot imagine this speech
flowing from the source of a tradition transcribed by eyewitnesses. In Matthew, there are
several examples of such speech formations, specifically those based on the narrator's
own way of presenting things. Matthew, for example, in n. 16 gives two parables with
interpretation, one of the sower (Tov otreipovTog), the other of the tares (Twv {iICaviwv).
Just as he distinguishes these parables himself, he also allows them to be distinguished
by the persons whom he introduces speaking. The disciples must say to Jesus (ch. 13,
36.): ppdcov nuiv TNV TTapaBoArnv Twv {Ifaviwy Tol aypoU indeed Jesus himself, in
expounding the first of these parables, must say with the writer distinguirend (ch. 13,
18.): vuE€ic ovv axouoare TV TTapaBoArv Tov oTreipovTtog. v. 13. words which are not
natural in the mouth of Jesus, because the parable which the disciples asked him to
interpret was at that moment the only one so just presented, and had as yet no relation
to other parables, that it should have been expressly distinguished from them as a
parable of the sower. - In Mark, too, there are examples of his confusing the standpoint
of the speaker with that of the writer. This happens e.g. when Jesus is supposed to call
his disciples the twelve (Mark 14:20), or when Jesus is supposed to use the expression:
this gospel (14:9). Let us give another example

c) of writerly consideration for the plan of the narrative and for the needs of readers, as
such consideration is sometimes found in the common relation. For example, "the
Sadducees came, those who deny the resurrection" (Matt. 22:23). As a preparation for
what follows in the narrative, this statement was entirely in its place. But now, as we
shall see later, it is entirely in the spirit of the narrative style that is found throughout our
Gospels. We may therefore regard it all the more as a literary one, and in it we would
already have an example, just as what is spoken in common does not yet have its
source in tradition because it is what is expressed in agreement by all three speakers.
But even if analogies did not determine our judgement here, would one believe that oral
tradition took the care to make this explanatory addition? — Elsewhere, again, as we
have noted,

d) the measured brevity of speech is the more certain a characteristic of literary
composition, the less it can be assumed, according to the circumstances which are
supposed to have prompted the speech, that the latter should have been confined to so
small a volume, or included in so narrow a circle of thought. Examples of this kind are
found in the relations from n. 9. too(? bis) n. 12. and n. 14., where the speech is more
precise than it is clear, and the narrator giving the account seems to be careful not to
give more than the subject necessarily requires, but rather not even that much. For
here, especially in n. 11, there even seems to be a lack of sense-explaining interjections
*). Again, we cannot look for the creative principle in the oral tradition, since the plan to
string together several eclectic accounts, as they follow one another here, and yet to
give each one the form of a story, cannot be subordinated to it. Other examples of short



versions, which we cannot derive from oral tradition, but only from the writer, are n. 28
(Matth. 8, 35. 36. 38. cf. the parallels), where, by means of a thrice-applied elliptical
yap, sayings that stand in succession are placed in mutual dependence, so that the
more strenuous reflection required to understand the words can only be presupposed in
readers. Furthermore, in Mark 20, where Jesus gives his disciples a brief instruction on
how to go from place to place, from which instruction we learn little more than the fact
itself that Jesus sent out the disciples without giving them a specific travel direction.
Matthew is more verbose, but as will be noted on another occasion, he is merely
compiling. In other instances, the reporters themselves express themselves as if they
want the reported content to be considered the quintessence of what was spoken. For
example, in Mark 47, where the introductory remark in Mark 12:38 (compare the
parallels) suggests a longer discourse, yet only a few words from the speech are cited
without it being clear how the selection of these words was determined by the context.
Matthew provides more here as well, but again, it is only compiled material. Other
examples of excessively short accounts, as we have already noted above, can be found
in the Passion narrative. It seems as if everything has been laboriously pieced together.
Within the reported material, we also find segments of a different nature

*) It is missing in n. 11 before the sentence: the Son of Man is Lord of the
Sabbath, the middle link that David, by taking the showbread, placed and was
allowed to place the needs of man above the prohibition. —

e) —carefully crafted didactic speeches consisting of closely connected and lengthy
series of sentences. These speeches would have had to be written down before the
initial transmitter could have memorized them in order to become part of the oral
tradition. Among them are many of the longer parables and passages such as in Mark
44 and Mark 49. However, certain distinctive characteristics betray that these are
products of literary artistry and by no means creations born solely through reproduction
from memory. This category includes the so-called Sermon on the Mount, the Gospel's
explanation of the purpose of the parable of the sower (Mark 16), which will be
discussed elsewhere regarding its artful construction, and others. Just as there are
elements in the historical accounts of our consistent Gospels that are unlikely to have
been part of an orally transmitted Gospel tradition, such as the listing of the apostles,
there are also instances where events and their accompanying speeches are mentioned

f), serving only the purpose of being parts of a historically unfolding written whole
intended for readers. Such references could only be deemed necessary by a historian
writing with a view to a complete historical narrative. We can include in this category the
narratives of Jesus' instructions for the preparation of the Passover and the sending out
of the disciples, among others. —
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It was mentioned earlier that the writer, by subjecting themselves to the obedience of
reflection and artistic rules, easily becomes estranged from the natural way of
presenting things, especially when it comes to depicting specific details, or they may



overlook what is of primary concern to someone aiming for a vivid representation. This
case often occurs with our writers, in fact, it is the rule. They select, condense, and only
link concrete details together as examples, and when they have briefly touched upon or
summarized the specifics, they return to the general, only to move on to something else
from there. This gives the individual details a fragmentary appearance, so much so that
almost the entire sum of what is presented can be contrasted with the manner of oral
transmission in terms of comprehension and connection. The individual details do not
exist in isolation; they are detached from the context of reality, and their connection to
circumstances is incidental and made only temporarily as a transition to what the writer
usually wants to highlight according to a planned arrangement. Both the arrangement of
the masses and the presentation of the individual details indicate a writer's plan. Since
there is a tendency nowadays, when the question of the origin of Gospel harmony
arises, to attribute everything that seems comprehensible or puzzling in this regard to
oral tradition, it is not inappropriate to demonstrate that the pieces do not possess the
form that would be expected under this assumption, but rather, they are arranged
according to literary calculations. We will attempt to provide this demonstration here, but
we will also strive for conciseness in doing so.
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Let us begin with Mark 1:40-45 (compare the parallels) n. 8. We have here a short
narrative that is based on a factual event. The details of the event remain hidden, and
only the words spoken by Jesus emerge as the main purpose of the account. These
words contain nothing more than the prohibition given to the healed leper not to disclose
the miracle. It is immediately evident that this small passage could not have been
formed solely in oral tradition or for the purpose of transmission. For if the narrator
considered it important to highlight the words of that prohibition, they must have
calculated its significance in relation to other elements and intended to connect the
spoken words with something else so that the importance of the notice and the
information about whether this prohibition was observed or violated, and what impact
each of these cases had, would be evident in some way. Therefore, assuming it was the
work of tradition as its creator, it would have formed a single piece of information with
the intention of not stopping at the individual incident—which we would more readily
attribute to a writer. However, the fact that the story is told as an individual incident does
not necessarily follow from the different position given to it by Matthew.
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Matthew does not mention whether the healed person observed the prohibition or not;
he only focuses on Jesus' words, almost as if he places primary importance on Jesus'
statement that the healed person should show himself to the priests and offer the
prescribed sacrifice. However, even if this information were taken alone, it would have
no significance unless it were connected to other elements in the Gospel narrative. We



also notice the absence of the customary details that oral transmission tends to provide
when conveying an isolated account of a remarkable speech, namely, specifying the
time and place where the remarkable words were spoken. Furthermore, it is even less
clear why the narrative, as presented by Matthew, would have been included in an
apostolic tradition or an oral proto-Gospel designed for teaching purposes, unless it was
associated with a particular reflection on Jesus' spoken words. Everything becomes
more understandable if we assume that the writer, who aimed to present a complete
historical narrative, incorporated this account as a transitional element in their
progressively unfolding exposition. Since the central aspect of this narrative is the
spreading of Jesus' reputation against his will, the question arises as to who would have
been more likely to intend to begin with the gradual dissemination of Jesus' reputation
or make it the subject of their narrative interest: oral tradition or a writer. —

The subsequent narrative of the paralytic (n. 9) is not traditional but presents itself, as
indicated by its precision and the application of stylistic techniques (as seen in Matthew
9:6 and parallel passages), as well as its placement amidst other narratives, which
suggests that it is a written composition. What is lacking here is precisely what a
specific narrative would have compiled from individual moments of observation in order
to create a coherent historical account and provide a clear narrative of a particular
event. We are not informed why Jesus' presence was hastily utilized on this occasion to
bring the paralyzed man before him, regardless of the means, or how it came about that
the Pharisees and scribes, whose dialogue with Jesus is supposed to be the main focus
of the narrative, happened to be gathered near Jesus and in the house where the
healing took place. It is only in the subsequent narratives that the connections become
clearer. In the immediately following passages, the Pharisees once again engage in
dialogues with Jesus, and their criticism goes even further than here, although here they
merely express suspicion, which, it seems, is suppressed once again. Thus, our
narrative is intended to initiate Jesus' interaction with Pharisees and scribes, and it
contains nothing more than the occasion taken by the latter to regard Jesus with
suspicion. From this perspective, the actual triggering event or causal circumstance is
not described in detail, but rather summarized in relation to the narrative, and the
Pharisees are assembled here, as if by agreement, to witness an event that prompts
words, particularly words that would have stood out to these observers but not to others,
although the account also mentions others. This convergence of events (clearly
apparent in Mark and Luke, at least) occurs during the period from which the writer must
begin in order to make sense of Jesus' later experiences with Pharisaic opposition. —
All of this appears to be the composition and arrangement of literary artistry. While
Matthew presents the passage differently from Mark and Luke, he still includes it as part
of the subsequent narratives, and he is far from providing a traditional account (i.e., one
that seeks to inform another person about what they must know in order to make sense
of the remarkable aspects). Furthermore, Matthew even deprives the narrative of the



poverty account, which the others still possess as part of their storytelling. —-
132

n. 10. As the passage is presented by all the narrators in connection with the previous
one, it must have originally had this connection. The factual event (the calling of the tax
collector) once again takes a backseat, and only the banquet is mentioned as the
occasion, and dining with tax collectors is mentioned as the catalyst for the speeches
Jesus delivers in relation to the Pharisees' remarks. This is similar to the previous
passage, as Jesus is compelled to expose their pettiness. We must consider this a
more artificial compilation, especially when it is difficult to imagine that between the
healing of the paralytic and this banquet, many other noteworthy events of a similar
nature would have occurred, and that the Pharisees, if they wanted to criticize Jesus for
his participation in the banquet, would not have waited for a more opportune time
instead of making the host's house the scene of the dispute. —
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In n. 11 and 12 (Mark 2:23ff), the Pharisees appear again, and once more, they display
a petty mindset, which is promptly exposed by Jesus through short and incisive
answers, as indicated briefly in the narrative. Mark and Luke have correctly grouped
these passages together because they share the same spirit. Additionally, Matthew
confirms the connection between n. 9 and 10, as well as n. 11 and 12, and he cannot
deny the validity of this grouping. However, this compilation is designed with a purpose
and asserts a certain progression. In the first passage (n. 9), the Pharisees only harbor
suspicions about Jesus, while in the second and third passages, they confront him
directly, and in the final passage (n. 12; Mark 3:1-6), they lay in wait for an accusation
against him. As they are once again put to shame, they now plot hostile schemes
against him. A narrator who arranges the events in this manner must have intended to
conclude a specific period, to which other developments would be linked. And could this
narrator be attributed to tradition? We believe not, even if it was not an invention. But
what period is being concluded, and how is it being concluded? The goal is not to
provide a historical account but rather to highlight the character of the Pharisees and
their futile attempts to incriminate Jesus. The period being concluded is not defined by a
specific timeframe; rather, the simple fact that the Pharisees began to pursue Jesus at
some point is portrayed as an unfolding development, presented through a series of
events that may not even be arranged chronologically. — Undeniably, this is a structure
suited for writing, not for live communication. —
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The piece n. 14 (Mark. 3, 20 - 30. compare the parallels) is again an artificial
composition. The fact that Jesus defends himself against blasphemies is connected with
the news of the arrival of Jesus' relatives - in Mark, when we first look at the latter, it is
obviously a deliberate connection. For first of all he starts from a general point, namely
that Jesus' healings in general gave rise to certain judgments (Mark 3:10). The parties,
as his report puts them together, unite, regardless of their completely different attitudes,
in the purpose of hindering Jesus in his work. On the part of the Pharisees, this is done
by blaspheming his healing power out of evil intentions; on the part of the relatives, it is
done out of good intentions, in order to remove him from the scene of an activity that
would take up too much of his strength. These parts do not come together at the same
time in Mark (for Mark 3:22 makes a distinction), but precisely because the historical
aspect of the connection is nevertheless completely subordinate, the combination is
intentional, as if the relatives had to be there for the sake of the parallelism of the
narrative. — Matthew does not link them in the way Mark does, but he has the result.
The relatives and the blasphemers stand side by side. According to him — this is his
distinguishing feature -- the blasphemy does not refer to the demons driving out Zesu in
general (as it must be the case with Mark, if the arrival of the relatives was to be given a
motive), but to a specific case. This would seem traditional. But since the casting out of
demons is said to have been a common thing among the healings of Jesus (Matth. 8,
16), we do not see why this blasphemy should have been promoted by only one specific
case. Be that as it may, it is said that the Pharisees had heard of this case (kai
akoloavteg Matth. 11, 24). Time must have passed, then, and yet the Pharisees are
there to be dealt with before the relatives; indeed it is said that Jesus, knowing their
thoughts, replied, etc., as if they were direct spectators of that action, as if they had
been direct spectators of that act, and were now to bear the shame of it for their
thoughts, and to this the relatives are also to come, while Jesus is still talking with them
v. 64. - This is a compulsive connection, in which the lost thread is first sought again,
not tradition, but aberration, - | say aberration from Scripture. What is said of Matthew's
account is also true of Luke's, who, though he improves some things by conveying the
presence of the blasphemers in a different way, yet makes of the Pharisees mere Tivig
(chap. 11, 15), excludes the arrival of the relatives (because he has placed the piece
quite differently *), and yet also mentions Jesus' mother, and does so in such a way that
Jesus replaces the happily praised mother with others who are to be praised even more
happily (v 27 and 28). - The reply of Jesus to the blasphemers is longer in Matthew and
Luke than in Mark, but, as can also be seen, artificially prolonged, and in the following
the reports of both speakers diverge. --

*) That Luke himself changed the position will be proved elsewhere.
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n. 16. We have already noted earlier as an artistic creation, and we will reserve the
details for another place. —
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n.17. 18. and 19. are more reports of facts, thus to be excluded here. -

n. 20. has already been mentioned for its brevity. - Of the common pieces, 22 (Feeding
of the 5000) is again the description of a fact, to be excluded here. We now first come to
0. 28 (Mark. 8, 27 - 9, 1. cf. the parallel passage). In this passage we have already
described the precision, the elliptical 7" that follows three times, as a characteristic of
written composition. But as for what belongs here, the connection of the whole speech
with the circumstances that caused it, we believe that an oral narrator, if he stated that
Jesus had asked the question (for whom he was thought to be) on the journey to
Caesarea Philippi, which he had begun or completed, could not possibly have made the
statement without also eliciting a question from the hearers as to what could have
induced Jesus to ask the question in this way only now and just here. But there is
silence about this. One gets the idea that, because the Gospel account of the whole
story is coming closer and closer to the end of the story, that is, to the sad fate of Jesus,
and that this approach is to be preceded by Jesus' own explanation, -- that first of all
this latter explanation should take its place, and then, if it is to be introduced by an
answer of the disciples, that it should introduce it, and finally, and finally, if this
introduction is to take place by means of a question of Jesus sent before it -- which,
again distinguishing between two things, first asks for the opinion of others before it
becomes a questioning of the disciples about their own opinion -- that then also the
question of Jesus that precedes it has received its origin through art, and the whole thus
formed has received its arrangement and interconnection under scriptural calculations.
This view is also confirmed when we go back to n. 21 (Mark 6:14-16 and the parallel
passages), where the various judgments about Jesus are first mentioned by the writer,
just as they were given here by the disciples, in order to begin a new period, and then
go forward again to the piece to which we now come. --

n. 29. of the Transfiguration, where the mentioned names, Elias and John, come up
again, and the disciples receive different instruction regarding the appearance of both,
which is noteworthy. This instruction was meant to reconcile them with Jesus'
declaration, which had struck them, about going to his death. Also, the "irov "xoa«rk"
(This is my beloved Son) which resounds as a heavenly voice to the disciples, and one
can see that the piece is intended for the disciples' instruction. — It was necessary to
encourage them during this period, as Jesus' revelation could have caused them to
waver in their loyalty (as had happened to others according to John 6:16). Composition
and placement here also indicate a writer's plan. —



137
n. 30. Another description of a fact. —

n.31. Jesus returns here to his earlier explanation of which goal he had to pursue. We
find this statement remarkable here. For we do not see how oral tradition could have
arrived at such a repetition without making divisions in the manner of a writer, and
without the need to establish a connection, that is, without having the rule of a
connecting presentation before it. Only writers make such divisions and beginnings;
there is no place for them in oral tradition. It is just as difficult to see how it could have
been taken from life that, after Jesus' declaration of his death, which put down all vain
hopes, a dispute arose among the disciples, as is reported in

n. 32. If we were to think of this dispute more as a competition between the disciples in
their devotion to their Lord, and imagine that Jesus' declaration had demanded special
tests of devotion, and thus the dispute had arisen, then the way in which Jesus
attempted to instruct the disputants would not fit in, as it was calculated to reject the
unfounded hopes of a vain conceit, and to cut off privileges such as only pride
demands. Here, too, the connection is not a chronological one, but a factual one -
namely, the speeches occurring in one and the other of the connected pieces are what
prompted the combination of the two. It is all the more worthwhile to put the context into
perspective, since two very similar pericopes, n. 36 and 37 (Matth. 20, 17-19 and 20-28,
cf. Mark), also occur below, connected according to subject order, but where the real
context is different from that here. Here the disciples, after what they must fear
according to Jesus' declaration, that they would soon lose their Master and have to
stand alone as orphans, should learn to feel the necessity of joining together all the
more closely, and thus, instead of one of them asserting privileges over the other, they
should learn to feel that they are the only ones who have the right to be separated and
separated, which brings about segregation and separation, they should ascribe to each
other, as equally beloved friends of the Messiah, the same dignity, and each of them
should show his self-respect in the respect of the least among them, even if he were as
small as a child. This is the context of the present passage. Further on, however, in 36
and 37, it is connected by the fact that humility is first recommended to the disputants,
and therefore the example of their Lord is presented to them, who, as their servant, only
carries out what he declared he was willing to do in the previous passage (Matth. 20,
17-19) for the good of others. Thus the instruction in one piece refers back to the other
here as well. — If, however, the parallel duplicity of the two whole parts is thus
connected by subject order, and occurs twice in this way, and both times in a special
way, we should think that this would be proof enough of a literary arrangement, as it is
distinguishable from a traditional connection. For oral narration will neither repeat itself
in this way after different paragraphs, nor will it delve into such systematicity, least of all



if it does not itself want to distinguish the similarity to be distinguished according to
place and time relations. —

n. 34 (Blessing of children) offers us no special remark for our purpose other than that, if
we should have to think of the communications of tradition as particularised and
individualised, it would have to be disconcerting if it had not added to what it once
emphasised as strange, the determination of place that is missed here. --
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n. 35. tells us how Jesus makes the abstraction of the particular case in which a rich
young man, called upon to follow him, cannot make up his mind to leave his
possessions: the rich will hardly enter the kingdom of heaven, and that this very remark
was particularly noticeable to the disciples. But should such examples not have
occurred to the disciples several times, and much earlier? or should special examples
have been needed at all, in order to confirm what Jesus states here as a rule of
experience? and how can such a statement about the rich still strike the companions of
Jesus, who were separated from others precisely according to such existing world
conditions, and should have heard the praise of the rich praised long ago with words
such as they occur in the so-called Sermon on the Mount: Woe to you rich, you have
lost your comfort? (Luk. 6, 24. 25.) If, however, the words of the disciples point back to a
long time of continued contact with Jesus, then we see here again nothing but scriptural
arrangement and artificial combination. --

The account describes Jesus' journey to Jerusalem from here to n. 39. To make a
general remark, we cannot convince ourselves in any way that the oral Gospel of the
first Jesus could have consisted of a travelogue, if we put any purpose to it. But all our
first three Gospels are in fact such travelogues. It is therefore incomprehensible to us
how a primal gospel could have been made their model. It may be said that the Gospel
and its contents were not so arranged; the material was in it, but the form was given to it
from elsewhere. - Good; but | maintain again that even the material, if we consider its
individualisation in individual pieces, everywhere where it appears as a detail, in Luke
as in the others, - is so composed that from it messages were formed which are parts of
a travelogue. One only has to go through the Gospels to find this!
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And so we cannot admit that originally the form lay apart from the material. *) But
further. - From the arrival of Jesus in Jerusalem, that is, from n. 40, through the whole
history of the Passion to the end of the facts, the Synoptic account continues on one
thread. We have already proved this above, and could now conclude from this



perception that the accounts preceding the Passion, in spite of the fact that they are
details, have constituted as few isolated pieces, given to different treatment, as the
constituent parts of the Passion. But as this must be admitted, so also under the hands
of the whole, and the individual merges again into a whole, that the then visible
calculation of the whole upon the individual, and of the individual upon the whole,
cannot be taken for a plan laid down by oral tradition, still less by the fetterless moving
saga. And so it may have arisen with what right Luke distinguishes the mapaéoUvai of
the first revelators from the avaragacBai difyynoiv, as he himself attempts it according to
certain patterns, and as it is brought about in our Gospels. But before we go further, we
have still one objection to remove.

*) This is also to be noted against Credner, who, in contradiction to himself, also
assumes a stcreotypically strict oral Gospel, "since" it is said to have been even
more comprehensive in the whole and more exact (?) in detail, but yet formless
at the same time (Introduct. p. 192.), about which "several" further below.
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Notes:

If we take an argument against tradition on the basis of the precision or brevity of the
passages, we could nevertheless hold up to us an account which, though briefly written,
was demonstrably a part of tradition, or could with great justification be regarded as
such. This is Paul's account of the Lord's Supper (1 Cor. 11:23-25), which is quite
similar in form to Luke's, and which the apostle likewise places behind him as
something received, and which also seems to consist of received formulas. But this
report does not disturb our opinion. It is even more in favour of it than against it. Let us
examine it more closely. Paul wants to say in the passage quoted: "What | have
ordained (TTapidwka) among you (the Corinthians) as a rite, to partake of bread and
wine in remembrance at the Lord's Supper, is a precept which has its confirmation in the
example of the Lord Himself. He also took bread and wine, and, distributing both among
His disciples, expressed the desire that they should in future repeat the common
partaking of both, and as often as this happened, make this partaking a celebration of
His memorial. Thus says Paul. What he thus adds, going back to what he knows of
Jesus, is an eclectic excerpt to justify the reference, and is intended only to give
sanction to the form of what he has ordered. Paul's relation briefly mentions what Jesus
did, in so far as it is an example of what is to be done. But that is all our evangelical
reports want to mention, and we always have only the brevity of written drafts, but not



the pre-suppositional comprehensiveness of oral tradition. -- But whence, one may
reasonably ask, is the striking similarity between the two accounts of Luke and Paul?
We take the liberty of making an assumption about this, which may seem bold, but
which, we believe, is not unworthy of examination.

a) The wgaltwg kai 16 TToTrpIov Most likely received its excerpt-like, summarizing
expression at the same place where it is quite visibly part of an excerpt-like, summary
statement - that is, in the writings of Paul, and it is therefore, if it is found elsewhere,
especially if it is found in a Gospel which the ancients believed they had to reduce to
Paul, it was in all probability taken from the Pauline passage, and only later transferred
to where it moreover deviates from parallelism. But just like that,

b) the words Luke 22:19. touTto Troigite €ig Tv v avauvnoiv and not only these
words, but the whole of v. 20 from the Pauline passage, and the following reasons may
speak in favour of this assumption.

a) If what we borrowed according to our assumption is omitted in Luke, then verse 19
connects better with verse 21. Because the phrase eri ¢ TpaTtTi{ng undeniably fits
better for the meal that has not yet been concluded (which should be concluded
precisely at the cup, according to yetd 16 deirrvAoai); it is also not clear why Jesus
should speak about his betrayer only after the meal, at the cup, and not earlier during
the bread, especially since it is mentioned that the betrayer was with him at the table
(verse 21). But

B) the chalice is not omitted in this way; on the contrary, it is striking that Luke, unlike
the others, should double the chalice because this is what he himself does not seem to
have wanted. Because

Y) he has the same testamentary words that the others cite for the cup, also for the first
cup v. 17. A&Bete TouTo K. dlauepioaTte iautoig (cf. Matt. 26, 27. mieTe € avToU TTAVTEG).
Likewise he also has the foreboding statement of Jesus that he will never again drink
from the fruit of the vine like this, and just like that also the eu/apiotioag. What can

but do you conclude from this? The second cup does not belong in Luke's account at
all. And so the difference between Luke's report and the ancillary reports is based only
on the rearrangement of the moments, and what he has in common with the words
found in Paul is an insertion and later assimilation. However, in this examination, we do
not rely solely on our own criticism. It is certainly a very remarkable circumstance that
even a critical authority supports this examination, namely codex Rhediger *), which
includes the words "Hoc est Corpus meum" from verse 19 until the end of verse 20. And
then v. 21 continues: verumtamen ecce manus tradentis me mecum etc., what a
remarkable phenomenon we are referring to want to draw attention to here at the same



time. So let us return to our context. The avaragig (arrangement) that was mentioned
includes, as a secondary condition, the linguistic form. Let us now discuss this aspect
as well. We have reason to talk about it because assuming an oral Aramaic original of
the Gospel, it is indeed an important question how the transition of its content from
Aramaic to our Greek Gospels should be understood and how the formation of the latter
should be envisioned if the mediation through writing is excluded.

*) S. David Schulz in the Scripture: on the doctrine of the Lord's Supper. Second
edition Leipzig 1831.
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Ninth Datum: Gradually a formed tradition had established itself as the original oral
gospel among the apostles; so this gospel would first have had to be translated into
Greek, and this translation, according to the above hypothesis, should either not have
been a written one at all, or, if one was made, it should not have been published. But
now it is the date that our Greek type is just as little a translation made from the Ur-
Gospel in Jerusalem as it could have come directly from the Ur-Gospel if it were a
translation.

The original oral gospel is said to have gradually developed into the type of our written
gospels before all written records and without a written basis from the repeated lectures
of the first narrators. That was the premise. So the apostles, whom we then think of as
teaching in Jerusalem, will undoubtedly have used their native language idiom in their
informal communication. According to reliable sources, this was the Aramaic or Syriac-
Chaldean language. For more information on this, refer to Pfankuche's work on the
Palestinian vernacular language during the time of Jesus and the Apostles, found in
Eichhorn's Bibliothek der biblischen Literatur, Volume VIII, pp. 365-480. Additionally,
you can consult J.D. Michaelis' Commentary on the Epistle to the Hebrews, Frankfurt
and Leipzig, 1762, pp. 26-32, as well as Credner's Introduction, Volume 1, pp. 186-187.
The apostolic original Gospel would therefore have been in Aramaic and would have
needed to be translated in order to serve as a model for our Greek Gospels. -- Now,
according to our hypothesis, all use of Scripture through which the agreement of our
evangelists could be mediated should remain excluded. So, as far as that translation is
concerned, it will have to be assumed that it was not a written one. This assumption is
necessary anyway if the original oral gospel is to be preserved. For if the need for a
Greek script as a translation had to be acknowledged, we could immediately put an
original Greek work as a gospel at this point, i.e. instead of an oral Ur-Gospel, a written
Ur-Gospel, which would also give us less time than it would take to produce one no



such protracted elaboration of uniformity in monotonous repetitions was needed. For the
very same reason we will not be allowed to give any space at all to a written translation,
not even with the restriction that we assume that this translation, although a written one,
was not published but was in the hands of the apostles or the first preachers of the word
left for their private use. For it would always have to be recognized as a joint work, the
production of which would require a special association, an association which,
assuming it, would be no less strange than an association for the draft of a written Ur-
Gospel. There is nothing to be assumed but that the translation was oral, i.e. it was the
property of the preachers of the Word, so that where they had to communicate the
Gospel in Greek, they had at their disposal an acquired or established Greek
expression of what was to be communicated, just as they were accustomed to a uniform
presentation of the Gospel content in the original language. Did the apostles or the first
proclaimers of the word need to communicate the gospel in Greek? Here is the least
doubt about this, since it is well known that Hellenists very soon became interested in
the new teaching of the witnesses to Jesus. But that is the only historical thing on which
the hypothesis can be based if it wants to make a transition from Aramaic to Greek. But
this transition does not succeed at all.

1) There is nothing to prove, or even to make it probable, that the apostles had to
translate in order to communicate Jesus' life story to the Hellenists - converting an
Aramaic into Greek, so that this would have had the quantity of the first. Then

2) the uniformity in the use of the Greek translation and its stability can never be
explained unless Scripture is called to help. But

3) our Gospels and their Greek are not translations from Aramaic. If they were, their
language would be of quite a different hue, as can be inferred by comparing with them
the Alexandrian translation and the passages in it, which are translations from the
Chaldean. We do not find in our Gospels the Hebraisms and Aramaisms which are
frequent there. What is Hebrew in it, in the expression, in the association of ideas, in the
connection of the sentences - it has already been remarked by many that this does not
make them translations from the Hebrew and shows nothing more than the origin of
these Scriptures from the Hebrew spirit, and from the acquaintance of their authors with
the spirit of the Alexandrian translation of the Old Testament. We shall be able to stand
all the more firmly with this view, because - if it is admitted that what is found in our
Gospels as a common and consistent expression is not a translation from the Hebrew
but a free copy with independent use of the Greek language , — then it is also not
foreseeable how the corresponding Greek gospels, according to the degree of their
agreement, must necessarily be preceded by an equally quantified Aramaic gospel. And
so we refer to the fact that our writings



a) have nothing more Hebraic about them than those whose original language is
recognized as Greek, e.g. the gospel of John and the Pauline writings, and furthermore

B) that the same linguistic relationship can also be noticed in those evangelical parts
which one will not count as part of that traditional gospel, in the first chapters of Matthew
and Luke, and just so now also

y) in the sections of the first table, at those places where Luke employs Hebraic rhetoric
alone (e.g., n. 49, Luke 21:14, 23-24, n. 53, Chapter 22:15, 21, and others), as well as
finally in those sections that are excluded here and are found on the second table.
Furthermore,

0) where our authors appeal to Scripture and use the words of Scripture to draw
conclusions, they have drawn from the source of the Greek translation of the Bible; But,
what is particularly to be noted, they used the words of this translation not only for
quotations, but also to dress up their lecture and to lay out their historical descriptions,
and we regard this in particular as proof that their writings are not translations from a
different idiom, but originally conceived in Greek. We have already quoted a passage of
this kind (allusion to the sacrifice of Isaac) above, p. 79. But there are still several
places like this, e.g. Matt. 21, 33 epiTevoev autreAwva K. payudv TTEPIEBNKE K. WPUELEV
----Anvov. See page 70. Jerem. 5, 2., also Matth. 24, 20. (Mark. 13, 24.) cf. Isa. 13, 10.
O RAiog okoTioBAoeTal there: oi aoTépeg TOU ovpavol — TO YWGS oU dLWOOUTI K.
okoTioBroeTal ToU fAIov AvatéAAOVTOG K. 1] ogArjvn ou dwoel TO Qwg auTig to Mark. 13,
19. ecovtal ai nuépal — BAEWIC Oia ou yEyove TolavTn ATT apxS KTIOEWG 'ewdg ToU vuv cf.
Dan. 12:1 eotal kaipdg BAiwewg, BAiyIg o'ia oU yéyove ag ou yeyévntal €Bvog eTTi TAG
VTG, €wg TOU Kalpou ekeivou. Further:
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Mark 1:6 v 8¢ lwavvng €voedupuévog 2 Kings 1:8 aviip daocdg kai {wvnv

TPIXAGS KaunAou K. (wvnv depuartivny Trepi | depuativnyv TepIwPuEvog (in a similar

THV 60UV aUTOV. passage but Dan. 10, 5. £évdedupévog) TRV
00QuUV avTou.

In particular, Luke takes formulas and phrases from the translation of the 70 —
Furthermore

4) the agreement of our Greek Gospels in the expression is to be explained. If the
translation presupposed for the Hellenists is not to be a complete fiction, then our
Gospels must be the imprints of this translation, imprints, that is, of a translation made



in Jerusalem. But they cannot be, and that is what we want to urge here. For the time
being, there is not enough likelihood that the Syriac-Chaldean model of our Gospels
should have originated in Jerusalem, because it is not quite believable that such easily
misinterpretable narratives, so suspiciously dangerous for the originators of the Gospel
tradition, as the prophecy of the impending desolation of the Temple, should have been
written there in the midst of the enemies and the Levites, should have been passed on
orally as parts of the Gospel of Jesus by means of methodically renewing tradition, or
that the faithful should always have been told there how Jesus described the scribes
and Pharisees according to their corrupt customs - this, | say, is not probable enough in
itself before a translation is thought of. But just as the content of the discourse here
shows a disproportion to the locale, so the translation itself, when one looks at its form,
in the way in which it gives its interpretations of certain subjects that are sufficiently
known in Jerusalem, is not characterised as a communication that has become
customary there between teachers and listeners. Let us highlight a few passages. It is
said, for instance, that Jesus was led away to be crucified - in Matthew (27, 33.) to a
place called Golgotha (ei1g TOTTOV Agydpevov yoAyoBd), and this name is translated, as in
the parallel passage of Mark (15, 22.), into Greek. ), then translated into Greek, - two
speakers at the same time give the explanation of the name, we must believe,
according to the predetermination of their original, that is, of that original translation; for
Luke also, though he does not first mention the Hebrew name, but immediately the
Greek, yet also says that the place was so called. But now we ask: was not the place in
Jerusalem well enough known, that a narrator there should have mentioned it by name
only, in order to make it known where Jesus was led away to? - Gethsemane,
moreover, which is mentioned before, was, according to all supposition, as the very
name implies, a piece of field named by purpose and use, and therefore sufficiently
suggestible by its mere name. *) Mark and Matthew both describe it as speaking to
those who do not know this place, which is very close to Jerusalem, or who cannot
assume the name of the place as something known in the city. They choose the
expression: €ig xwpiov, not the expected one: €1¢ 10 xwpiov, €ig yeBonuavn (Matt. 26,
36. Mark. 14, 32.). As here for listeners who are present on the spot too little knowledge
of the location is assumed, or not the proximity of the scene; similar examples also
occur in relation to other objects. For example, the questioning Sadducees are
remembered in the account of the temple negotiations of Jesus (Matth. 22, 23. s. and
the parallel texts), and with regard to them it is mentioned by all three speakers that
they were the party that denied the resurrection of the dead. A remark which, as an
introduction to the question put in their mouths, may indeed be in its place, if itis a
matter of literary accuracy, but when set back in living speech and on this scene of
communication, it becomes unnatural. For those who heard the gospel in Jerusalem
were undoubtedly familiar enough with the Sadducees as a sect distinguished by
special opinions, namely as deniers of the resurrection. Because the sect still existed
back then. Why then for such hearers in lively speech a remark that was superfluous for



them? How could it be expected from narrators who could not consider such instruction
necessary? *) — If the habit of the authorities, mentioned in the story of Jesus'
condemnation, of releasing one of the prisoners to the Jews on the feast, was based on
the recognition of Jewish law, according to which it should have been something very
well known (as it is according to Luk. 23, 17 . it seems); this note, which is woven into
the common relation, would also refer to other time and place conditions than the
hypothetical assumptions here, and would be an example of those. -- Finally we ask:
would the apostles, if they were telling the story in Jerusalem, designate Judas as €ig
Twv dwdeka, like our three speakers, would use this designation in the same place?
(Mark. 14, 10. and the parallels.) Actually, however, we do not even need to get
involved with such individual proofs that one might consider to be quibbling. The idea of
a Greek translation arising from the Aramaic is in itself untenable, however we may
conceive the latter to have arisen. For if we assume that the apostles or their like made
a Greek translation of individual stories, this must have been done for the sake of a
mechanical recitation (for what else could it have served?), and this assumption would
probably have enough of the improbable. But the improbability is not lost if, in order to
obtain something more natural, one tries to imagine the origin of such a translation
without writing as something unintentional that happened by itself. Because one does
not arrive at the standing form, and one does not see how the precipitation of a specific
normative expression should have emerged from the creative process among self-
renewing reproductions. Rather, what must remain is this: if, in order to satisfy a need, a
translation was made of the apostolic communications, it was also set down in writing,
but it cannot have been intended to serve as a scheme for mechanical recitations. And
accordingly, if our evangelists are said to have had their standard of agreement in a
translation taken from the apostolic tradition, we would rather look for its origin in the
Jewish foreign countries among the Hellenists, and we would therefore have to imagine
that the gospel saga first found its way here among the Greeks dressed in Greek garb.
But then again we miss

a) the mediation with the apostolic tradition, in that neither it could be demonstrated that
it was the original of this translation, nor that it had to be its copy,

b) In that case, there would be a lack of an institution that could preserve such a
transplantation into the Greek idiom as a living tradition, which, through repeated
replication, could have become a collective memory for our evangelists, accessible to
them as a source of concordance. (For they are said to have written independently of
each other, not utilizing one another.) Therefore, we would only come to a translation in
writing, and specifically, as the written work of a single translator. From this writing,
parts would have then passed into other accounts, and from those, further similar parts
would have been added, thus becoming the foundation of our Gospels. In short, we
would move away from the oral tradition in this way. Let us, however,



c) allow several Greek translations of the Palestinian tradition to come about among the
Hellenists abroad, independently of one another, so that our evangelists could have
drawn from several translations and yet from one the same thing as from the other; - so
with such independently made translations we will never get such equality, which
explains the agreement of our evangelists also in the Greek expression, to which
everything depends. It should be noted here that the second and third tables we have
set up should not be mixed up with the first. If one does that, and derives the whole
apparatus of all three tables from one source, or wants to sink into a whirlpool; thus one
can easily obtain not only a rich treasure trove of tradition, oral and written, but also
various translations. If, however, as will perhaps be shown later, the first table
represents a complete work in itself, then the question is how the same is true in our
Gospels, when they were emanations from translations that arose independently of one
another, despite the maijority of the sources, could have repeated, namely as that whole
which excludes from itself the additions of Matthew and Luke on the second table, and
also those on the third. So, to briefly summarize what has been said, with the
assumption of a Greek translation we come to the dilemma: either this translation was
the work of an individual; then, if it is the source for our evangelists, there is no longer
any oral source to think of, or it was the work of many; then the inference also takes
place, and what is more, the agreement in the Greek expression is not explained. —

*) Xwpiov is not first of all villa, commonly, when it is called so, the genitive (of
the owner) stands with it.

*) Fritzsche's commentary on Matth, noted at the point: etsi enim satis constabat,
tollere Sadducaeos mortuorum in vitam rellitum, tamen aptissime nos
commonefecit ea de re Matthaeus, ut quid potissimum sermone suo obscuriore
sibi vellet, nos non (leg. ne ) praeteriret. But the oral gospel legend in Jerusalem
was not composed in usum nostrum.

Note 1.

The previous discussions will be clear and detailed enough to leave us in no doubt
about the result. The uniformity of our Gospels, which, once again, extends far more
often than one should suppose, down to the most specific expressions of speech, as a
uniformity of expression, cannot be deduced from an oral source. There was no type of
oral tradition so formed that our Gospels could have received their uniformity as an
expression of this type, but we must go back to a determining writing.



Thus the phenomenon to be explained demands it, if we wish to infer its causes
backwards from the data which lie in it, and not, by diverting our gaze from certain
possibilities, lose sight of the point of view under which the whole is to be gathered. But
perhaps one now asks: if this is the result, where then remains the truth of that from
which above the existence of an oral primitive gospel was to be made probable, in that
the hypothesis was put forward? (p. 36.) But there we were speaking of that which in
itself would have been possible, whereas here we are dealing with reality. Nor do we
deny that the apostles preached the Gospel orally, and we readily believe that they
interspersed their discourses with historical notes from the life of Jesus. But what is
claimed regarding the form of their discourses according to that hypothesis is what we
consider nothing more than a fiction. The apostles delivered spontaneous discourses
according to the needs of their listeners. These could not have existed in a mere
historical narrative. If the speakers interwove historical notes or more detailed narratives
into their speeches, they would not have repeated the same narrative with the same
words, even if it had recurred in other speeches, and even if this had happened, the
narration could not have had the same position and relationship and connection with
others. The historical part should have been separated out for itself, and whoever was
concerned with obtaining a whole of such notes could have done nothing else than what
Mark, according to one statement, is said to have done with the Petrine lectures ,
namely to make an excerpt from such lectures and to give this a historical version from
one point of view. At least we cannot imagine the matter any other way, and it is quite
unbelievable to us that the apostles, or anyone else who taught the gospel alongside
them, should have limited themselves to recounting certain anecdotes from Capernaum
and the like and kept repeating them, e.g. how it happened at Gadara, how the
paralytics were let down through the roof, how Jesus chastised the Pharisees and
scribes in speeches, and other such individual things.
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But perhaps we are too limited in our point of view and do not go back far enough in the
sources to be sought, translating the space within which the oral Gospel could
nevertheless find its place. In order to reject this reproach, we will take into account a
more recent attempt to give the oral Gospel a position. Credner, in his aforementioned
introduction to N. T., is also of the opinion that there was no oral, ordered Ur-Gospel (in
Gieseler's sense), but he wants to take as a basis an informal one, which consisted of
details that were not yet strung together (p. 192). TThis unformed Aramaic primitive
gospel is said to have come into being through frequent repetition, discussion, mutual
recollections of the narrators, etc., just as we have indicated above in relation to the
allegedly ordered one (p. 187). After the entry of the Hellenists among the believers,
thought was given to translations, namely oral ones; however, each of the gospel



teachers did the translation for themselves as best they could! However, the same thing
is said to have come about - and this is explained by the fact that the lack of words on
the part of the translators promotes the uniformity of the translations, and each
translator has appropriated what was given by others in this way. Only later, and only
after the destruction of Jerusalem, when the tradition gradually became poorer in
genuine content and began to become more legendary, did written records of
evangelical history come into being because it was only now that people felt the need to
shackle the legend in writing, although the first products of this kind were only private
experiments. The additions, embellishments, etc., by which our evangelical relations
differ from one another, despite all agreement, should now be regarded as
excrescences of the legend. — According to these sketches, we are presented with a
picture which we cannot admit to be true, and we therefore take the liberty of making
the following counter-recollections:
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1) The author himself admits that the apostolic discourses were free, mostly practical, in
which only occasionally, when the opportunity presented itself, individual aspects of
Jesus' life were discussed (p. 192). But then we do not see how a translation could have
come about for the Hellenists if they had not wanted to translate the entire discourses
themselves (which was probably not possible); for why should only the biographical
fragments and details from the messages have been excavated for translation, and by
several translators at that? Further, if the apostolic sermons wove such notes only
occasionally, how could there be uniformity through frequent repetition, and if one
collected the biographical notes for oneself as the material to be translated, how does
the disordered and formless primordial gospel exist?

2) The author wants to explain partly the variations of the expression that degenerate
into distant parallel relations, and partly the interpolations and additions, namely, the
former from the individuality and majority of the translations, the latter from the
degenerations of the legend. Now we can affirm that the interpolations or additions, as
they occur in the parallel passages of Mark and Luke, do not derive from the saga: but
those in Matthew, as we have already seen, do not either. So it was only a question of
the pieces of the second table, which, according to the verse, are supposed to be based
on the original writing of Matthew, and thus do not bear witness to the legendary
character of the excellent news. If the contents of the third tablet are to be considered
legend, it must be at least acknowledged that not everything is legend, and that what a
historian or biographer writes does not necessarily have to be legend. As far as the
word varieties are concerned, they are demonstrably not distinct translations, as will be
shown in the future. With the majority of translations we find that either their unity or
their difference is not explained. If the translators were supposed to come to an



agreement, why didn't they agree completely to include the other parts that were part of
the original translation? The one would have to have made individual additions to the
work of the other, which he had to express first. But according to our author, the
additions are supposed to be derived from the degenerate legend! — Even if the
variations in expression were really different translations; so we would rather try to
explain it by anything else than by the translators duplicating an original which did not
exist in writing.
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We do not find any degeneration of the saga as a whole in our gospels. Because

a) we see that the first table is held fast by all referents. This would have preserved the
legend faithfully. What is added to the pieces was not given to them by the legend, but
only by the writer. — The special news that Luke intersperses in the passion story can
be private information. They are as little as what is on the second table, the degenerate
general,

b) If degeneracies of the legend were to be presupposed; then the first table would not
exist at all as separable, which it demonstrably is. Either the legend had not
degenerated, or the common type of the first table was not in the legend at all.

3) The author has to bring some deviations in the parallel texts into account of the
several translators at that time. He must therefore believe that these translators - even if
only in their heads - translated such texts, i. H. such developed ones as they are in our
gospels. But if they did, then it is all the more difficult for us to imagine that the alleged
primeval gospel was something so amorphous. (As we shall see in his place below, the
pieces are worked with art.) But overall we have a disorderly gospel, consisting of
details which, as such, are always related to something else, and in more ways than
one To have relativity to one another, we say, is an absurdity for us. 4) The date that
our written gospels are said to have arisen out of the need for criticism or polemics is
also incorrect. At least that does not follow from Luke's prologue; on the contrary, it
leads to other views of the matter, and we therefore refer to what has been said above
about this prologue. But so that we can 5) explain at all what we think about the so-
called Aramaic oral Ur-Gospel and its invention, the whole hypothesis seems to us to be
nothing other than the modified Eichhorn's of the written Ur-Gospel, in that what the
latter has as writing , those misplaced in the mouth. We will therefore take the trouble to
draw the parallel and show that Eichhorn's hypothesis still stands before the latter.

3) The author must attribute certain discrepancies in the parallel texts to the multiple
translators of that time. Therefore, he must believe that these translators - even if only in



their minds - had such texts, i.e., formulated in the way they appear in our Gospels. But
if they had these texts, then we can even less imagine that the alleged primitive oral
Gospel was something formless. (As we will see below in its proper place, the pieces
are crafted with skill.) In general, an unorganized Gospel consisting of individual details,
which always relate to something else and have multiple aspects of relativity to one
another, such a thing, let's say, is inconceivable to us.

4) Moreover, the claim that our written Gospels were created out of the need for
criticism or polemics is not correct. At least, this does not follow from the prologue of
Luke; on the contrary, it refers to other perspectives on the matter, and we refer to what
has been said above about this prologue. However, in order to

5) explain our thoughts on the so-called Aramaic oral primitive Gospel and its invention,
the entire hypothesis seems to be nothing more than a modified version of Eichhorn's
hypothesis of the written primitive Gospel, wherein what the latter has as writing is
transferred to the spoken word. Therefore, we will make the effort to draw a parallel and
show that Eichhorn's hypothesis is even more valid than the former.
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1) Eichhorn's basis is a Hebrew (or Aramaic) primitive Gospel; likewise, that hypothesis
also assumes such a basis, with necessary modifications.

2) Eichhorn requires Greek translations to explain the agreement in wording in our texts;
similarly, that hypothesis also requires them.

3) Just as Eichhorn's hypothesis is burdened by difficulties, so is the other hypothesis,
no less so.

a) The former, it is said, assumes a fact - the origin and foundation of an original
evangelical document - of which there are no historical traces. - The emergence of an
oral gospel that has become stereotypically fixed is just as little historically probable.
Indeed, if one compares the two hypotheses, the advantage is on Eichhorn's side. The
latter, by taking a written type as its basis, posits a gospel of a definite extent, such as
the delimited nature of our tables indicates, since it in itself had to be the necessary
result of written composition; — However, the former hypothesis cannot explain the
emergence of a limited type either comprehensibly, or it must leave the disorganized
mass of oral tradition to the revisions and plans of later writers *), and is just as
compelled to seek the condition of Gospel harmony in writing as the other explanatory
approach, which starts directly from writing. It is said



*) de Wette Introduction p. 157. “The relationship between the two gospels (of
Matthew and Luke) in the structure of the whole, especially in the limitation of the
story of Jesus before the last Passover to the area of Galilee, cannot be
excluded from the common use of the oral gospel lecture, because it always had
to be limited to individual stories and sections, and uniformity in the entire scope
of evangelical history is improbable."

b) that the first proclaimers of the word were not bound by a written constraint. If that is
the case, they would not have accustomed themselves to a uniformity in their
discourses. They would not have repeated in the same way what was fresher in their
memory and more vivid in their imagination, especially if they delivered spontaneous
discourses, which made it impossible for them to have the same exact wording. And if
there was no uniformity in their discourses, there can also be no expectation of
uniformity in multiple oral translations. How could there be room for such consistency
and execution in this regard?

c) It is said that the hypothesis of the written Ur-Gospel, because it calls for help from
several translations, presupposes a blissful writing ability that is not to be expected at
that time. We do not know, however, whether the desire to translate, which is supposed
to be given scope in the other hypothesis, fits more naturally into the time and
circumstances. Oral translations from an oral original have no place here. — Apart from
the material itself, which, according to an unthinkable notion, would have had to consist
precisely in the biographical fragments that our Gospels connect—apart from the fact
that these translations should have been repeatedly renewed based on this material, for
an unknown purpose (since they could never have existed in the original by
themselves); why, moreover, would there be multiple translators? To account for
differences? But wouldn't the majority on the one hand and the freedom of the translator
on the other, more than difference, not have created confusion? But if one accepts
written translations, then one has the same with all the bliss of writing, which Eichhorn
also wants. — And written translations of a written original are more conceivable than
oral translations of an oral one.

d) The interpolations and additions to the texts are, according to Eichhorn, enrichments
of the written Ur-Gospel, according to the other hypothesis they are supposed to be
outgrowths of the saga carrying the oral Ur-Gospel around. That is more conceivable
than this. In that notion it explains how, notwithstanding the interpolations and additions,
the basis of a common text remained; in the case of the second, however, this is not
explained. For the saga, once it strays and changes, does not keep a definite measure
in its modifications and is no longer binds itself to a fetter; one would then have to make
something that has been learned into its foundation, something that is just as
unhistorical as it is psychologically untrue. - To this must be added the nature of these



interpolations and additions, that, if not all, yet most, are connected with literary
considerations, and one can see in them how their authors had in mind in writing the
series of texts to which they added and other things. (See, for example, the insertions in
Matthew listed above in order.) But this also includes shortenings of the text, which, as
soon as they can only be shown, should not be mistaken as modifications of written
models.

e) The hypothesis of the written Ur-Gospel is said to be contrary to history, but that is
also contrary to the text, and if one wants to research it, one has to be careful about it.
For once everything is reduced to the word of mouth and the legend is given scope,
then one loses the desire to take a closer look at the interrelationship of the
corresponding texts. One considers the harmony, which is the first to pose the riddle
and which is to be explained, to be accidental, and one takes delight in the difference as
the main thing, because precisely this is what one expects.

f) An argument has been raised against the hypothesis of the primitive oral Gospel
based on the originality of the Greek text of our Gospels. The validity of this argument
will remain unexamined here. However, if the Greek text is indeed the original, then the
assumption of the primitive oral Gospel is cornered, making it difficult to find the
intermediate stages that would facilitate the transition from one original to another. In
short, while the often mentioned hypothesis aims to dispense with a written norm, it fails
to compensate for the loss thereof.
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Note 2

What can be explained at all in our gospels, insofar as they consist of parallel relations,
and which makes it easier to explain the hypothesis of the original oral gospel, is
substance and form. The form, by which we mean here primarily equality and literal
parallelism, cannot, as we have seen, explain it satisfactorily. It merely explains
differences and inequalities. But it is also not necessary for deriving the substance. One
could say:

a) the individual stories could not have become the object of the recording without first
being discussed and going through the oral speech. However, even if this is
acknowledged, it can easily be countered from experience that much talk about a fact,
even if it gains further dissemination soon after, can quickly fade away or be retained
only in the memory of a few. In the former case, before it fades away, it can be



entrusted to paper, and in the latter case, it can be transferred from the memories of the
few to writing, without requiring oral retelling and the preservation of the information
through recounting for this purpose. — However, for the latter case, even when we
refrain from historicizing, the types of their genesis are often inferred from actual events
and facts. what the data explains is put together from data. Written narration and oral
narration are therefore different in form. For example, many historians report as spoken
words what was not actually heard, and it is particularly known that in Hebrew narrative,
where we, inferring from actions to intentions and attitudes, speak only summarily and
indirectly about the latter as narrators, indirect speech is transformed into direct speech,
creating spoken speeches, monologues,*) and dialogues. Therefore, just as it happens
among us, it could also have happened there that certain facts, when transitioning into
writing, took on a narrative form that neither preserved nor could have preserved its
type in legend. If one says

*) Compare e.g. Matt. 21, 25. 26. oi d¢ dichoyicavTo TTap' eavToiC' eAv EiTTWUEV '
€€ oupavov, epei AEiv- diati K. T. A.

c) the first proclaimers of Christianity, as soon as they taught, had to come back to
individual events of the life of Jesus and give their memories of individual things a
specific expression; so may this also be conceded on the whole. But it does not follow
that this often had to be done for the sake of a written record, nor that oral referencing
had to have taken on a fixed form before such a distinction was made, nor finally that
the form of the written presentation had to conform to the form of the oral one had. The
original oral gospel, apart from its inner improbability, is therefore not in the proportion
to be the necessary explanation for the harmony of our gospels, even if we only want to
consider the material. Finally,

d) the fact that the apostles knew more about the history of Jesus' life than we find in
our gospels (Credner, p. 191.) does not yet prove that they had what we call the gospel
(an expressed narrative) to a greater extent, and of which our Gospels could be
considered a part. So many a person who has had a lot of experience knows exactly
how it happened (if asked) without having formed any special representations about it or
having spun the genetic connection in their thoughts.
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Note 3.

It has been concluded above that the nonexistence of a primitive oral Gospel can be



inferred from the fact that in our Gospels, a type of communal narrative stands out
against various other elements that, due to their importance and credibility, could hardly
be excluded from the realm of a primitive oral Gospel. However, when one becomes
familiar with the explanations that are supposed to lend historical plausibility to the
primitive oral Gospel, it is easy to overlook those, already weakly drawn, distinctions
and instead derive from the same murky source what we claim does not belong
together. *) Therefore, to fully justify the transition to writing, we have once again drawn
attention to the difference between the disparate elements.

So we are now leaving an area we have traversed fruitlessly and preparing to move our
investigation to another field that promises us more fruit than the one we have already
explored.

*) As did de Wette (introduction, pp. 146-153), who takes what Matthew and Luke
have in common on the first and second plates for different representations of
one and the same legend.




