Synaptic Problen

fifteen from Galilee and a similar number from
the Golan Heights. The synagogues are of three
architectural types: {1) Broad Hovse, with the bema,
or platform, on the southern long wall such as at
Khitbet Shema; (2) the Basilica type, as at Caparnanm
and Chorazin; (3) the Basilica with an apse at Beth
Alpha.

5. Interior,

These tater synagogues were elaborately decorated
withy symbols such as the lampstand (w*rdrd), palm
frond and citron, They were provided with a bema, or
platform, for the reading of the Scriptuves, and a
niche for the display of the ark or chest {*3n) for the
biblical scrolls, Tn 1980 E. and C, Meyers discovered
the fragment of such an ark niche from Nabratein.
This pediment s decorated with reliefs of rampant
lions, and a scallop shell with a hole {or the chain of
a petpetual lamp, .

Many of the Byzantine s)nagogues were Javishly
decorated with mosaics, including four mosaics of the
zodiac at Hammath Tiberias, Beth- Alpha, Na'aran
and Husifa, The mosaic at Hammath Tiberlas has a
central panet with Helios (sun) on his chariot and -
figures reflecting the four seasons at the corners.

We also have three examples of lists of the twenty-
four priesily courses (mimardy), which hung in syn-
agogues. Most synagogue inscrptions ave of donors,
The third-centy AD. synagogue at Dura Ewvopos on
the Euphraiés River even had palntings on its walls
depicting biblical narratives,

Because of the scatit remains of synagogues from
first-century AD, Palestine, some scholars have
argued that Luke:Ads is anachronistic when it refers
to synagogue bulldings. But this §s to underestimate
the fragmentary nature of the archeological evidence
and to disregard not only the testimony of the New
Testanent but also of Josephus {Life 977, 280), who
speaks of a presench? which was a large building at
Tiberia (cf. also jos, W, 2144 § 285; Ant, 141023 §
258; 19.8.5 § 800). Thilo's report of the anti-Semitic
mob’s attacks on proseches in Alexandiia in AD, 38
{Lzg. Gai, 132) cleatly refers to synagogue buildings.
Sez also JupAisM; TEMeLY; WORSHIE, e
BisLiOGRAPHY.  B. Brooten, Women Leaders in the An-
dient Synagogue (Chico: Schelars, 1932); M. ], 8. Chiat,
Handbook of Synagogue Architecture (Chico: Scholars,
1982); L. L. Grabbe, “Synagopues i Pre-70 Palestine,”
JTSnis. 33{1988} 401.16; J. G. Griffiths, “Egypt and the
Rise of the Synagogue,” JT$ n.s.'38 (1987) 1-15;
J. Gutwann, ed,, Andent Synagogues: The Stale of Re-
search (Chico: Scholars,-1981); idem, ed, The Syn-

agogue: Studies in Origins, Archaeology and Arvchitedure -
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{New York: KTAY, 1975); M. Hengel, “Proseuche und
Synagoge,” in Tvadition und Glaubz: Festgabe fiiy Kayl
Georg Kulm, ed. G, Jeremias, H, W, Kuhn, and H. Stege-
mann (Gilttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1971}
157-84; F. Huttenmelster and G, Reeg, Die antiken
Synagogen in Iirael (2 vols; Wiesbaden: L. Relchert,
1977); L. Levine, ed., Anclent Synagogues Revealed
(ferusalem: Israel Exploration Soctety, 1981); idem, The
Synagogue in Late Antiguity (Philadelphia: American
Schools of Oriemiat Research, 1987); I, Levinskaya, “A
Jewish or Gentile Prayer House? The Meaning of
HPOXEYERY TynB 41 (1000} 164-58; E. M. Meyers,
“Synagogues of Galilee,” Archaeology 35.3 (1985) 51.58;
E. Schlver, The History of the Jewish People in the Age of
Jesus, rev. and ed, G, Vermes et al, (Edinbwrgh: T. & T,
Cark, 1079) T1428.54; H. Shanks, Judaisn in Sténe: The
Archasology of Anient Synagegues (New York: Harper &
Row, 1979); ]. F. Strange and H. Shanks, “Synagogue
Where Jesus Preached Found at Capernaum,” BAR 96
(1983) 24-31; ]. Weingreen, “The Ouigin of the Syn-
agogue,” Hermathena 98'(1964) 68-84; Y, Yadin, Masade
(New York: Random House, 1966).
‘ " E. Yamauchi

SYNOPTIG PROBLEM
In reading the four Gospels it is apparent that three of
them resemble one another and one does not, A brief
tlme spent in any synopsis of the Gospels will indleate
that Malthéw, Mark and Luke share a number of
striking similaritles, The “Synoptic Problem” is the
name that has heen given to the problem of why the
Gospels of Matthew, Mark and Inke look so much
alike. Why are they so similar in content, in wording
and in the erder of events found within thent?

1. The Similarity of the Synoptic Gospels

2. The Existence of a Literary Relationship

8, Varlous Literary Explanations

4. #'he Griesbach Hypothesis

B, The Two-Document Hypothesis .-

6, Problems with the Two-Document Hypothesis -

7. The Value of the Solution of the S)naplic

Problem

1. The Simitaxity of the Synoptic Gospels.

1.1 Shuilarity in Wording,

The samllauty of wording can easily be seen by com-
pating various parallel accounts found in' these
Gospels. This is best done by the use of & synopsis.
Some helplil passages 1o compare are:

Matthess 191315 Mark 10:13-18 Lnke 181517
Matther $2:25-33 Mark [2:1897 Luke 262740
Mathew 2448 Mark 1358 Luke 2811
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1.2, Stmilarlty in Order. Ancther avea of similavity
can be found when one compares the order of the
vatious accounts (pericopes). Note: .

Matther 16:43—-20:8¢  Mark 8371082 Luke Si1851/18:1543
‘Matthew 12481353 Mark33l 662 Luke 81055

1.3, Shnitarity in Parenthetical Material, Theie also
exists common parenthetical material. Note for exai-.
ple: “fet the reader understand” in Maithew 24:15 and
Mark 13:14; “he then said to the paralytic” in Matthew
0.6/ Mark 2:10/0uke 5:24; “For he had said . . " In
Mark 5:8/Luke 8:20, :

1.4 Shuifarity fie Biblical Quotations. At tintes we find
the exact same form of an OT-quotation {sez Old
Testamént in the Gospels), This would not be unusual
iF that form was identical either with the Hebrew OT
or the Greek transtation of the OT kiown as the
Septuaging, but-when we find an identical quotation of
the OT which is different from both the Hebrew OT
and the Greek O, this similarity requires some sort of
explanation (cf. Ak 1:2 par. Mt 3:3 and Lk 3:4; Mk 7
pag Mi15:9), - )

2, The Exlstence of a Literary Relationship.

There have been various ways in which people have
sotght to explain the similarilies mentioned above,
One attempt has been to explain their simifavity as due
{¢ the inspication of the Gospels, The similavity is due
to the Holy Spitit* (s Holy Sphit) having guided
Matthew, Mark and Luke. Such an explanation,
however; does not really solve the problem, for those
who posit this explanation usually maintain that the
Gospel of John was also inspired. Yet John does not
look like the Synoptics. If all four Gospels were wrilten
under the superintendence of the Holy Spiit, this
superintendence cannot at the same time explain why
some Gospels look altke and why another does not.

- A second attempt to explain this similarity involves
the argument from history, Matthew, Mark and Luke
look alike because they are accurate historical records
of what Jesns said and did. Without denying that the
Synoptic Gospels do provide an accurate zecount of
what Jesus said and did, it must be pointed out that at
tintes we find a different ordering of the events and a
different wording. In these inslances are we to assume
that the sayings and incidents are not historical? An
ineldent in Jesus' ministry conld be recounted correctly
in different ways and in association with various
events, Furthermore, 2 saying of Jesus in bis native
tongue, which was Aramaic, could be translated into

" Greek in several different ways {s¢ Languages of
Palestine),

These two explanations do not explain adegnately
the kind of similarities we find in the Synoptic Gospels,
Some other explanation must be sought, As ealy as
1746 J. G..von Herder sought to explain the Synoptic
Problem by positing a commen oral tradition used by
Matthew; Mark and Luke. This explanation was
developed more fully by J. K L. Gieseler in 1818,
According to this explanation the disciples* created
this oral tradition which soon became fixed in form,
Some time after it was translated into Greek, this
common tadition was used by the Synoptic writers,
Thus Matthew, Mark and Luke look alike because they
all follow the exact same.oral tradition.

There is little doubt that there was a perjod when
the Gospel traditions civculated orally. Whether there
ever was 4 perjod in which these traditions circalated
anly grally, how long that period lasted, the extent to
which Matthew, Mark and Luke were Influenced by
the oral tradition, efc, have not been and may never
be resolved. But can this explanation elucidate ade-
quately the degeee of slmiladty found in the Synoptic
Gospels? This does not appear to be the case, At times
the degree of similarity scems to Tequire more than just
a common orat tradition. More importandy, a common
oral traditlon is not able to explain the simiiar editorial
comments which we find, Why do we find in the exact
same location a word front the writer to his audience—
"let the veader understand” (Mt 24:15/3k 13:14)? Even
more difficult for this explanation is the extensive
agreement in the order of the material, Thus, although
one daes nat want lo mininize the influence of 2
common oral tradition upon the writers of the Gospels,
it wouldt appear that the similatities we encounter
requite the existence of some sort of a literary relation-
ship. :

3. Varlous Literary Explanations,

If a literary relationship exists between the Synoptic
Gospels, then the next questton that niust be investigat-
ed is the nature of that literary relationship. One
explanation, originating with F, Schleiermacher (1817),
suggesied that the disciples had taken notes (memora-
bilia) of Jesus’ words and deeds. These eventually were
collectedt and arranged topically, From these collected
meimorabilia the Synoptic Gospels arose. This “lrag:
mentary hypothesis” never received much support, for
like the oral hypothesis it was not able to cxplain the
extemsive agreements in order.

Another theory is that of a so-called UrGospel
{“primitive” or “original” Gospel), According to G, K.
Lessing (1776) and J. G. Eichhorn (1795), there cxisted
at eardy written Gospel in Aramaic. This was translated
into Greek and wenf lhrough several revisions, The
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similarities we find in the Synoptic Gospels are dug to
e commoen use of a Greek transladon of this “Ur-
Gospel” The differences are explained by thelr use of
different Greek recensions. The main problem with
this argument is that as one sought to reconstruct what
this Ur-Gospel looked like, it began to look more and
more like an UrMarkus, that is, an earfier non-
canonical form of the Gospel of Mark, This in tum
began to look more and more like the canonical
Gospel of Mark,

A more likely literaty explanation Is to see some sort
of interdependence between the Synoptic Gospels
themselves. ‘The three most common explanations
involving interdependence ave;

Matthew wrote first, Mark used Matthesw, Luke used

Mark (Augustine).

Matthesy wrote {irst, Luke used Matthew, Mark used
Matthew and Luke {J. J. Gilesbach, 1783 and 1789,
W, R Farmer, 1964},

Mark wrote flrst, Matthew used Mark, Luke used
Mark Matthew and Luke also used another common
source—"Q)" (H. J. Holtzmann, 186%; B, H. Streeter;
1924);

Of these three theories the ntost viable are the Jatter
two: the Griesbach hypothesis and the nvo-decument
hypothesis,

4. The Griesbach Hypothests,

This hypothesis, which argues that Matthew was the
first Gospel wiitten, that Euke used Matihew and that
Mark used both Matthew and Luke, was first proposed
by H. Owen in 3764, It received its name due to its
advocacy by J. J. Griesbach, Tt has been revived and
veceived considerable impetus recently as the two-
Gospel hypathesis through the work of W, R. Famuer,
J B. Orchard and H-H. Stoldt, Tts early popularity and
demise were associated with the yise and fall of the
Tilbingen Hypothesis {Le, Matihew, Thesis; Luke,
Antithesis; Matk, Synthesis), The strength of the
Griesbach Hypothesis is that it appears to explain
several aspects of the Synopiic Problem,

4.1, The Strengihs of the Grieshach Hypothests,

4.1.1, It Agrees with the Church Tyadition, The early
chureh iradition is quite unanimous in claiming that
Matthew was the first Gospel written (Irenaeus,
Enscebius, Augusting). Clement of Alexandra stated
that the Gospels with genealogies¥ were written first,
Augusiine finthermare called Mark an abridgment of
Maitheyw, Whereas the priority of Mark was unknown
in the early church, the priority of Maithew was
assumed, Tt is cleav that the Griesbach hypothesis fis
this carly teadition concerning the Synoplic Gospels
hetter than the two-document hypothesls, It also fits
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the order of the Gospels in the NT canen® better,

44.2. It Can Exploin ANl the Gospel Agreements, In
comparing the varfous agreements between the tiple
tradition (parallel passages in Matthew, Mak and
Take) we find that frequently we have Matthew-Mark
agreements against Luke, Mark-Luke agreements
against Maithew and even Matthew-Luke agreements
against Mark. The Griesbach hypothesis can explain
these quite simply: the Matthew-Mark agreements
against Luke result when Luke deviates from his
Matthean source but Mark does not; the Mark-Luke
agreements against Matthew result when Luke deviates
from his Matthean source and Mark follows Luke
rather than Maithew; the Matthew-Luke agreements
against Mark result when Luke follows Matthew and
Mark deviates from both his sources. With regard to
the Iatter the Griesbach hypothesis s strong where the
wwo-document hypothesis is weall It can easily explain
the Matthew-Luke agreements against Mark, whereas
the two-document hypothesis struggles with how
Matthew and Luke can agree independently against
their Markan source when they did not know each
other, that Is, when one did not use the ather. .

4.13. It Explains the Markan Redundpncies, Within
Mark we find at least 213 cases of redundaney such as:
1:32 ("When evening camey as the sun was setting");
142 {"And immediately the leprosy left him and he
was cleansed"); 4:21 (“Is a lamp brought in order to be
ptaced under a bushel basket or under a bed?”); etc.,
The Griesbach hypothesis suggests that this can best
be explained by understanding that Mark tended to act
with respect to his sources in the same way as the early
scribes and copyists of the NT. When they found two
different readings ine their sources, they tended to
harmonize them by including both. Mark’s sedundan-
cles are therefore due to his having conflated his two
sources when he came across different readings, Thus
Matthew 8:16, “When evening came,” and Luke 440,
“While the sun was selling” become in Mark 1:32,
“When avening came, as the sun was setting”; Matthew
B:14, “They do not set under a bushel basket,” and
Luke 8:16, "Nor set it under a bed,” become In Mark
4:21, “Ts a tamp hrought in order ta be placed under
a bushiel basket or under a hed?”

Other evidence for the Griesbach hypothesis, such
as there being no need for the postulation .of an
additional hypothetical source such as “Q,"# could
also be mentioned. .

A2, Problens for the Grieshuch Hypothesis, A number
of problems encountered by the Grieshack hypothesis
have led many scholars to consider the two-docament
hypothests & more viable option for explaining the
Synoptic Problem, Two of these, the arguments in
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favor of the priotity of Mark and the difficulyy of
claiming that Luke used Malthew, will be discussed at
length below (see 5.1 and £2.1), There are several
additional weaknesses.

4,2.1, The Griesbach Hypothesis Also Conﬂacfs with the
Church Tradition. Whereas the church tradition is
vnanimous, jit stating that Matthew was wiitten hefore
Mark and Lok e, that traditon in the same breath also
argues that Matthew was writien In Avamail (or
Hebrew). Yet it is clear that our present Matthew is not
a simple teanslation from Aramaic {or Hebrew) into
Creek, Thus the Matthew of church tradition does not
fit the Greek Maithew of the Synoptic Problem, If
therefore the traditlon at this point is either incorrett:
or speaking of a predecessor (or source) of our Greek
Matthew, {lis greatly weakens the value of the church
tradition. for solving the Synoptic Problem (s Mat
thew, Gospel of},

Otiter aspects of the church tradition also cause
difficully for the Griesbach hypothesis. These include
Papias’ statentent (hat Mark had as Iris main source the
“memtoirs” oF Peterand wrote his Gospel independent-
ly of Matthew, and the views of Origen, the Antl-
Marcionite Prologues and Augustine that Luke was

wrilten last.

4.2.2, Certain Gospel Agreements Arg Best Explalned by

" the Priorily of Mark. Whereas the Griesbach hypothesis

can explain all the Gospel agreements, In numerous
instances the particular explanation of why two
Gospels agree against the other is not persuasive, This
is particularly true with regard to Matthew-Mark
agrecments against Luke, and Mark-Luke agreements
against Matthew. In the abstract the Griesbach hy-
pothesis can explain such agreements easily, but when
oné seeks to explain why Mark and Luke agree against
Matthew and why Mark and Matthew agree against
Lutke, the explanations are often guite unconvincing
{see .16, betow). In general the attempts on the basls
of the Grieshach hypothesis to explain Tuke's use of
Matthew and Mark's nse of Matthew and/or Luke are
less convincing than the explanations of how Matthew
and Luke vsed Mark according to the two-document
hypothesis. Clearly the vast majority of redaction-
eritical investigation in the Synoplic Gospels bas been
based on the view that Matthew and Luke used Mark.
Atterpis to do redaction-critical work on the basls of
a Matthean priotity are meager and less convincing.
4.2.3, The Markan Redundancles Can Be Explained by
the Two-Document Hypathesis. At flest glance the
argument that the 213 examples of Markan redundan-
¢y are duc to his conflation of Matthew and Luke
appears convincing, but on closer examination it is
clear that out of tlese 213 examples only 17 are clear

cases of redundancy in which Matthew has only one
half of the redundancy and Luke has the other. {{n 89
Instances Matthew and Luke liave the same parallel
redundancy and Jack the other; in 37 Instances they
possess neither redundant paallel; in 60 instances
Matthew has one or both parallels and Luke has
neither; v 26 instances Luke has one or both parallels
and Matthew has neither; in 11 ihstances Luke has
both parallels and Matthew has one; In 17 Instances
Matthew has both pavallels and Luke has one; and in
6 instances Matthew and Iuke have both parallels,)
Thus we ate essentially speaking of only 17 pesstble
examples of conflation and not 213

The attempt of the Griesbach hypothesis to see the
Gospel of Mark as being typified by conflation is
furthermore compromised when it at the same time
speaks of Mark 2% an abridgment of Matthew and
Luke, These supposed tendeéncies are essentially con-
tradictory. The harmony of Tatian called the Die-
tsseron {c,-150) #s an early example of conflation at
work. But when one compaves the pottions of the
Diatesseront dexived from the Synoptic Gospels, they are
cohsiderably longer than any of the Synoptic Gospels.
Mark, on the other hand; is-considerably shorter than
cither Matthew or Luke, Ttis therefore quite unlike this
early example of confation, The Markan redundan-
cies are therefore not & convincing agument In favor
of the Grieshacl hypothesis. It may even be that they

can be belter explalned by the two-document hypothe- -

sis (8ee 5.1.2. below).

B. The ‘I‘uo-Ducmnent Hypothesls,
The explanation which has coms to dominate S)rnop‘

tic studies during the fast century and a half has been.

the two-document hypothesls. This theory argues that
Mark was the first Gospel written and that it was used
independently by Matthew and Luke, It also argues
that along with Mark, Matthew and Tuke used another
comnton source which has been calted "Q," Evidence
for the priority-of Mark and the existence of "Q"
follow.
5.1, The Priorily of Mark..

511 Mark Is the Shortest Gos;be? OF the three Syn-

optic Gospels, Maik is the shortest in length: It
conlains 661 verses; Matthew contains 1,068; Luke
contalns 1,149, When their content is compared, 97.2
per cent of Mark is paralfeled in Maithew-and 834 per
cent is paralleled in Luke, It is easier to undesstand
Matthew and Luke using Mark, and choosing te add
additional materials to it, than to think of Mark using
Matthew, Luke or both, and deciding 1o omit so much
maletial, Why would he have omlited the bitth ac-
counls {sez Birth of Jesus), the Sermon on the Mowunt
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{sez Sermon on the Mount), the Lord's Prayer (s
Prayer), various resurrection® appearances, etc. It Js
easier to understand Matthew and Luke-chaosing to
add this material to theiv Markan source than Mark
choosing to omit so much material. The suggestion
that Mark may have desired to produce a shotter, more
abridged account stumbles over the fact that the

"common accounis in the Synoptic. Gospels are gener-

ally longer in Mark, If Mark wanted to write an
abbreviated account of Mauhew and/or Luke, why
would he choose to make the stories in his abridged
account longer? These are contrary tendencles, When
one seeks to abridge a work, one generally does so not
only by eliminating ceriain matesials but by ahridging
what one decides to keep,

51,2, Mark Has the Poorest Greek. There is a consen-
sus that the Greek of Markis poorer than that of either
Matthew or Luke. It is easler to understand Matthew
and Luke wsing Mark and improving on his Greek
than to think-of Mark copying the better Greek of
Matthew and/or Luke and making it worse, There are
numerous examples of peculiar Markan expressions,

{13 Mark contatns varfous colloquialisms (A 10:20,
T have observed,” aotist middle; 2:4, ‘bed” as kra-
baiten) and grammatical problems (Mk 4:41, “hears” as
a singular verb; 16:6, “see” as a singular verb; &:8-10,
“he begged" for the plural *we"),

(2} Mark has Aramaic expressions (Mk 3:17; B:d1;
7:11; 34; 14:36; 15:22, 34) which are not found in
Matthew or Luke, Ttis muclt easier to see Matthew and
Luke omiting these Aramale expressions and giving
their Greek counierpatis than to see Mark choosing to
abridge Matthew and/or Luke but adding Aramaic
expressions which his Greek readers did not under-
stand,’

{3) Mark is frequently redundant. On numerous
oceasions (there are 213 examples), Mark has a
redundant expresston suchas "When evening came, as
the sun was seiting” (1:32) {cF, also Mk 1:42;-2:25.26;
4:91; 15:24). It is casfer to understand why Maithew
and/or Luke would seek to eliminate such re-
dundancies than to understand why, in abridging
Matthew and/or Luke, Mark would have added them.

5,1.3. Mark Hos Harder Readings. Attimes we find in
Mark a saying wiiich creates a theological difficulty but
do not find this difficulty in Maithew and/or Luke, In
Mark, for example, we find apparent limitations of
Jesus® power (cf: Mk 1:32-84; 8:9-10; 6:5-6 with pav), At
other {lntes we find theological difficulties in Mark but
1ot in Matthesy or Luke {cf, Mk 10:17-18; 8:45; 2:95-
26). In Mark 10:17-18 we have Jesus saying “Why do

- you cafl me good? No one is good but God Alone” It

is easy to see why Maithew would want to change this
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to “Why do you ask me about what is good? One there
is who is good.” The changing (or explaining) of
Mark’s harder readings by Maithew and/or Luke is
much easier to understand than Mark choosing to
make the easicr reading in Matthew and/or Luke
more difficult. -

5.1.4. The Lack of Matihew-Euke Verbal Agreements
against Mark. If one cbserves the varfous kinds of
agreements in the Synoptic Gospels, it is clear tha,
whereas we have numerous Matthew-Mark agree-
ments against Luke and Mark-Luke agreements
against Matthew, there is a paucity of Matthew-Luke
agreements against Maik Assuming the simplest kind
of interdependence in which one Gospel writer used
one ather Gospel writer, we have the Tollowing pos.
sibilities,

(1) platibine (O bark £Srivhe
Mauk Luke Matthew Luke- Maxhew “Hu
GiMathew BiManhew C {QMak (Muk (9Ioke  {Aloke

ek Lste Mazhew Lake Maukas Mad

| .
Tmke | Mk Ltz Matbew Mark f"“uhw

All other possible combinations of interdependence
require that either Mawhew “knew” (in the sense of
“used”) Luke or that Luke “knew” Malthew, As we shall
see, this is most unlikely (see 5.2.1, below),

Given the fact that accounts of the triple tradition
seldom show Matthew and Luke agreeing against
Mark in theirwording, explanations (£} and (3} cannot
explain this. Furthermore (1), {¢) and {¢} cannot
account for the Mark-Luke agreements and (8), (b} and
() cannot explain the Matthew-Mark agreements,
Only explanations (%), (&) and {f) can explain the
abundauce of Matthew-Mark and Mark-Luke agree-
ments and the Tack of Matthew-Luke agreements.
Howcve’if, {he arguntents given carller argue against (a)
and {f).

5,15, The Lack of Malthew-Luke Agreements in Order
agiinst Mark, Similar to the preceding argument but
involving the order of the materials is the observation
that when blatthew differs from the order of the
accounts found in Mark, Luke never agrees with
Matthew, Likewise, when Luke differs from the order
which e find in Mark, Matthew never agrees with
Tatke agatnst Mark, This observation by K. Lachmann
(1835) hias sometimes been ihought to be an absolute
proof for the prionity of Mark. This, however, Is not a
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proof of Markan priority, for with the Griesbach

hypothesis in which Matthew was written first, Tuke -

used Matihew, and Mark used both Matthew and Luke,
we can explain such agreements in order, Lachmann,
howevet, added to this observation the facl that,
whereas Malthew's deviation from Mark and Luke's
deviation from Mark are understandable, a Markan
deviation from the order of Matthew and Luke is miuch.
fess s0. Tn light of this absetvation, there is no Teason
to refer to this as the “Lachmann Fallacy.” - -

5.1,6. Cortain Literary Agreements Are Best Explained by
« Markan Priovity. There exlst in the Synoptie Gospels
certain literary agreements which are best explained
on the basis of Matthew and Luke having used Mark
For instance, in Matthew 9:1-2/Mark 2:1.5/Luke 5:17
90 Matthew bas, as he does frequently elsewhere
Mt 8:5-13; 9:18.26), abbreviated the Markan account
and omilted the reason why Jesus saw the faith* of the
paralytlc and bis frdends. In Matthew 27:15-22/ Mark
15:6-18/Luke 25:18-21, Luke has abbreviated the
acconnt and omitted the explanation of the Barabbas
episode by not referring to the custom of releasing a
prisoner at the tinie of the Passover. Tn Malthew 3:13-
16/Mark 1:9-10/Luke $:21-22 Matthew has sought to
change the wording of Mark and has, by changing the
veth bapitzed to the participle “having been baptized,”
mistakenly placed the word fmmedialdy with the verb
“ent.up” {sez Baptism). The result, although under-
standable, has Jesus Imnediately coming up out ofthe
water rather than immediately seeing {he heavens®
opened. In Matthew 19:16-17/Mark 10:17-18/Luke
18:18-19 Matthew has sought to eliminate the difficulty
created by Mark's “Why do you call me good? No one
is good but God alone” Instead he has “Why do you
ask me about what Is good?” However, his next verse
indicates that his source spoke about God being
good—not "good” in an abstract sense, for he adds,
“One there is who s good.” -

These and otlier literary agreements are more
understandable on the basls-of Matthew and Luke
having used Mark than on the basis of any other
theory of interdependence, :

$.1.7. The Argument from Redaction, Probably the
most significant arguiment today in favor of the priotity
of Mark involves redactional studies, It Is undeniable.
that the great majarity of redactional investigations of
the Synoptic Gospels proceed on the basis of the
prioity of Mark. 1t is easler, for example, to under-

stand why Matthew added his emphasis on Jesus as the -

“Son of David” to the Markan account than to under-
stand why Luke and Matk would have chosen to omit
this reference (cf, Mt 12:28; 15:22; 219, 15}, Similarly,
it is easier 1o understand Matthew having added his

famous “this was to fulfill .. 2 in 1:22 215, 17; 4:14;
$:1%; 12:17; 13:14, 35; 21:4; 27:9 to his Markan source
than to understand why Mark and Luke would have
chosen to omit them. Five of the last six references
reveal this clearly, for the parallels in Mark and Luke
Tack this reference, To assuine that Mark and Luke
used Matthew and chose to omit these veferénces is
most difficult to comprehend. On the other hand
Matihew's having added them to his Markan source is
easily upderstandable.

We also discover that ceitain Markan stylistic fea-
tures, when found in Matthew, appear almost exclu-
sively in the material which Matthew has in common
with Mark. The famous Markan nse of “immediately”.
otewns forty-one limes within his Gospel: In Mattliew
it occurs eighteen Limes. OF tiese eighteen limes,
fousteen occur-in the mateifat he shares with Mark,
“I'he other four occur in his M* (Matthew's special
material) and Q material. However, of the 18,203
words which are in Mattiiew, 10,801 have parallgls in
Matk. A total of 7,392 do not have a patallel. This
means that there is one “immediately” for every. 778
words in the matérial Matthew has in common wilh
Mark, but there is only one “immediately™ for every
1,848 words in the non-Markan material (M* and O%).
The more frequent appearance of the woud inediately
i the material Matthew has in common with Mark is
more ensily exptained by his use of Mark, where this
word is found in abundance, than by any other ex-
planation. s

Another Markan stylistic: feature is his use of an
editotial “for (gar)" clause to explain something to his
reader (see Mk 1:16, 22; 5:26; 6:17-18 ete.). Within Mark
we-find thirty-four such clauses; within Matthew we
find ten, but all ten appear in the materal he shares
with Mark. Not one is foundl in the remalning material,
1€ Matthew used Mark, the presence of these editorial
“for” clauses is understandable, But why would theybe
only in one area of the Matthean matetial, the watedal
he shares with Mark; it Maithew did not use Mark?

5.1.8. Mark's Theology Is Less Developed, When one
compares the common material in Matthew, Mark and
Luke, it is obvious time and time again that the
matexials in Matthew and Luke ae theologleally more
developed. Matk, for example, uses the term “Lord®
(hyrios) for Jesus six times, but in Matthew we find it
used not only in the same six instances, but in.an:
addiional aventy-four. Fifleen of these instances are
found in material where Mark lacks this terrin, The
same can be said of Luke, who uses this title éven more
frequendy, It is casler to understand how Matthew and
Luke would have added this title 1o their- Markan
source than to understand why Mark would have
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chosen 6 climinate it if he were Vising Matthew and/
or Luke. The same can be said for the tifle “Chuisi.*

3.1.9, Conelusion. The reason why most scholars
maintain the priority of Maik is not based on any one
argument listed above, Rather, the priority of Mark is
hased on the entire collection of arguments, The
welght of any one argument may not be convincing,
but together they are qulte convincing; and the best
available hypothesis for explaining the Synoptic
Problem is that Matifiew and Luke used Mark in the
composition of.their Gospels. Being a “hypothesls”
abselute proof is by definition lacking, and the
Synoptic Problem must alivays renain open to a better
hypathesis if one should become available.

5.2, The Existetce of “Q,” Once the priotity of Mark
has been aceepted, we are faced with another problem,
This involves the common matexfal found in Matthew
and Luke which we do not find in Mark, the so-called
Q material, Some examples of this are; Matthew 6:24/
Luke 16:13; Matthew %711/Luke 11:9-13; Mattherw
11:95-27/Luke 10:21-22; Matthes 23:37-30/Luke 13:34-

35. How Is this common material to be explained? We .-

shalt discuss below the suggestion that Maithew and
Luke obtalned this material from vaiious oral -tradi-
tions, but the simplest explanation is that either
Maithew used Luke or that Luke used Matthew to
obtain this materda); There.ate 1 number of reasons,
howeser, why it is unfikely that Luke used Matthes,
(The theory that Matthew used Luke Is held by few,
and most of the arguments given below also demone
straté that Matthew did nat use Luke,) .

5,2.1. Matihew atd Luke Did Not Know Each Other,
This s evident from several lines of evidence,

() -Luke lacks the Matthean additiosns to fhe triple
iradition. When we find an account In the triple
tradition and Matthew has something in the account
not found in Mark, we never find that Matthean
addition in Luke (of, Mt 8:17; 12:57; 15:14.15 ete). If
Luke wsed Mauhew, why do we neverfind any of these
additfons in Luke? The easiest explanation is that Luke
did not use Matthew, (The same can be said aboit
Lukan additions to the tiple tradition, They are never
found in Matthew) . T -

{2) The “Q" matevial is found in a differcit contest in
Lutke. The Q material is atranged in Matthew into five
blocks of teachings surrounded by six blocks of
narrative. As a result we find: Narrative {1—d):
Teaching (5—7); N (8—0); T (10); N (11—12); T (13);
N (14-—17); T (18); N (19-92); T (23—35); N (26—28):
It should also be noted that each of these five each-
ing sections end similafly with “and when Jesus
finished these sayings” (7:28; 11:1; 13:59; 19:1; 26:1). -
Luke, however, has lumped the Q material into two
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sections: 6:20—8:8; 9:51—18:14, Tt is difficult to
understand why, if Luke used Matthew, he would have
watited to destroy the frameswork of the Q material in
Matthew for his arrangement,

(3) At times the Q material is less developed in Luke, 1
Luke bad used Matthew, oné would ekpect that the
form of the material in Luke would generally be more
theologically developed than the corresponding
matetial in Matthew, We do not find this, however, At
tintes the Q material in Luke is clearly less develaped,
(G, 1k 6:20, “poor”; 21, “hunger now"; 81, no refer

ence to “Lawand the prophets™: 11:2, “Pather™; 14:26, )

“hate.”) -

{4 The lack of MatthewLuke agreements tn arder and
wording ageinst Mark, If Luke used Matthew, it is
difficult to understand why his order never agrees with
Matthew against Mark and why there are so few verbal
agreements fn Matthew-Luke against Mark,

(B) The lack of M matarial in Luke, By definition the
M material consists of the material In Matthew not
found in either Mark or Luke, If Luke used Matthew
ivis difficult to explain why he did not include some
of this material. Such an argument from silence is
always questionable, Neveriheless, knowing some of
the theological interests of Luke, it is difficult 16
undesstand. why, if he used Matthew, he did not
include such materdal as the coming of the wise men
(Mt 2:1-12), To havé Gentiles present at the birth of

Jesus would have fit-his universal emphasis qulte well,

Likewise, the exclusion of such stories as the {tight to

Egyptand the return to Nazareth (Mt 2:13-23); the story

of the guards at the tomb (Mt 27:62-66) and theirreport

(bt 28:11-15); and the unique Matthean material

concerning the resurrection (Mt 98:9.10, 16-20) is -
inexplicable.- :

On the basis of the above arguments it seems
veasonable to conclude that Luke did net know-
Maithew (and Maithew did net know Luke), As a resull,
some other common source has been posited, The
origin of Q7 as a symbol:for this cammon material
found only in Matthew and Luke is debated, tut most
probably it e6mes frony the first letter of the German
word Quelle, which means source, ’

322 Was Q o Whilten Source? If we assume that
Malthew and Luke used a common sonrce alongside
Mark, was this séutce wrillen or oral? The main
arguments in favor af a written Q involve the exaciness
in wording of some of the  parallels. The exactness
in wording is at times quite impressive (cf. Mt 6:24 par.
Lk 16:13 where twenty-seven of twenty-eight words are
exactly the same; Mt 7:7-8 par, Lk 11910 where alt
twenty-four words are exdctly the same), Is this
exaciness better explained on the basis of a common
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written source? On the other hand, at times some of
the () material is not very exact.

Another argument frequently put forward for a
written Q involves an agreement in order. At times one
can observe a certain degree of order between the Q
material in Matthew and Luke, but these agreements
in order are not sufficient to require a common written
source. Some have also séught to find a common order
between the Q material in Luke and the Q) material in
each of the five Q sections in Matthew, that s, the |
order of Q in Luke is compared to Matthew 5—7, then
to Matthew 10, to Matthew 13 efe. The argument from
order has been convincing to sonme scholars but not to
most. )

A third argument for Q being a written source is the
presence of doublets {double accounts of the same
incident) in Matthew and Luke. This supposedly
demonstrates that they used two separate written
sources—Mark and Q. At best, however, if such
doublets exist, they prove the use of a second common
source, but this could have been oral or fragmentary
written sources. A further attempt to prove that Q was
a written source has been the effort to demonstrate
that there is a common vocabulary and style in the Q
material which reveals that it comes from a common
wriiten source. This attempt, however, has not been

‘convincing.

5,2.3. Summary. The Q hypothesis is not without its
problems, but it possesses fewer difficulties than
alternative hypotheses. As to its form, it 15 difficult to
determine if the Q material came to Matthew and Luke
as a single written source, as several written sources or
from a common oral tradition. That Matthew and Luke
did not know each other seems fairly certain. This,
along with the argnment for Markan priority, favors
some sort of a two-document hypothesis in which
Matthew and Luke used Mark and probably a writlen
Q, A related version of this is the four-document
hypothesis which assumes that the unique material
found in Matthew (the M material) and Luke {the L
matetial)} came from two additional written sources.

The Twao- (or Four-) Document Hypothesis

Mark Q
(M) (L)
Y /
Matthew Luke

6. Problems with the Two-Document Hypothesis.

The major alternative to the two- (or four-) document
hypothesis is the Griesbach hypothesis {see 4. above}.
This hypothesis explains well the major problem
facing the two-document hypothesis—the existence of
Matthew-Luke agreements against Mark. Along with
various agreements in omission created by their
abbreviation of Mark, and the agreements which came
about by their improvement of Mark's grammar, there
are several significant Matthew-Luke agreements
against Mark (cf. Mk 1:7-8; 2:19; 3:94, 26-29; 5:27; 6:33;
8:35: 0:24, 1819; 10:29; 14:65, 72 and the Matthew-
Luke parallels), ) .

Although the Griesbach hypothesis can explain
these agreements better than the two-document hy-
pothesis, we must not forget that the reverse is true
concerning all the arguments for M arkan priority and
against Matthew and Luke knowing each other. These
arguments are far more numerous and weighty. As to
the Matthew-Luke agreements against Mark, several
explanations can be offered.

6.1, Overlapping Traditions. The Q material and
Mark must have overlapped in certain places. At times
Matthew and Luke may have preferred the Q readings
over Mark and thus created a Matthew-Luke agree-
ment.

6.2. Textual Corruption. We know that the early
scribes had a tendency to make parallel accounts in the
Gospels conform to one another, and since Matthew
was the best-knawn and most frequently used Synoptic
Gospel, it may be that some early scribe copying Luke
may have changed his Lukan text to conform to the
reading in Matthew. In such instances, the result would
be a Maithew-Luke agreement.

6.3. Overlapping Orel Tradition. 1t may also be
possible that at times Matthew and Luke knew a form
of the oral tradition which was more familiar to them
than the wording in their Markan source and so chose,
quite independently of each other, to word their
accounis according to the oral tradition. Again, a
Matthew-Luke agreement would have resudted.

Among the several other possible reasons for a
Matthew-Luke agreement are: coincidental modifica-
tions of Mark's grammar; coincidental omissions of
Markan material; the common use of 2 different Mark
and coincidental modifications of difficult passages in
Mark, ’

7. The Value of the Solution of the Synoptic Problem.
The solution of the Synoptic Problem proves (o be of
value in several ways.

% 1. Historical Criticism, In secking the solution to
this problem great impetus was provided by the desire
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to find-the oldest and, it was assunted, best historical
source for investigating tlie life of Jesus, It was hoped
that once: the basic source of the Synoptic Gospels was
discovered, scholars would possess an historical source
uncluttered with the thealogy of the early church
which would then be the basis for the quest for the
historical Jesus {se¢ Historical Jesus). Mark, It was
thought, provided this source, ‘Today we realize that
Mark, ke the othen Gospels, is not an _objective
biography of the life of Jesus {se Gospel [Gene]).
What biography would ot the first thitty years of a
person’s life? And what Gospel writer is “ohjective”? 1t
is eviden, therefore, that this quest for a completely
objective biography of thé Jite of Jesus was doomed
from the stait, ] .

The solution of the Synoptic Problem, however, has
provided cettain tools which are wseful for historical
investigation, The criterion of multiple attestation is
bhased on the premise that several wituesses are belter
than one, and if a teaching of fesus is witnessed fo in
Mark, Q% M;* L# and John, thest we have five differ-

ent souirces which witness to its historicity (s GoSpeIs ,

[Historical Rellahlluyj) Anather useful tool is the
criterion of divergent pattetns from the redaction,
Because of the application of the two-document
hypothesis, Synoptic scholarship today is better
acquainted with the literary style and theological
emphases of the different Evangelists, It is quite
apparent that if an Evangelist included something in
his Gospel which seemed to conflict with his own
emphasis, he witnessed to that tradition being very old
anrd well-knpwn,

7.2. Redactional Investigation of the Gospels. By
observing how Matthew and Luke used Mark and Q,
we aré belter able to understand thelr theological
emphases. Thus we are better able to comprehend the
meaning of their works. One only needs to compare
the following examples with their paralléls to see how
they help reveal the theological emphases of the
Gospel writer: Luke 5:17; 6:27-28; 11:15; M'lllhew8 15;
13:35; 15:22,

7.3, Hermeneutical Tusights, It is frequcmly hclpt‘ul to
observe how one Evangelist Interpreted his source, for
the Evangelists were closer in time, situation, language
and thought-world to their contemporaries than we. As
a resully we can at times find help in interpreting a
difficult text by abserving how they interpreted this
text. For example, it fs evident from Matthew 10:57-38
that Luke's command to “hate one’s parents” {14:26)
means that his disciples st love Jesus more. One can
also gakn insight on how particular teachings of Jesus
can be applied by ohserving how the Evangelists seek
to apply them to theiv sitvaiion, A good example of this
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Is the parable* of the lost sheep (Lk 15:3:7 par, Mt
18:10-14). )
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SYNOPTICS AND JOHN

e differences hetween the Gospel of John and the
Synoptic Gospels have been remarked on throngh the
centuries, cenalnly sinee the second century of our
era, One solution to account for the diffevences was
1o assume that (1} jehn was the fast Gospel (sez Gospel
[Genre]) 10 :be written and {2) it was written fo
complement the others. Clement of Alexandria came
near to this in his famous assertion: “Last of all John,
perceiving ihat the bodily facts had been made plain
in the Gospel, being utged by his friends and inspired
by the Spirit, composed a spiritual Gospel” {Eusebius,
Hist, Erdl. 4,147, 'The Muratortan Canon, following
that tradition, observed, “Although vatious points are
taughtin the several books of the Gospels, yet it makes
no difference to the faith of the believers, since afl
things in all of them are declared by one supreme
Spirit” That sounds as though John's Gospel may




