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Foreword.

The difficulties associated with the undertaking of solving the problem contained in the 
interrelationship of the gospels, or even of giving the investigation to be carried out a 
planned design and systematic arrangement, need not first be explained to experts. I 
have been thinking about the problem and the plan of this work for more than ten years, 
and I am now giving the result of the studies that I have tirelessly continued in my parish 
life alongside the business of the ministry and since 1832 under the most bitter 
experiences. I am heartily pleased that after hard struggle I have regained and been 
able to maintain the peace of mind that was necessary for the elaboration of this work. 
Expert and impartial judges may judge whether the disputed question was decided by 
my efforts or whether it was brought closer to its decision; But, to be honest, I do not 
wish my work to be judged by those who have taken the view that Mark excerpted his 
gospel from the works of Matthew and Luke, because I just as little give these 
respectable men the necessary impartiality of judgment than I can be won over to their 
point of view. Although I have endeavored everywhere to use a correct and definite 
expression, here and there phrases have cropped up which I would now change; which 
is why I must wish that fair judges would consider the matter and the content rather than 
the form and the expression.

The result of the whole will — I have this conviction — assert itself before any criticism, 
and exhibitions that were made about individual things would only give me cause to 
increase the number of proofs, as I have done in this book I could have added a lot 
more anyway if I hadn't had to be as careful about brevity as I was about thoroughness.



A more detailed investigation still needs to be made as to where Luke borrowed the 
materials with which he enriched Mark's gospel, what the purpose of each individual 
gospel was, and finally how and by what means the agreement between John and the 
type of the other gospels was mediated. I will also undergo these examinations if my 
situation improves, as I wish and hope. I don't know how soon I shall be able to carry 
out my project, or how long I shall have to postpone it; but my courage will increase, my 
diligence double, if what I present with the present writing to patrons and friends of 
critical investigations has found a favorable reception.

Dresden, April 12, 1838.

Ch.G. Wilke.
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Introduction.

The Reciprocal Relation of the First Three Gospels in General.

§. 1. The first three gospels do not develop their historical material in continuous 
discourse, but in a series of individual small narratives, which are isolated from one 
another by their own beginnings and special closing formulas, as if they were small 
particular wholes already present before this connection been, and only collected and 
put together by the writers of the Gospels. As to the form of these narrations, they are 
structured in verses according to the Hebrew style of representation, and also for the 
most part Hebraicized in expression and phraseology.



§. 2. All three evangelists have a number of such narrative passages in common. 
Alongside these common passages are others peculiar to only two of the narrators; for 
some have together a) only Matthew and Mark (excluding Luke), others b) only Matthew 
and Luke (excluding Mark), still others c) only Mark and Luke (excluding Matthew).
Each of the three evangelists, however, has a few passages of its own that are missing 
from its two co-referees.

§. 3. The shortest gospel is that of Mark, and all this, with the exception of twenty-four 
verses, is contained partly in Matthew and partly in Luke.

§. 4. Within which region the common and the peculiar lie can be clearly shown by 
tables, and we can form three such tables. The first will show those parts of the 
narrative which all three evangelists have in common; it will also be possible to add to it 
those sections which Mark has in common with one of the other two evangelists, 
because one of them always goes parallel with him. — On the other panel will be the 
passages that belong to Matthew and Luke. The third will receive those who are only 
the property of an individual. We set up these tables at once, and provide each of them 
with special remarks.
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First Table

Since Mark is always the one who is accompanied, so that the order he follows is 
always recorded by one of the two co-actors, it will be most appropriate for an overview 
of the material to place Mark first in the three-column contrast.

Nr Mark Luke Matthew

1 1:2-8 3:1-18 3:1-12 John baptizes in the Jordan. 
Costume of the Baptist.

2 1:9-11 3:21-22 3:13-17 Jesus is baptized.

3 ..12-13 4:1-13 4:1-11 Jesus goes into the desert.

4 ..14-15 .. 14-15 .. 12-17 He returns to Galilee.

5 .. 15-20 missing .. 18-22 He takes four fishermen with him on 
the Sea of Galilee.

6 ..21-28 .. 31-37 missing In the school at Capernaum he heals 
a demon.



Note. So far the same order for all.

7 .. 29-34 .. 38-41 8:14-17 He does healings in the house of 
Peter.

.. 35-39 .. 42-44 missing Towards morning he goes away.

8 .. 41-44 5:12-14 8:1-8 He heals a leper, and forbids him 
anything known of the healing 
Close.

1:45
End

5:15-16 missing (The healed transgresses the 
prohibition.)

9 2:1-12 5:17-26 9:1-8 Back in Capernaum he heals a 
paralytic.

2 17 missing (The patient is brought through the 
roof in front of him.)

10 ..15-22 ..27-39
End

..9-17 Jesus responds to the reproach that 
was expressed that he ate with tax 
collectors and sinners and that his 
disciples did not fast.

11 ..23-28
End

6:1-5 12:1-8 Jesus excuses his disciples for the 
gathering of grain on the Sabbath.

12 3:1-6 ..6-11 ..9-14 He heals a dry hand on the Sabbath.

13 3:7-19 6:12-19 5:1 10:2 He separates twelve disciples from 
those with him.

14 ..20-22 11:17-23 12:22-32 Blasphemy, that he should cast out 
devils by Beelzebul.

15 ..31-35 8:19-21 12:46-50 Arrival of his relatives.

16 4:1-34 8:4-18 13:1-34 Jesus teaches parables by the sea.

..21-25 ..16-18 Missing A Parable of Admonition to the 
Disciples.

..26-34 missing ..24-35 parables to the people.

17a ..35-41 ..22-25 8:18-27 Stormy crossing to Gadara.



End

..b 5:1-17 ..26-37 ..28-34 Healing a possessed Gadarene.

..18-20 ..38-39 missing The healed wishes to be included 
among the followers of Jesus.

18 ..21-43 ..40-56 9:18-26 Healing of the blood-soaked woman 
and raising the daughter of Jairus.

19 6:1-6 Missing 
here cf 4:16

13:53-58 Jesus found no faith in his 
hometown.

20 ..7-13 9:1-6 10:1-14 sending out of the twelve.

21 ..14-16 ..7-9 14:1-2 Herod's opinion of Jesus.

6:17-29 missing 14:3-12 history of decapitation 
of the Baptist.

Note: From here on Matthew runs parallel again.

22 ..30-44 ..10-17 ..13-21 Feeding of the Five Thousand.

..30-31 ..10 missing Return of the disciples sent out.

23 ..45-56 missing ..22-36 Departure of the disciples to 
Bethsaida.

24 7:1-23 missing ..22-36 Jesus censures the statutes of the 
Pharisees.

25 ..24-30
End

missing ..21-28 Conversation with the 
Syrophoenician.

26 8:1-10 missing ..32-39
End

feeding of the four thousand.

27 ..11-21 missing 16:1-12 The Pharisees ask for a sign from 
heaven.

28 8:27-38
9:1

9:18-27 ..13-28 Jesus forbids the disciples to say 
that he is the Messiah.

8:32-33 missing. ..22-23 Conversation with Peter.

29 9:2-13 ..28-36 17:1-12 Transfiguration of Jesus on the



..9-13 missing. ..9-13

mountain.

Conversation with the disciples as 
they come down from the mountain.

30 ..14-29 ..37-43 ..14-20 Healing an epileptic boy whom the 
disciples could not heal.

..28-29 missing ..19-21 Ask the disciples why they couldn't 
cast out the demon.

31 ..30-32 ..43-45 ..22-23
End

Jesus speaks of the sufferings 
ahead of him.

32 ..33-37 ..46-48 18:1-9 Disputes among the disciples.

..38-41 ..49-50 Missing John prevented one who was 
casting out devils in Jesus' name.

..42-45 missing ..6-9 Annoyance Warning.

33 10:1-12 missing 19:1-12 Question of the Jews about divorce.

34 ..13-16 18:15-17 ..13-15 Jesus blesses children.

35 ..17-31 ..18-30 ..16-30 The rich young man

36 10:32-34 18:31-34 20:17-19 Jesus speaks of what awaits him in 
Jerusalem.

37 ..35-45 missing ..20-28 The Request of the Zebedeeids.

38 ..40-52
End

..35-43 ..29-34 Healing of the blind at Jericho.

39 11:1-10 19:24-41 21:1-9 Entry of Jesus into Jerusalem.

40 ..12-14 missing ..18-22 Curse of the Deceitful Fig Tree.

41 ..15-19 ..45-48 ..12-17 Purification of the temple from 
buyers and sellers.

42a 11:27-33
End

20:1-8 21:23-27 The priests confront Jesus, and

..b 12:1-12 ..9-19 ..33-46 Answer of Jesus: Parable of the 
vineyard taken back.



43 ..13-17 ..20-26 22:15-22 Question from the Herodians about 
the bounty.

44 ..18-27 ..27-38 ..22-33 Question of the Sadducees about 
the resurrection.

45 ..28-34 missing ..34-40 Question of the teacher of the law 
about the greatest commandment.

46 ..35-37 ..41-44 ..41-46 Ask Jesus how the Messiah could be 
David's son.

47 ..38-40 ..45-47 23:1-39 Jesus' warning to the Pharisees.

48 ..41-44 21:1-4 missing praise of the poor widow.

49 13:1-37 ..5-36 24:1-36 Prophecy of Jesus about the 
destruction of the temple.

50 14:1-2 22:1-2 26:1-5 The arrest of Jesus is decided 
before the Passover.

51 ..3-9 missing ..6-13 Mary in Bethany anoints Jesus.

52 14:10-11 22:3-6 26:14-16 Bribery of Judas.

53 ..12-25 ..7-23 ..17-29 Jesus has the Passover meal with 
the disciples.

54 ..26-51 ..29-53 ..30-56 Departure to Gethsemane, capture 
of Jesus.

55 .. 53-72 
..55-65

..54-60
(22:63-71)

..57-75

..55-68
Denial of Peter, in between the 
interrogation of Jesus (with Luke in 
the morning, with the others at 
night).

56 15:1 - End 23:1 - End 27:1 - End condemnation, crucifixion, burial of 
Jesus.

57 16:1 - End 24:1 - End 28:1 - End resurrection of Jesus.

8

Notes about this table:



a) The starting point of the common relation is thus the beginning of Jesus' public life, 
insofar as John's baptism precedes it as a condition; the end point is Jesus' 
resurrection. Before this starting point, Matthew and Luke each place a special story of 
Jesus' birth and childhood, just as they each enrich the story of his public life with 
special news within the designated highlights..

b) There are

a) among the common passages, as the table shows, some which Mark supplies 
more fully, now with Matthew, now with Luke — with Matthew: n. 16. 28. 29. 82. with 
Luke: n. 7. 8. 9. 13. 22. (Matthew mentions nothing about the sending out and return of 
the twelve.)

ß) Other sections that one of his two neighbors lacks, he owns with the one who 
has them. So he has according to the table

k) with Matthew n. 5. 19. 23 to 27. 33. 37. 40. 45. 51. 
n) with Luke: n. 6.45. Incidentally, it is shown here that Luke lacks far 

more of the apparatus of Mark than Matthew.

c) Luke is almost consistently in local harmony with Mark (except n. 14, 15), but in 
Matthew this order is interrupted by chap. 4, 23 on (after n. 5) to Ch. 14, 1 (n. 21), but 
then restored and continued to the end.

d) As the table also shows, Luke has several larger insertions (as we will call them for 
the time being), namely Ch. 6.20 (after n. 13) to Ch. 8.4 (n. 16); then a still more 
considerable one from Ch. 9.50 (see n. 32) to Ch. 18.14 (see n. 34.), and in these 
collections falls most of what he (according to the second table to be set up) exclusively 
with Matthew has in common.
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Second Table: 
Matthew and Luke.

Luke Matthew

3, 7-9 3, 7-10 The Baptist's warning speech to the people (at 
n. 1 of the first panel).

16.17 11.12 The Messiah will baptize with fire.



4, 1-13 4, 1-11 The Temptation of Christ (I.Taf.n. 3).

6, 20-49 5:1-7:29 Sermon on the Mount (at u. 13) — greatly 
expanded in Matthew.
Is equal to:

20-26 5, 1-12

28-35 9-47

36 48

37.38 7, 1-2

41.42 2-5

43.44 16-19

45 7.20 linked by Matthew to n. 14 of the 1st plate.

46 12:35

47-49 24-28

7, 1-10 8:5-13 Healing of the centurion in Capernaum (in 
Matth, after u. 8).

18-35 11:2-19 Embassy of the Baptist (in Matth, after n. 20).

9:57-60 8:19-22 Some ask Jesus to be included among his 
entourage (in Matth, placed before n. 17).

10:1-24 Instructional speech to the seventy to be sent 
out. From this speech Matth.

2 9, 37.38 in Matth, before n. 20 (the 1st plate).

3 10, 16 at Matth, linked to u. 20.
5-7 10-13 there itself.

10-12 14.15 likewise.

13-15 11:20-24 at Matth, inserted into the piece about the 
embassy of the Baptist.



16 10, 40 at the speech n. 20.

21.22 11:25-27 S. the penultimate.

23.24 13:16-17 in Matt, in n. 16.

11, 1-4 6, 4-13 The Lord's Prayer, in Matth, in the Sermon on 
the Mount.

11:9-13 7, 7-11 Encouragement to prayer, in Matth, in the 
Sermon on the Mount.

11:14-18 12:22-32 Words from Jesus' response to the blasphemy 
that he had Beelzebul.

23 30 at n. 14.

24-36 43-45

11:29-32 12:38-41 The Pharisees demand a sign from heaven 
(also at n. 14)

11:37,53 Banquet with a Pharisee. Reprimands against 
this sect. From last Matthew has

39-41
42

23, 25.26 
23

at n. 47.

44 27.28

45.46 4

47-53 29-36

12:1-12 Admonition to the Apostles to Bold Testimony. 
Of that

2-9 10:26-33
at n. 20.

11.12 19.20

12:13-35 Someone asks Jesus to be an arbitrator.

21-31 6, 25-33



12:33-48 in Matt, in the Sermon on the Mount.

33.34 20.28

12:39-46 24:43-51 in Matth, linked to n. 49.

12,49-53 The coming times of discord. Of that Matt.

51 10, 34.35 at n. 20.

12, 54-13,

..1-9 One should pay attention to the signs of the 
times.

..54-56 16, 2-3 Matthew, at n. 27.

..57-59 6,25 in the Sermon on the Mount.

13,22-30 Question: whether a few will be saved. Of that

..24 7,13
Matt, in the Sermon on the Mount.

..26.27 22.23

..24 8:11-12 Linked to Matth's story about the healed 
captain.

13, 31-35 Jesus' answer to the announcement that Herod 
was after him.

..34.35 25, 37.38 About this in Matth, in another parable as an 
addendum to u. 49.

14,25-35 Demand of Jesus to those who want to follow 
him.

..26.27 10:37,38 Matthew, at n. 20.

14,35 5, 13

15,1-10 Why Jesus accepts sinners. Of that

4-6 18,12.13 Matt, after u. 32.



16,1-13 Parable of the unjust steward. Of that

16 11,12.13 Matthew, when telling the story of the Baptist's 
embassy

16, 17 5, 18
in the Sermon on the Mount.

18 31

17,1-8 Annoyance Warning. Ofthat

2 18,6
Matthew, at n. 32.

3.4 15

17, 20-37 When will the kingdom of God come?

23.24 24, 26.27

in Matth, linked to n. 49.26.27.30 37-39

34-37 40.41

22, 24-36 Disputes among the disciples. (Appendix to n. 
53.)

30 19,28 Matthew, at n. 35.
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Remarks about this table.

a) What Matthew has in common with Luke consists far more in speeches and sayings 
than in actions. Of the actions, only the following reports appear as common reports: 

a) the history of the temptation,
ß) the healing of the servant in Capernaum (Luk. 7, 1 - 10), 
y) the sending of the Baptist to Jesus (Luk. 7, 14 - 35).), 
δ) the request of some to be accepted among Jesus' entourage (Luk. 9, 57 - 60), 
ε) the healing of a demonic as a reason for the blasphemy that Jesus cast out 

demons by the power of Beelzebul.
But all these also find passages in which the teaching is the main thing. Incidentally, the 
historical bases of the speeches are missing in Matthew. We have pointed this out 
through gaps in the second column.



b) Let us compare this table with the first; there is an oddity in position and 
arrangement. Namely, the first collection of Luke Ch. 6, 20 - 8, 3 (compare n. 16 on the 
first table) makes a separation between the passage of the selection of the twelve on 
the mountain (n. 13) and between the parable of the sower (n. 16). Only Matthew, in 
agreement with Mark, does not recognize this separation; for before that parable he has 
the same passages as Mark (cf. Matth. 12, 24 f. of Beelzebul and v. 47-50 of the arrival 
of Jesus' relatives (cf. Mark. 3, 22 f. to n. 35). However, Matthew has something from 
this apparatus, namely two pieces, that of the centurion's servant and that of John's 
mission, and then a similar, but very extended, Sermon on the Mount, but all this is not 
placed as it is in Luke. The second, larger, aggregate of Luke's Gospel (chap. 9, 
51-18,12) separates from each other the story of the hierarchy dispute that arose 
among Jesus' disciples (Mark. 9,33-50) and the story of the blessing of the children 
(Mark. 10,13 f.). But here too Matthew, again in agreement with Mark, does not 
recognise the separation. To all appearances, one would have to consider the Lukian 
material as intercalation. Now it must be added that what Matthew has in common with 
or related to this material, he also has in a completely different order, interwoven around 
the branches of the common trunk, as represented in the first table, and connected to 
them, so that this order is as little acknowledged by Luke as by Mark. A circumstance 
which is very much in question in the whole relationship. Only what Matthew has in 
common in the baptismal story up to the temptation (from n. 1-6) is in the same place.
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c) It is striking that in Matthew such Lukian material is in turn mixed with other similar 
material found in Luke in other places, as we have also noticed ion the table.

Third table:

Index of the passages peculiar to the individual evangelists.

1) Mark.

1,1-3 entrance before n. 1. Plate 1.

4,26-29 Parable of the Fruitful Field (at n. 16).

7:12-37 Healing of a deaf mute (after n. 25).



8:22-26 Healing of a blind man near Bethsaida (after n. 27).

13,33-36 Parable of a traveling householder (at n. 49).

14,51.52 The young man fleeing when Jesus was arrested.

15,44.45 Pilate inquires whether the crucified Jesus has long since 
passed away.

13

2) Matthew

At n. 1 3, 14. 15 John refuses to baptize Jesus; 
answer of Jesus.

n. 4 4:13-16 Jesus' dwelling in Capernaum, fulfillment an oracle.

5,4-10

Doctrine and Gnomes in the Sermon on the Mount.

14-16

17. 19

-22

33-37

38.39

43

6,1-8

16-18

7,6

15-20

n. 7 9,17 Jesus healing the sick fulfillment of a Prophecy.

n. 20 10, 5. 6 The disciples should stay away from pagan and 
Samaritan places.



23 Jesus wants to come back before the disciples who 
were sent out have traveled through the cities of 
Israel.

24.25 The disciple is no better off than the master.

41.42 Whoever receives a prophet is entitled to a 
prophet's reward.

before η. 11 11:28-30 Encouragement to take on Jesus' gentle yoke.

η. 11 12, 5.6 How the priests in the temple do not break the 
Sabbath

17-20 Old Testament quote.

η. 14 34-37 Punishability of loveless speeches and judgments.

η. 16 13,24-30
36-43

Parable of the weeds in the field with interpretation.

35 Old Testament citation

13,44 Parable of the Hidden Treasure.

45.46 — from the pearl.

47-50 — from fishing nets.

η. 23 14,28-31 Peter walks on the sea.

η. 24 15,13 The plants to be eradicated.

η. 28 16,17-19 Peter receives the keys of the kingdom of heaven.

η. 31 17,24-27 The starter in the mouth of the fish.

η. 32 18,16-18 as with d. Missing should be proceeded.

23-36 Parable of the merciless debtor.

η. 33 19,10-12 The difference among the unmarried.

η. 35 20,1-16 Parable of the workers in the vineyard.



η. 39 20,4-5 Old Testament citation

η. 41 14-16 Jesus heals the lame and blind in the temple.

η. 42 28-32 Parable of two sons.

21, 1-14 — from the guest with the non-nuptial dress.

η. 47 23,3, 5, 9, 11 reproof of Pharisaic pride.

17-22 The falsely permitted oaths.

η. 49 25,1-13 Parable of the ten virgins.

43-30 — from the talents.

31-36 The sheep and goats once to be separated from 
each other.

η. 54 26,52-54 Jesus forbids Peter to use the sword.

η. 56 27,3-10 Judas returns the silverlings to the chief priests.

19 Pilate is warned by his wife.

27,24 Pilate washes his hands.

51-54 earthquake at the death of Jesus.

27,62-66 Jesus' tomb is guarded by guardians.

28,2 It is opened by an earth tremor.

4 The Guardians flee.

11-16 You will be bribed.

18-20 The Risen One gives the disciples his final orders.
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3) Luke

3,1-2 Determining the time when the Baptist appeared.

10-14 Preaching of the Baptist.

4,16-30 Appearance of Jesus in Nazareth.

5,1-11 Peter's catch.

7,11-17 Raising the youth of Nain.

36-50 Banquet at Simon's house, anointing of Jesus.

8,1-3 Mention of the companions of Jesus.

9,51-56 You fail at a Samaritan. Spots of Jesus the inn.

61-62 Someone volunteers to follow Jesus.

10,17-20 sending out the seventy.

28-37 The Good Samaritan.

38-48 Mary and Martha.

11,5-8 The value of persistent requests, parable.

27-28 A woman praises the blessed mother of Jesus.

12,13-27 Jesus is asked to divide the inheritance.

47-48 Which servant must suffer double blows.

13,1-5 News of the Galileans murdered by Pilate's orders.

6-9 Parable of the barren fig tree.

13,10-17 Sabbath healing of a contracted woman.

31-37 Jesus' answer to the announcement that Herod was after him.

14,1-24 Sabbath healing of a dropsy. From the invited guests.

28-33 Anyone who wants to follow Jesus must renounce all possessions.



15,8-10 Parable of the recovered drachma.

17-32 — of the Prodigal Son«.

16,1-11 — of the unjust steward.

19-31 — of the rich man and poor Lazarus.

17,7-10 Wage addiction warning.

15-19 The Grateful Samaritan.

18,1-8 The unjust judge.

9-14 The Praying Pharisee and the Praying Publican.

19,1-10 Jesus stops at the tax collector Zacchaeus.

11-27 About a prince who travels far away to have his reign confirmed.

39-40 Jesus' answer to the request that he should stop the people's 
salutes.

41-44 Jesus weeps in front of Jerusalem.

22,24-30 Of the Disciples' Disputes.

22,35-38 Jesus advises the disciples to buy swords.

23,5-15 Pilate sends Jesus to Herod.

27-31 Jesus calls out to the women who are weeping for him.

23,39-41 The Repentant Chaser.

24,13-38 The Risen One and the Emmauntian Disciples.

36-51 The resurrected appears to the eleven disciples, leads them to the 
Mount of Olives and gives them their final orders.

16

Notes on the third table:



a) Through these peculiar passages, each of the three gospels differs from the others 
as a special work, despite all similarity and affinity. Each gives its supplements to the 
common apparatus in a special way. Luke's Gospel is the richest.

b) What Mark gives more is historical material, and thus differs from the Matthean 
addendums, which are almost entirely didactic in content. Only in the last story of Jesus 
of his condemnation, crucifixion and resurrection are actions woven into Matthew, as 
well as a few anecdotes from Peter. Matthew in particular is rich in very carefully worked 
out parables. The comparison of certain actions with Old Testament sayings is quite 
peculiar to him. These action are

a) that Jesus chose Capernaum as his abode (chap. 4:14-16), 
ß) that he was a doctor for the sick (8:17), 
y) that he wanted to work unknown and in secret (12 , 17 — 22), 
δ) that he taught in parables,
ε) that he entered Jerusalem riding on a donkey (21, 4. 5), 
ζ) that a field was bought for Judas’ pieces of silver (27, 9. 10).

-  Luke has different accounts of some actions than the other two. Among them are 
ch. 4, 16-30 the departure of Jesus in Nazareth (compare table 1. n. 19), 
the election of the four fishermen ch. 5, 1 -11 (compare n. 5), 
the anointing of Jesus ch. 7, 34 - 50 (compare n. 51),
the question of the teacher of the law about the most important commandment [in 

Luke: about what one must do in order to be saved] Ch. 10, 25 - 37 (cf. n. 45),
about the hierarchy dispute that arose among the disciples Ch. 22, 24 - 36 (cf. n.

37).
What is particularly remarkable, however, is that he commemorates a sending out of the 
seventy, of which the other gospels know nothing. His account of Jesus' resurrection 
also fits into early Christian history differently than does the rest. For according to them 
it seems as if the apostles immediately went out into the whole world to announce what 
they had seen, which, according to other data, also lying outside of Luke, is not so. The 
evangelists, in spite of their additions, leave some historical circumstances in the dark.

17

§. 5. If we now look at those parts of the whole apparatus through which our writers 
individualise themselves, we easily find it founded in the nature of things that a life so 
rich in acts, a life drawn from so many sides into the sphere of legend, as was the life of 
Jesus, when it came to a shaping of his story, and the authors of such a story drew 
directly from the source of experience or from the tradition flowing from it, must become 
the material of manifold descriptions distinguished by special notes. Let us note the 
common ground depicted on the first two tables; thus one can understand how different



representations of this one life, notwithstanding their originality and special features, 
could nevertheless coincide in certain main aspects and in the relation of certain 
oddities in order to resemble one another as representations of this one life. Just what 
possibilities we also set in this regard, and what we would like to deduce from them to 
explain the coincidence of our reports in the selection and linking of some individual 
materials; the actual harmony of our Gospels extends too far into the specifics, and the 
combination of matter which determines their extent is too evidently of special choice for 
us not to give a special rule or condition, outside the objective of the story being 
described, for the explanation of such harmony, i.e. the dependence of the evangelists 
on a narrative type that had already been formed. This judgement is already made by 
the tables, in that they note that several pieces, which the speakers deliver in the same 
order, are not linked to each other according to historical context, but by thematic order, 
and that, even if one of the narrators deviates from the order at his own will, it is always 
maintained by two of them.
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§. 6. But even more than the equal arrangement of pieces of the same content, the 
sameness of these pieces themselves, considered in terms of their form and setting, 
proves this. We cannot yet characterize this sameness more precisely; but if we say that 
the pieces are arranged in verse form (see §1), we must add that these verses of the 
parallel representations also correspond in content and in the order of ideas, and not 
only in this, but often also in construction and expression. Indeed, the literal 
correspondence often continues through long paragraphs and contiguous periods of the 
text, and, even if it is partially interrupted, is always restored after the interruptions.

§. 7. This phenomenon stimulates research into its origins. It is marvellous how, in the 
striving for diversity, unity nevertheless takes place here and there, or how, with the 
intention of preserving and restoring unity, texts elsewhere, indifferent to it, nevertheless 
abandon it again; how they sometimes hold it in secondary points and drop it in main 
points. And since the places of agreement and disagreement change among the various 
writers, and the one sometimes holds the common text against the dissenting third, and 
sometimes abandons it where the other two hold it against himself; it seems as if it must 
be possible for the combining acumen to detect at least a relationship of priority and 
posteriority among the parallel texts, whereby the alienating element is lost both in the 
harmony and in the difference between them. Every enigma has something that 
stimulates the desire to investigate, and this relationship is no exception, because one 
attempt to clarify it can at least surpass the other.



§. 8. However, we do not regard the problem presented here for solution merely as an 
exercise of acumen; it is a matter of science that it be resolved. According to the nature 
of their texts and the established tables, the authors of the Gospels were not 
independent and autonomous writers. But the judgment on not only the value of their 
products but also the purpose they had in mind when compiling their accounts depends 
on the extent to which they were not independent. If this purpose of the authors cannot 
be indicated or is determined inaccurately and with a misunderstanding of their 
relationship to preliminary work, then that is a deficiency that must be rectified before 
attempting to highlight the importance of their contributions. Whatever the causal factors 
of this disputed relationship may be, one thing is clear: it must be founded in the origins 
of the Gospels themselves. Therefore, we elucidate the history of the origins of these 
writings when that relationship is clarified. We can then correct the statements of the 
church writers, which we should regard with proper skepticism as historical accounts, 
and both endeavors are well worth the effort, just as it is worthwhile in general to 
expand knowledge and to distinguish deception from truth. The meaning and content of 
the books that present us with the riddle will always remain the subject of exegetical and 
critical research, so that even in the future, one commentator after another will seek to 
win the prize. However, errors in the exegesis of these writings and in the treatment of 
their texts will hardly be avoidable as long as their genetic relationship to each other 
remains unexplained or false determinations are adopted on the matter. The so-called 
Introduction to the New Testament already arouses suspicion when it cannot say 
anything substantial about the origin of the Gospels or when, as soon as it opens its 
mouth to speak about the first writings, it begins with assumptions that even existing 
data contradict.
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§. 9. But how should or how can the relationship be clarified? The most general answer 
to the question is: by the fact that the corresponding reports are exactly—that's what 
matters—compared with one another. According to what is available, these reports will 
be the parts of the first table. For what the two evangelists, Matthew and Luke, also 
agree on, clearly separates itself from these parts into a sphere of its own, in that it is 
either included in the order of the same (in Luke) or braided around them and woven 
into them ( in Matthew). If the latter, this addition, is also taken into consideration, as 
indeed it must be, then only when a result has been obtained about the type of the first 
panel. The problem, to put it in one word, is this: was the content of the first table a work 
in itself or not? Everything depends on the answer to this question; it goes to the turning 
point of the whole phenomenon.

20



§. 10. Now it is possible that the first table will be destroyed. If we take a closer look, the 
bearer and holder of the same is, of course, Mark. It determines the starting point of the 
continuous series. What the one, Matthew, provides in abundance is excluded from two, 
because Mark joins the one who does not have it. The third divergent seems to deviate 
from the rule, because Mark maintains the same order with the other. — Now, whoever 
considers Mark to be the precursor of the others and regards his work as utilized by the 
others will affirm the question posed earlier, just as those who allow him to draw from 
the same source as the other two will also affirm it. However, those who consider Mark's 
work to be an excerpt — and it could indeed be due to its brevity — and thus an excerpt 
either from the other two Gospels or from a related work, will deny that question. This 
affirmation or denial is also the dividing point of all the different views and opinions that 
have been put forward regarding its origin since the Gospel relationship has been 
subjected to criticism. Other views that have not even reached this dividing point may 
not be worth mentioning.

§. 11. But if in this, whether this or that be, lies the word of the riddle; then one should 
believe that this must be able to be found. The preceding cause, unknown to us, 
brought about the effect that is before us—and that is the relationship of our texts: it 
must be possible to draw conclusions about the cause from the effect. The harmony 
and the way in which it is interrupted, the deviations and differences under the 
consensus itself, must lead to the track. You find both the premise of the investigation 
and the fact to be investigated at the same time. It is actually in the investigation of the 
relationship between the Gospels, provided that it becomes the subject of investigation 
through the material at hand, not a matter of research that we, a priori, based on certain 
assumptions, devise certain possibilities that more or less correspond to what we know 
from the Christian early history, from which the harmony of the Gospels could have 
arisen, or generally inquire how the history of the Gospels could have been shaped to 
incorporate elements of such harmony. That, we say, is not the subject of the research, 
but rather the question is: What does the textual relationship, as it exists, even if it has 
gone through numerous purification processes, presuppose according to critical and 
exegetical results? If this cannot be determined, then the whole investigation is in vain. 
However, even the fact that it is in vain is only a result when all necessary efforts have 
been attempted.
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§. 12. Enough hypotheses have been put forward to explain the relationship in question, 
but the problem has admittedly not yet been solved. If we are to consider it unsolvable, 
the question is: has the fact to be explained really been investigated - that is, from all



sides, precisely and without prejudice? We do not wish to accuse the men who have 
made this subject the focus of their investigations in any way that might offend their 
other merits; but this is certain, the relationship that poses the riddle to us has not yet 
been investigated completely and impartially. Often, instead of making observations 
about the text, one has only a prioriised it, or only dug out of it from time to time 
something that suited the hypotheses, and ignored and left aside what contradicted 
them.Yes, in order to establish hypotheses, one has not only neglected but also 
distorted what stood in their way. It must be painful to anyone who is sincerely 
interested in truth to see a relationship wrongly, on the investigation of which an 
important decision is based, or to have to notice that the true remains hidden because 
one does not want to see what is really there. However, one can see how a matter that 
cannot be recognized comprehensively without diligent study is judged solely based on 
its surface, without any effort to truly understand it. It becomes evident that in places 
where attempts are made to present research results, like pronouncements from a 
tripod, statements are confidently offered that have no basis in investigation. They 
contain obvious falsehoods, yet are presented as if nothing could be truer or more 
certain. In response, one feels the stirrings of a secret resentment, and a silent wish 
turns into a longing for the truth to be revealed and the error to be dispelled. Indeed, the 
matter could have been investigated long ago, but authoritative pronouncements do not 
determine it. The phenomenon does not change in the slightest just because we wish it 
to be different. Hypotheses that seek to recommend themselves by trying to blind us to 
the very text of the Gospel, interpreting here, linking there, in ways that are not meant to 
be interpreted and linked, naturally do not clarify anything. Moreover, perspectives on 
the matter from a distance, which do not even grasp the specifics, are even less likely to 
lead to a resolution.
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§. 13. We are therefore firmly convinced that at a certain point there is still much to be 
done in the investigation, and we have therefore resolved to come to one with 
independent research, no matter how hard it may take, from the whirlpool of manifold 
contradictory judgments free and independent view of the object being judged, — to 
trace the mysteries of the text in order, if possible, to draw results from its own depths, 
as if they had not yet been searched, to answer our question. Let us not come, following 
the indications of the text, to the point where we wish to come after inquiring into the 
origins of the Gospels; in this way we will at least be certain of how far the investigation 
has gone and that it cannot go any further. After all, it is meritorious to cut off wrong 
paths in investigations of this kind and to indicate the place from which the trace of the 
true can be further followed. — And now a word about the method we shall follow in 
treating the subject.
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§. 14. We could first present the fact to be explained, the harmony and disharmony 
observable in our writings, and represent it in such a way that we first gather those 
passages where the agreement is unanimous among all three references. Then, those 
where it is only two-fold, either between Mark and Matthew, or between Mark and Luke, 
or between Matthew and Luke. And among these belonging to each category, we would 
separate those where the double agreement is verbal, and those where it is only real, 
and finally those where it is partly both. And perhaps even more specific classifications 
could be made within these classes. However, even if the schema were to take shape 
without difficulty, it would only repeat what the synopsis of the Greek texts also contains, 
except that it would be taken out of its connection and classified separately alongside 
other separate classifications. The phenomenon itself would not become more puzzling, 
and the explanation of its mystery would not be facilitated. Such a presentation cannot 
be our purpose. Instead, we must classify in a way that gradually brings out the problem 
together with the fact. And how should this be done? We believe in the following 
manner. Various explanatory hypotheses have been attempted regarding the 
phenomenon to be unraveled, which seemed justified by its nature. However, upon 
closer examination, these hypotheses were met with data in the text, and these data 
became remarkable and interesting precisely because of the contrast. Now, these data 
unquestionably belong to the fact. Therefore, the latter will be best presented in its 
significance by drawing forth one datum after another from it in response to possible 
attempts at explanation, and thus resolving one doubt after another until we reach the 
point where the truly problematic aspect lies and where the means to solve the puzzle 
must be primarily calculated, or we can also say until the sphere of investigation 
becomes so narrowed that a presupposition remains as the last possible one and thus 
requires a more precise justification. The justifying factors are once again data from the 
text, so that the phenomenon, as it is developed or described, gradually clarifies itself 
more and more, and as it gradually dissolves, reveals its character more distinctly. 
Therefore, the presentation of the fact coincides with the investigation itself, and the 
former cannot be separated from the latter, and vice versa.Furthermore, as noted, the 
data are taken from the text, which naturally allows for a more or less thorough 
examination. However, a primary distinction arises here according to the nature of the 
matter. Namely, when it comes to comparing the parallel passages with one another in 
order to investigate which representation expresses the original character most purely 
or to separate foreign admixtures from the original, the logical relationship between the 
sentences of such a passage must be considered, and one part of the content must be 
assessed based on the other, and the quantity of the necessary must be estimated 
based on the actually existing, which will require specific criteria. And this would be the



most precise and specific consideration of the text. However, before such a necessity 
arises, results can perhaps be obtained by considering the external relationship of the 
texts to each other, or their form in general. Indeed, we may already arrive at the main 
result in this way, such that further proof from the internal (logical) relationship of the text 
may not be necessary except to confirm this result. The following treatise will indeed 
provide evidence that this is the case. Initially, we will primarily focus our examination on 
the general form of the texts, without delving into their inner aspects, although this will 
also be done where necessary to reinforce the evidence and further secure what has 
been gained. However, the intended discussion of the subject of investigation will shed 
light on the difference between these two types of examination, even where they are not 
both simultaneously conducted. It will become apparent through this discussion at which 
point the proof from the other of the mentioned spheres must be incorporated into the 
whole. Certainly, we could have proceeded differently and subjected the sections of the 
text to a critical analysis individually, as they follow one another, in terms of their 
parallelism and specific form, in order to deduce results for the investigation from each 
individual section (a method followed, for example, in Schleiermacher's critical attempt 
on the writings of Luke, Berlin, 1817). However, on the one hand, we would have had to 
narrow the investigation to the detriment of thoroughness, and on the other hand, the 
readers would have suffered the disadvantage of hardly being able to remember or 
painstakingly gather the individual proofs and premises upon which the result was 
based, once they had reached it. In contrast, by following the plan we have adopted, 
they are enabled to easily follow our reasoning to the end and verify the correctness of 
each premise beforehand. It is not necessary to discuss other distinctions related to the 
form of the investigation at this point, as they can be best judged for their necessity and 
suitability within the investigation itself, where they will occur as measures. Without 
further delay, we proceed to the investigation itself.



Exegetical Critical Investigation
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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)



η. 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)
n. 34. (again an explanation of Jesus)
n. 35. (an exchange)
n. 36. (an explanation of Jesus)
n. 37. (instructive moth)
n. 39. (words of commission)
n. 40. (an utterance of Jesus, which becomes strange through consequences)
n. 42 - 47. (the speeches in the temple)
n. 48. (a remark of Jesus which is shared)
n. 49. (a long teaching speech)
n. 51. (an explanation of Jesus)
n. 53. (words of remembrance)
n. 54. (conversations and exhortations)
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.
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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. -

ß) 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.
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γ) 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,

δ) 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

ε) 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. μή 
δΰνανται οίυίοΐτ ο ΰ 
νυμφώνας. — έφ οΰον μετ 
αυτών ίςιν ό νυμφίος; έλεΰ- 
σονται όέ ήμέραι, Οταν απ 
αυτώναπαρύή ό νυμφίος, 
και τότε νηστεΰσουσι.

Mark2,19 μή δΰνανται .... 
ίν ω ό νυμφίος μετ5 αυτών 
εστι, νηστενειν; —
ελευσονται δ ε .......
νηστεΰσουσι ίν εκείναις 
ταΐς ήμέραις *)

Luke 5,34 μή δυνασθε
τους υιούς......έστι,
ποιήσαι νηστευειν; 35.
έλευσονται δ ε ...... και τότε
...... εν έκείναις ταϊς
ήμέραις.

η. 11 Matth 12,3. ουκ 
ανέγνωτε τί εποίησε δαβιδ, 
οτε επείναυε αυτός κ. οι μετ 
αυτού; 4. πώς είςήλύεν είς 
τον οίκον τού Φεού και 
τους άρτους τής 
προςθέσεως Έφαγε, οϋς 
ουκ ξόν ην αυτώ φαγεϊν κ. 
τοϊς μετ αυ’τού, εί μή τοϊς 
ιερεύσι μονοις;

Mark 2,25 ουδέποτε....
ότε (χρείαν εσχε και)
επείνασε αυτός κ..... 26.
πώ ς......-  και τους
άρτους .... οϋςουκΈξεστι 
φαγεϊν εί μή τοϊς ίερεύσι κ. 
εδωκε και τοϊς σύν αυτω 
ουσι;

Luke 6,3 ουδέ τούτο
ανέγνωτε ο έποίησε....
ώς εις-ήλθεν ε ίς ......τής
προςδέσεως ελαβε κ. 
εφαγε κ. εδωχε καί τοϊς μετ 
αυτού, οϋς ουκ εξεστι 
νόμω φαγεϊν, εί μή μόνους 
τούς ιερείς;

η. 30 Matth 17:17. ω γενεά 
άπιστος κ. διεστραμμένη, 
εως πότεϊσομαι προς 
υμάς, εως πότε ανέχομαι 
υμών; φέρετε μοι αυτόν 
ώδε.

Mark 9,19 ω γενεά 
άπιστος, εως πότε προς 
υμάς έ'σομαι, εως πότε 
.... φέρετε αυτόν πρός με.

Luke 9:41 ω γενεά άπιστος 
κ. διεστραμμένη, εως πότε 
έ'σομαι πρός υμάς κ. 
ανέξομαιύμών; προςάγαγε 
ώδε τον υιόν σου.

η. 39 21,2: πορευθητε εις 
την κώμην την απέναντι 
υμών κ. ευθέως εύρήσετε 
— πώλον— λύσαντες 
αυτόν άγάγετέ μοι.

11,2. υπάγετε είς τήν ....
υμών" κ. ευθέως 
είςπορευόμενοι είς αυτήν 
εύρήσετε πώλον 
δεδεμένον έφ όν ουδε'ις — 
έ- κάθισε" λύσαντες αυτόν 
άγάγετε.

19:30 υπάγετε είς τήν 
κατέναντι κώμην ’ έν ή 
είςπορευόμενοι εύρήαετε 
πώλον δεδεμένον, έφ ον 
ουδεις πωποτε έκαθισε' 
λύσαντες αΰτον άγάγετε.

3. και έάν τις ίμΐν εΐπη τί, 
έρεϊτε" ότι ο κύριος — 
χρείαν εχει, ευθέως δέ 
άποστελεϊ —

3. κ. εάν τις ΰμΐν εΐπη ’ τί 
ποιείτε τούτο; είπατε ’ ότι ό 
κύριος αυτού χρείαν ... κ. 
ευθέως αΰτον άποστελεϊ 
ώδε.

31. k. έάν τις υμάς έρωτά 
διατί λύετε ; ούτως έρεϊτε ’ 
ότι ό κύριος αυτού χρείαν 
ε'χει.

η. 28. 16,24. ει τις θέλει 
οπίσω μου έλθεϊν, 
άπαρνησάσθω εαυτόν κ.

8,34 εϊ τις .... μου 
αχολουθείν απαρνησάσθω 
εαυτόν, κ. αρατω τον

9,23 εαυτόν, κ. άράτω τον 
σταυρόν αυτού κ. 
άκολου&είτω μοι. 24. ός



άρατω τον σταυρόν αυτού 
κ αχο- λουθείτω μοι. 25. ός 
γάρ άν θέλη την ψυχήν 
αυτού σώσαι, άπολέσει 
αυτήν ’ ός δ’άν άπολέση 
την ψυχήν αυτού ενεκεν 
έμού, εύρήσει αυτήν. 26. τί 
γαρ ωφελείται άνθρωπος, 
έάν τον κόσμον όλον κερδ 
ήση την δέ ψυχήν αυτού ξη 
μιωθή; ή τί δώσει 
άνθρωπος αντάλλαγμα τής 
ψυχής αυτού;

σταυρόν αυτού κ. 
ακολουθείτο μοι. 35. ός 
γάρ αν θέλη τήν ψυχήν 
αυτού σώσαι, άπολέσει 
αυτήν" ός δ’άν άπολέση 
τήν εαυτού ψυχήν ενεκεν 
έμού, (-) σώσει αυτήν. 36. 
τί γάρ ωφελήσει 
άνθρωπον, έάν κερδήση 
τον κόσμον όλον κ. 
ξημιωθή τήν ψυχήν αυτού; 
37. ή τί δώσει άνθρ. 
αντάλλαγμα τής ψυχής 
αυτού;

γάρ άν θέλη τήν ψυχήν 
αυτού σώσαι, άπολέσει 
αΰτην’ ός δ άν άπολέση 
τήν ψυχήν αυτού 
ενεκενέμον, σώσει αυτήν. 
25. τί γάρ ωφελείται 
άνθρωπος κέρδη σας τον 
κόσμον όλον εαυτόν δέ 
άπολέσας ή ξημιω&είς;

28. αμήν λέγω υμΐν ■ είσί 
τινες των ώδε έστώτων 
οΐτινες οΰ μή γεύσωνται 
θανάτου εως άν ΐδωσι—

9,1 αμήν λέγω ύμϊν ότι είσί 
τινες των ωδε έστηχότων 
ο"τινες οΰ μή γεύσωνται 
θανάτου, εως άν ιδωσι —

27. λέγω δέ ΰμΐν άληθώς, 
είσί τινες τών ώδε έστότων, 
οϊ ου μ ή γεύσωνται 
θανάτου, εως άν ΐδωσι —

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

η. 17. b. Math 8:32 κ. Ιδού, 
ώρμησεν πάσα ή αγόλη 
κατά τον κρημνού] εις την 
θάλασσαν κ. απέθανον Ιν 
τοΐς υδασι.

Mark 5,13 και ωρμησεν η 
αγέλη κατα του κρημνού 
εις την θαλασσαν — και 
επνιγοντο εν τη θαλασσή

Luke 8,33 και ωρμησεν η 
αγέλη κατα του κρημνού 
εις την λίμνην και απεπνιγη

33. οί δε βάσκοντες εφυγον 
κ. απελθοντες εις την πάλιν 
απήγγειλαν παντα —

14. οι βοσκοντες αυτους 
εφυγον και απήγγειλαν εις 
την πολιν και εις τους 
αγρούς etc.

34 ιδοντες δε οι βοσκοντες 
το γεγονος εφυγον και 
απήγγειλαν εις την πολιν 
και εις τους αγρούς etc.

η. 24. 14,19 και λαβών 
τους πέντε άρτους κ. τούς 
δύο ιχθύος, αναβλέψας εις 
τον ουρανόν, ευλόγησε’

6,41 αι λαβών τους πεντε 
άρτους και τους δυο ιχθυας 
αναβλέψας εις τον 
ουρανον ευλογησεν και

9,16 λαβών δε τους πεντε 
άρτους και τους δυο ιχθυας 
αναβλέψας εις τον 
ουρανον ευλογησεν αυτους



και κλάδας άδωκε τοΐς 
μαθηταϊς τούς άρτους, οί 
δε μαθητα'ι τοΐς οχλοις.

κατεκλασεν τους άρτους 
και εδιδου τοις μαθηταϊς 
ινα παρατιθωσιν αυτοις.

και κατεκλασεν και εδιδου 
τοις μαθηταϊς παραθειναι 
τω οχλω

20. κ. εφαγον πάντες κ. 
έχορτάσθησαν κ. ήραν τό 
περισσεΰον τών 
κλασμάτων δώδεκα 
κοφίνους πλήρεις.

42 και εφαγον παντες και 
εχορτασθησαν

43 και ήραν κλασματα 
δώδεκα κοφινων 
πλήρωμα.......

17 και εφαγον και 
εχορτασθησαν παντες και 
ηρθη το περισσέυσαν 
αυτοις κλασμάτων κοφινοι 
δώδεκα

η. 55 Matth. 26, 75 κ. 
εύθέως αλέκτωρ έφώνησε. 
75. κ. έμνήσθη ό πέτρας 
τού ρήματος τού Ιησού 
είρηκάτος αυτώ ■ ότι πριν 
άλέκτορα φωνή- σαι, τρις 
απαρνηση με. κ. έξελθών 
έξω έκλαυσε πικρώς.

Mark 14,72 κ. (-) αλέκτωρ 
έφαίνησε- κ. άνεμνήσθε ό 
πέτρος τού ρήματος ού 
είπεν αυτώ ό ’ιησούς’ ότι 
πριν άλέκτορα φωνήσαι (-) 
άπαρνήση με τρίς. κ. έπι 
βαλών έκλαιε.

Luke 22,60 κ. παραχρήμα 
— έφώνησεν αλέκτωρ 61. 
κ. — κ. ύπεμνήσ&η ο 
πέτρος τού λογου τού 
κυρίου, ως είπεν αυτώ’ ότι 
πριν άλέκτορα φωνήσαι 
άπαρνήση με τρίς. 62. κ. 
έξελ&ών εξω έκλαυσε 
πικρώς.

η. 17. a. 8,24 κ. Ιδού, 
σεισμός μέγας ίγένετο έν 
τή θαλάσση, 
ώστε τό πλοιον 
καλύπτεσθαι ύπό των 
κυμάτων-

4,37 κ. γίνεται λαίλαψ 
άνεμου μεγάλη, 
τα δέ κύματα έπέβαλεν είς 
το πλοιον, ώστε αυτό ήδη 
γεμίξεσθαι

8,23 (πλεόντων δε αυτών 
άφύπνωσε) κ. κατέβη 
λαίλαψ ανέμου εις τήν 
λίμνην κ. συνεπληροΰτο*) 
το πλοιον καί έκινδύ- 
νευον.

αΰτΰς δέ έκάθευδε.
25. προςελθόντες οί 
μαθηται ήγειραν αΰτον, 
λέγοντες- κύριε, σώσον 
ημάς, άπολλύμεθα. 26. b. 
τότε έγερθεις επετίμηΰε 
τοΐς ανέμοις κ. τή θαλάσση 
’ κ. έγένετο γαλήνη μεγάλη 
και λέγει αΰτοϊς' τί δειλοί — 
27. οί δέ άνθρωποι 
έθαύμασαν λέγοντες' 
ποταπός έστιν ουτος ότι —

38. κ. ήν αυτός — 
καθευδων' καί δ ιεγ εί ρ 
ουσ ιν αΰ- τόν κ. λέγουσιν 
αΰτώ' διδάσκαλε, οΰ μέλει 
σοι οτι απολλυμεθα; 39. κ. 
δ ιεγ ερθεις έπετίμησε τώ 
ανέ- μω κ. είπε τή θαλάσση 
■ σιώπα — κ. έκοπασεν ό 
άνεμος, κ. έγένετο γ αληνη 
μεγάλη. 40. κ. εΐ- πεν 
αυτοΐς' τί δειλοί — 41. κ. 
έφοβήθησαν φοβον μέγαν 
κ. ελε- γον πρός άλλήλους" 
τίς άρα έστιν ούτος ότι —

24. προςελθόντες δέ 
διήγειραν αΰτον, λέγοντες ■ 
έπιστάτα, έπιστάτα, 
άπολλύμεθα! ο δέ έγερθεις 
έπετίμησε τώ ανέμω κ. τω 
κλύβωνι τού ύδατος’ κ. 
έπανσαντο κ. έγ ενετό 
γαλήνη. 25. είπε δέ αΰτοΐς 
— φοβηθέντες δέ 
έθαύμασαν, λέγοντες πρός 
αλ- λήλους' τίς άρα ούτός 
έστιν οτι —



*) So we read instead of συνεπληροϋντο.
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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

ß) 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,

δ) 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.

ε) 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

ζ) 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
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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.
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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.

ß) 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" Iv εκείνω τω καιρω, τότε, εν μια τών ήμερων, εν τόττω τινι, εν μια τών 
πόλεων 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."
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— 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 τό όρος 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?
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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 ο όϊ όπ I βωμόν 
ίρ χόμενος ίβχυρότερος 
μου εβτίν, ου ουκ είμι ικανό 
ς τα υποδήματα βαςάσαι’ 
αυτός υμάς βαπτίσειίν 
πνενματι άγίω κ. πυρί.

Luke 3:16 έρχεται δε ό 
ισχυρότερος μου, ου ουκ 
είμι ικανός λΰβαι τον ιμάντα 
των υποδημάτων αντοΰ’ 
αυτός υμάς βαπτίβσει εν 
πνευματι άγίω κ. πνρί.

Mark 1,7 ε’ρχεται ο 
ισχυρότερος μου οπίσω 
μου, ου ουκ είμι ίκαν ός 
λΰσαι τον ιμάντα των 
υποδημάτων αυτού’ αυτός 
υμάς βαπτίσει ίνπνεΰματι 
άγίω κ. πυρί.

Indeed, the same can be found expressed differently, even in Luke, chapter 13, verse 
25. τίνα με υπονοείτε είναι; ουκ είμι εγώ, αλλ' ιδού, έρχεται μετ' εμέ, ου ουκ ειμι άξιος, το 
υπόδημα των υποδημάτων λύσαι, and again with John Ch. 1,27 αυτός εστιν ό όπίσω 
μου ερχόμενος, ος εμπροςθεν μου γεγονεν, οΰ εγώ ουκ είμι άξιος ινα λύσω αυτού τον 
ιμάντα τών υποδημάτων 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 *)

*) Gieseler p. 93.

50

Matt 14:13 
k . ανεχωρησεν 
Ικεΐθεν έν ττλοίω εις 
έρημον τοπον κατ 
Ιδίαν, κ.
ακούσαντες οί όχλοι 
ηκολοΰθησαν αντώ 
πεζή από τών 
πόλεων.

Mark 6,32 
κ. άπήλθον είς 
ερημ. τόπον τω 
πλοία κατ ιδίαν.
33. κ. εϊδον αντους 
υπάγοντας κ. 
ίπέγνωσαν πολλοί" 
κ. πεζή από παθών 
τών πόλεων 
αννέδραμον κ. 
προήλθον αυτούς 
κ. άπήλθον προς 
αυτόν.

Luke 9:10.
και — ύπεχώ ρήσε
κατ ιδίαν είς τόπον
έρημον
οί δέ όχλοι
γνόντεςηκολου-θησ
αν αυτώ.

John 6:1 μετά ταΰτα 
απήλθεν ό Ιησούς 
πέραν τής 
θαλάσσης τής 
τιβεριαδος 2. κ. 
ήκολοΰθει αΰτώ 
όχλος πολύς, ότι 
έωρων αυτού τά 
σημεία, ά έποίει έπϊ 
τών άσθενούντων.

14. κ. Ιξελθών 34. κ.έξελθών 3. άνήλθε δέ είς τό 
όρος όϊησούς 
κ.έκάθητο έκεϊ μετά 
τών μαθητώναύτοΰ.
4. ήν δέ εγγύς τό 
πάσχα, ή

είδε πολύν όχλον" είδε πολύν όχλον εορτή τών 
Ιουδαίων.

5. έπάραςούν ό 
Ιησ.τούς 
οφθαλμούς κ. 
θεασαμενος ότι 
πολύς όχλος 
έρχεται προς

κ. έσπλαγχνίσθη επ 
αύτοϊς

κ. έβπλ. Ιπ αυτοις 
οτι ησαν ώς 
πρόβατα μη έχοντα 
ποιμένα- κ. ήρξατο

κ. δεξάμενος 
αυτούς έλάλει 
αύτοϊς περί τής 
βασιλείας τ. θεού

αύτόν,



διδάσκειν αυτούς 
πολλά.

κ. έσπλαγχνίσθη Ιπ 
αύτοϊς

κ. έβπλ. επ αυτοις 
οτι ησαν ώς 
πρόβατα μη έχοντα 
ποιμένα- κ. ήρξατο 
διδάσκειν αυτούς 
πολλά.

κ. δεξάμενος 
αυτούς έλάλει 
αύτοϊς περί τής 
βασιλείας τ. θεού

χ. έθεράπευσε τους 
αρρώστους αυτών-

κ. τούς χρείαν 
έχοντας θεραπείας 
Ιατο ’

15. όψίας δέ 
γενομένης

35. κ. ήδη ώρας 
πολλής γενομένης

12. ή δέ ημέρα 
ήρξατο κλίνειν.

προςήλθον αύτώ οί 
μαθηται αυτού, 
λέγοντες" έρημός 
έστι ο τόπος χαι ή 
ώρα ήδη παρήλθε, 
άπόλυσον τους 
οχλουςΐνααπελ- 
θόντες εις τάς 
κώμας αγορα- 
σωσιν εαυτοΐς 
βρώματα.

προςελθόντες αυτώ 
οί μαθηται αυτού 
λέγουσιν’ ότι
έρημος .... κ. ή ....
ήδη πολλή. 36. 
άπόλυσον αύτούς, 
ϊνα απελθόντες εις 
τούς αγρούς κ. 
κώμας αγοραΰωΰιν 
έαυτοϊς άρτους, τί 
γάρ φάγωσιν ουκ 
έχουσι.

προςελθόντες δέ οί 
δώδεκα ειπον 
αύτώ"

άπόλυσον τον 
όχλον ϊ'να
πορευθέντες εις τάς 
κύκλω κωμας κ. 
τους άγρούς 
καταλυαωσι κ. 
ευρωσιν 
επισιτισμόν" οτι 
ώδε έν τή ίρήμφ 
έσμέν.

πόθεν αγορά­
σο μ εν άρτους ϊνα 
φάγωσιν ουτοι; 6. 
τούτο δέ έλεγε 
πειράξων αυτόν" 
αυτός γάρ ήδει τί 
έμελλε ποιεϊν.

16. ο δέ Ιησούς 
εΐττεν αύτοϊς" οΰ 
χρείαν έχουσιν 
άττελθεϊν5 δότε 
αύτοϊς υμείς φαγεϊν.

37.0 δέ άποκριθεις 
έί'πεν αύτοϊς" δότε 
αύτοϊς υμείς φαγεϊν.

13. είπε δέ προς 
αυτούς" δότε αύτοϊς 
υμείς φαγεϊν.

17. οί δέ λεγουσιν 
αυτω' οΰκ εχομεν 
ώδε ει μή πέντε 
άρτους και δυο 
Ιχθύας.

κ. λέγουσιν αυτω" 
άπελθοντες 
άγοράσωμεν 
δηναρίων 
διακοσίων άρτους 
κ. δωμεν αύτοϊς

οί δέ εΐπον" 
ουκ είο'ιν ήμϊν 
πλεϊον ή πέντε 
άρτοι κ. δύο Ιχθύες, 
εί μήτι πορευθέντες 
ημείς άγοράσωμεν

7. άπεκρίθη αυτω 
φίλιππος ■ 
διακοσίων 
δηναρίων άρτοι οΰκ 
άρκοΰσιν αΰτοϊς, 
ϊ'να έκαστος βραχύ



φαγεϊν;
38. ό δ'ε λέγει 
αΰτοϊς" ποσους 
άρτους εχετε; 
υπάγετε και ϊδετε. κ. 
γνοντες λέγουαΓ 
πέντεκ. δυο ίχ9ύας.

είς πάντα τον λαόν 
τούτον βρώματα.

τι λάβη 8. λέγει 
αΰτω είς των 
μαθητωναυτοΰ, 
άνδρέας ό αδελφός 
σίμωνοςπέτρου ’ 9. 
εστι παιδάριον ώδε 
ο εχει πέντε άρτους 
κ. δύοόψάρια, άλλα 
ταύτα τί έστιν είς 
τοσοΰτους;

18- ο όέ είπε" 
φέρετε μοι αυτούς 
ώδε.

19. κ. κελεύσας 
τους οχλους 
ανακλιθήναι.

39. κ. έπέταξεν 
αΰτοϊς άνακλϊναι 
παντας συμπόσια 
συμπόσια έπϊ τω 
χλωρά χόρτω.
40. κ. άνέπεσον 
πρααιαϊ πρασιαϊ 
ανά έκατόν

14. είπε δέ προς 
τους μαθητάς 
αυτού' κατακλίνατε 
αυτούς κλισίας ανά 
πεντήκοντά.
15. κ. εποίησαν 
οΰτω κ. άνέκλιναν 
άπαντας.

10. είπε δέ ό 
Ιησούς ■ ποιήσατε 
τούς άνθρώπους 
άναπεσεΐν. ήν δέ 
χόρτος πολύς Ιν τά 
τόπω. άνέπεσον δέ 
οί άνδρες τον 
άριθμόν ωςεϊ 
πεντακισχίλιοι.

και λαβών τους 
πέντε άρτους κ. 
τους δύο ιχθυας, 
άναβλέψας είς τον 
ουρανόν, ευλόγησε" 
κ. κλασας εδωκε 
τοϊς μαθηταϊς τους 
άρτους, οί δέ 
μαθητα'ι τόίς 
όχλοις.

κ. ανά πεντή- 
κοντα.
41. και λαβών νους, 
.... ευλόγησε" κ. 
κατέσλασε. τους 
άρτους κ. έδίδου 
τοϊς μαθηταϊς 
αυτού, ΐνα πα- 
ρα&ωσιν αΰτοϊς" κ. 
τούς δύο ίχθύας 
έμέρισε τάσι.

16. λαβών δ'ε τούς 
πέντε .... εΰλόγη- 
σεν αυτούς" κ. 
κατέκλασ εκ. έδίδου 
τοϊς μαθηταϊς 
παρατεθήναι τόίς 
όχλοις.

11. ελαβε δέ τούς 
άρτους ο ’Ιησούς κ. 
εΰχαριστη'σας 
διέδωκε

τοϊς μαθηταϊς, οί δέ 
μαθηταϊ τοϊς 
άνακειμένοις' 
ομοίως δέ εκ τών 
όψαρίων όσον 
ήθελαν

20. κ. έφαγαν 
πάντες κ. 
έχορτασθησαν-

42. κ. έφαγαν 
έχορτάσθηδαν.

17. κ. έφαγαν κ.
έχορτάαθησαν
πάντες

12. ως δέ 
ένεπλήσθησαν 
λέγει τόίς μαθηταϊς ’ 
συναγάγετε τά 
περισσεύδαντα 
κλάσματα, ϊνα μ ή τι 
αποληται.



k . ήραν τό 
περίσσευαν τών 
κλασαοτων 
δώδεκα κοφίνους 
πλήρεις.

43. κ. ήραν 
κλασμάτων

δώδεκα κοφίνους 
πλήρεις.

κ. ήρθε τό 
περισσέυσαν 
αυτοΐς κλασμάτων, 
κοφινοι δώδεκα.

15. συνήγαγον δέ κ. 
έγέμισαν δώδεκα 
κοφίνους
κλασμάτων έκ τών 
πέντε άρτων τών 
κρίθινων , ά 
έπερίσσευσε τοϊς 
βεβρωκόσιν.

21. οί όέ Ισθίοντες 
η σαν άνδρες ώςεί 
πεντακιςχίλιοι χωρφ 
γυναικών κ. 
παιδιών.

44. κ.ήσαν οί 
φαγοντες 
πεντακιδχίλιοι 
άνδρες.
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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,
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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 περίσσευαν is in John, as in the in 
John, as in the rest, just so the words: κλάσματα, κύφινος, άίρειν).

k) The quantity of abundance is the same. Finally,

l) 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.)

β) 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 η. 26 Mark 8:1 η. 26 Matth 15:24 η. 22 John 6:2

κα'ί έξελθων είδε 
πολΰν οχλον,

Ιν έκείναις ταΐς 
ήμέραις παμπόλλου 
όχλου όντος

κ. μεταβας έκεϊθεν 
— ήλθε παρά την 
θαλασσμν τής 
γαλιλαίας κ. άναβάς 
είς τδ όρος έκάθητο 
έκεϊ.

κ. ήκολοΰθει αυτω 
όχλος πολύς — 3. 
ανήλθε δέ είς το' 
όρος — κ. έκεϊ 
έκάθητο μετά τάν 
μαθητών αυτού.

Mark 
η. 22

Mark 
η. 26

John 
η. 22

κ. μή έχόντων τί φάγωσι 
προςκαλεσαμένος όΊησοϋς 
τοΰς μαθητάς αΰτοΰ λέγει 
αΰτοϊς ■

ν. 5 έπάρας ούν — τους 
οφθαλμούς κ. θεασαμενος 
ότι πολύς όχλος ερχεται 
προς αυτόν, λέγει προς τον 
φίλιππον"

κ. έσπλαγχνίσυη έπ αΰτοϊς. 2.σπλαγχνίξομαι έπι τον 
όχλον —

35. οτι Έρημος έστιν ο 
τόπος — απόλναον αΰτονς 
■— ΐνα άγορά σωσιν 
εαυτόΐς άρτους.--

4. (κ. απεκρίθησαν αυτά οί 
μαθηται αΰτοΰ ) πόθεν 
τούτους δυνήσεταί τις ώδε 
χορτάσαι άρτων έν έρήμω;

πόθεν αγοράσομε ν 
άρτους, ΐνα φάγωσιν 
ούτοι;

38. ό δέ ελεγεν αΰτοϊς ■ 
πόσους άρτους εχετε; — κ. 
γνόντες λέγουσΓ πέντε—

5. και έπηρωτα αΰτοΰς- 
πόσους εχετε άρτους; οί δέ 
εΐπον" επτά.

39. κ. έπέταξεν αΰτοϊς ά 
νακλϊναι πάντας — έπι τά 
χλωρά χόρτω. 41. κ. 
λαβών τους πέντε άρτους 
— έυλογησε’ κ. έκλασ ε

6. κ. παρήγγειλε τά όχλω 
άναπεσεϊν έπι τής γης. 
κ. λαβών τους επτά άρτους 
κ. ευχαριστησας έκλαΰε κ. 
έδίδου τοΐς μαθηταΐς

10. είπε δέ ό Ίησοΰς" 
ποιήσατε τους άνθρώπους 
άναπεσεϊν. —
11. ελαβε δέ τοΰς άρτους ο 
Ιηβούς, κ. ευχαριστησας —



τούς άρτους κ. έδίδου τόί'ς 
μαθηταϊς αυτού, ϊνα 
τταραδωσιν αύτοϊς. —

αυτού, ϊνα παραθώσιν (κ. 
παρέθηκαν τω οχλω’.

(cf ν. 38 — καί δύο 
ίχθύας.) — cf. ν. 41. — και 
τούς δύο ίχθυας —
ευλόγησε".........κ. τούς
δύο ίχθύας έμέρισε πασι.

ν. 7. κ. εΐχον ίχθύδια ολίγα- 
κ. ευλογήσεις είπε 
παραθεΐναι κ. αυτα.

42. κ. εφαγον πάντες κ. 
έχορτάβθηβαν. 43- κ. ήραν 
κλασμάτεον δώδεκα 
κοφίνους πλήρεις. —

8. εφαγον δέ κ. έχορτα 
σθησαν’ κ. ήραν 
περισσεύματα κλασμάτων, 
επτά σπυρίδας.

44. κ. ήσαν οί φαγοντες — 
πεντακισχίλιοι άνδρες.

9. ήσαν δέ οί φαγόντες ώς 
τετρακισχίλιοι.

45. κ. ευθέως ήνάγκαβε 
τούς— έμβήναι ειςτό 
πλοίο ν.

10. κ. ευθέως έμβάς εις τό 
πλόίον μετά τών μαθητών.
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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.) άπολυσον αυτούς Mark. 8, 3 καϊέάν άττολύσω αυτούς κ. τ. λ. 
-  ν .34. εσηλαγχνίαθη επ αύτοϊς -  2. σπλαγχνίξομαι έπι τον όχλον κ.τ.λ.

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 καί όντος του πέτραν έν τη 
αυλή έρχεται μία τών παιδισκών τού 
αρχιερέας, λέγουσα" (compare Matth and 
Luke.) —

a) John 18,16. έξήλθεν ουν ο μαθητής ο 
άλλος — καί είπε τή θυροορώ — καί 
είςήγαγε τον πέτραν. 17. λέγει ούν ή 
παιδίσκη ή θυροορός τώ πέτρου —

67. καί σύ μετά τού Ιησού τον ναξαραίου 
ήσθα.

μη καί σύ έκ τών μαθητών εΐτοΰ 
ανθρώπου τούτου;

68. ο ίέ ήρνήσατο, λέγουν ■ ούκ οιδα, ούδέ 
έπίσταμαι τί σύ λέγεις (Luke ούκ οΐδα 
αυτόν).

λέγει έκεινος" ούκ είμί.

b) 70. κ. έξήλθεν έξω εις τό προαύλιου — 
69. κ. ή παιδίσκη Ιδούσα αυτόν πάλιν, 
ήρξατο λέγειν τοϊς παρεστηκόσι ■ και 
ούτος έξ αυτών έστιν.

b) 25. ήν δέ σιμών πέτρος έστώς κ. 
θερμαινόμενος" είπον ούν αυτώ * μή καί 
σύ έκ τών μαθητών εΐ;

ο) 70. κ. μετά μικρόν παλιν οί παρεστώτες 
έλεγον τώ πέτρου" αληθώς έξ αυτών ε'Γ κ. 
γάρ κ. τ. λ.

ο) 26. λέγει εις έκ τών δούλουν τού 
άρχιερέους' — ουκ έγώ σε εΐδον έν τώ 
κήπου μετ’ αύτοΰ;

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.

ß) 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.
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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: ττοθεν τοντω ή αογία αυτή (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.
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Mark 6:1 καί ήλθεν εις την πατρίδα αυτού. 
2. κ. γινομένου σαββάτου ήρξατο ίν τή 
συναγωγή διδάσκειν ■

Luke 4,16 κ. ήλθεν είς την ναξαρετ, — κ. 
είςήλθε κατά τό είωθός αυτά έν τή ημέρα 
των σ αββάτων είς την συναγωγήν" κ.



άνέστη άνα- γνάναι. 17. κ. έπεδόθη αΰτρΐ 
βιβλίον — 20. κ. πτύξας τό βιβλίον — 
(κάθισε — 21. ήρ- ξατο δέ λέγειν προς 
αυτούς' ότι σήμερον πεπληρωται ή γραφή 
αΰτη (ν τοϊς ωσ'ιν ΰμων (compae Luke 
19,9).

καί πολλοί άκοΰοντες έξεπλήσσοντο 22. κ. πάντες έμαρτΰρουν αυτά κ. 
(θαύμαζαν έπι τοϊς λογοις τής χάριτος, 
τοϊς έκπορευομένοις έκ τού στόματος 
αΰτού,

λέγοντες" πόύεν Χούτω ταΰτα; και τις ή 
σοφία ή δοθεϊσα αυτά, και ότι δυνάμεις 
τοιαύται διά των χειρών αυτού γίνονται;

και ελεγαν"

3. οΰχ ουτό ς έ στ ιν ό τού τέκτονος υιός 
κ. Μαρίας, αδελφός δέ Ιακώβου — και 
οΰκ είσϊν αΐ άδελφαί αυτού ώδε προς 
Πμάς;

οΰχ ουτος ο υιός 'ίωσήφ;

(και έσκανδαλίζοντο έν αυτά). 23. και είπε προς αυτούς ■ πάντως έρεϊτέ 
μοι την παραβολήν ταυτην" Ιατρέ, 
θεράπευσαν σεαυτόν' όσα ήκούσαμεν 
γενόμενα έν καπερναΰμ, ποίησον και ώδε 
έν τή πατρίδι σου.

4 βλεγε δέ αΰτοϊς ό’Ιησοϋς' οτι οΰκ Έστι 
προφήτης άτιμος, εί μή έν τή πατρίδι 
αυτού κ. έν τοϊς συγγενέσι κ. έν τή οικία 
αυτού. 5. κ. ουκ ήδΰνατο έκεϊ οΰδεμίαν 
δΰναμιν ποιήσαι, εί μή ολίγοις αήρώστοις 
έπιθεις τάς χεϊρας (θεράπευσε. 6. κ. 
(θαύμαζε δια τήν απιστίαν αυτάν.

24. είπε δέ" αμήν λέγω ΰμΐν, ουδ είς 
προφήτης δεκτός (στιν έν τή πατρίδι 
αΰτού.
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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. οί δέ 
άλιεΐς άπ αυτών άποβάντες άπεπλυναν τά δίκτυα. Matth. 4, 18. βάλλοντας 
άμφίβληστρον έν τή θαλάσση Ιΐηδ V. 21. και αυτούς έν τω πλοίου καταρτίζοντας τά 
δίκτυα).

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 δεύτε όττίσω μου, καί ποιήσω 
ΰμας γενέσθαι άλιεϊς ανθρώπων.

Luke 5:10 μή φοβού' από τού νύν 
ανθρώπους εση ζωγρών. (από τούνύν 
νεν 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.πρόβας ολίγον — καί αντονς έν τώ πλοίω, compare Luk. 5, 2. δυο
πλοία, ν. 7. κατένενσαν τοϊς μετόχοις τοϊς έν τω ετίρω πλοίω compare ν. 10.
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Mark 14,4 (compare Matth 26,8f) είς τί ή 
απώλεια αυτή του μόρου γέγονε; 5. 
ήδυνατο γάρ τούτο πραθήναι έπανω 
τριακοσίων δηναρίων, και δοθήναι τοϊς 
πτωχόί'ς.

John 12,6 διατί τούτο τό μύρον ουκ 
έπρα&η τριακοσίων δηναρίων και έδό&η 
πτωχόί'ς;

6. ό δέ Ιησούς είπεν' άφετε αυτήν * τί 
αυτή κόπους παρέχετε; καλόν Έργον 
είργασατο έν έμοί.

7. είπεν ούν ό’ίησούς' άφες αυτήν.

7. πάντοτε γάρ τους πτωχούς εχετε μεθ' 
εαυτών κ. όταν θέλητε δνναΰθε αυτούς ευ 
ποιήσαι, έμέ δέ ου πάντοτε εχετε.

b. ν. 8. τους πτωχούς γάρ πάντοτε έχετε 
μεθ’ εαυτών, έμέ δέ ού πάντοτε βχετε.

8. ό δέ έ'σχεν (ίσχυεν ?) αυτή, έποίησε" 
προέλαβε μυρΐΰαι μου το ΰώμα είς τον 
ενταφιασμόν (Matth, ν. 12. πρός τό 
ίνταφιάσαι με έποίησεν).

a. ν. 7. είς τήν ημέραν τού ενταφιασμού 
μου τετήρηκεν.

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, it is 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: ελαιον αμαρτωλού μή 
λιττανάτω την κεφαλήν μον, 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. 111.
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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 I 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. όρθώς 
άπεκρίθης. Mark. 12, 32. καλώς, διδάσκαλε, επαλήθειας είπας, ότι κ. τ. λ. 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:
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Mark 10:42 οιδατε, ότι οί δοκούντες 
άρχειν τών εθνών κατακυριεύουσιν 
αυτών, καί ο ί μεγάλοι αυτών 
κατεξουσιαζουσιν αυ τών. 43. ουχ’ ουτω 
δέ έσται ίν νμΐν" άλλ ος άν θέλη γενέσθαι 
μέγας εν νμΐν, έΰται υμών διάκονος. 44. 
καί ο ς άν θέλη υμών γενέσθαι πρώτος, 
εσται πάντων δούλος.

Luke 22:25 οί βασιλείς τών εθνών 
κυρίευαν σιν αυτών, και οίέξουσιάζοντες 
εύεργέται καλούνται. 26. υμείς δέ ουχ 
ούτως" αλλ ο μείζων ίν ύμΐν γενεσθω ώς δ 
νεώτερος.



45. καί γάρ ο οίλς τού ανθρώπου ούκ 
ήλθε διακονηθήναι, αλλά διακονήσαι και 
δούναι την ψυχήν αυτού λύτραν αντί 
πολλών (cf Matthew)

27. τις γάρ μείξων; ο άνακείμενος η ο 
διακόνων; ίγώ δί είμι ίν μέσω υμών ώς ο 
διάκονος.

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

Mark 10:38 δύνασθε πιεΐν τό ποτήριον, ό 
εγώ πίνω, καί τό βαπτισμα, δ έγώ 
βαπτίξομαι, βαπτισθήναι; 39. οί δέ εΐπον 
αυτώ" δυναμεθα. ό δέ ’Ιησούς είπεν 
αυτοΐς' τό μέν ποτήριον, ο εγώ πίνω, 
πίεσθε, καί τό βάπτισμα, ο εγώ 
βαπτίξομαι,

Luke 22:29 κα’γώ διατίθεμαι ύμΐν, καθώς 
διέθετό μοι ο πατήρ μου βασιλείαν, ϊνα 
ίσθίητε καί πίνητε ίπί τής τραπέξης μου 
καί καθίσησθε

βαπτισθήσεσθε ■ τό δέ καθίοαι έκ δεξιών 
μου και έξ ευωνυμων. ούκ έατιν έμον 
δούναι, αλλ’ οΐς ήτοίμασται (compare 
Matthew)

έπϊ θρόνων κρίνοντες τάς οώδέκα φυλάς 
τού ίσραηλ.
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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 διακονία, which he is willing to prove by sacrificing 
his life for others, and that he calls the life he gives a λήρον άντι πολλών 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.
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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.

*) Their plan was to legally arrest him and then have him executed — which was 
not supposed to happen during the festival. The ev δόλω [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.

74

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 διακονεϊν (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 διακονεϊν, 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.
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For the act of washing the feet is also a διακονία, 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 (καινή έντολή Joh. 13, 34), just as the symbolic 
presentation of the blood is called a new covenant (καινή διαθήκη), 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 πάντες υμείς 
σκανδαλισθήσεσθε έν έμοι 
έν τή νυκτϊ ταύτη ■ 
γέγραπται γάρ — 33. 
άποκριθεις δέ ό πέτρας 
είπεν αυτώ' εί και παντες 
σκανδαλισθήσονται έν σοί, 
έγώ ουδέποτε 
(σκανδαλισθήσομαι). 34 
εφη αυτώ ό Ιησούς' αμήν 
λέγω ΰοι, ότι έν

Luke 22:31 σίμων, σίμων, 
ίδου, ό σατανάς έξητήσατο 
υμάς, τού σινιασαι ώς τον 
σίτον32. έγώ δέ έδεήθην 
περί σου, ΐνα μη έκλείπη ή 
πίστις σου, κ. σύ ποτέ 
έπιστρέψας, στήριξαν τους 
αδελφούς σου. 33. ο δέ 
είπεν αυτώ ’ κύριε, μετά 
σου έτοιμος είμι και είς 
φυλακήν κ. είς θάνατον 
πορεύεσθαι.

John 13:36 λέγει αύτώ 
σίμων πέτρος' κύριε, πού 
υπάγεις; άπεκρίθη αύτώ ό 
’ίησοΰς' όπου υπάγω, ού 
δυνασαί μοι νύν 
ακολουθήσαι' ύστερον 
δέακολουθήσεις μοι. 37. 
λέγει αύτώ ό πέτρος' κύριε, 
διατί ού δύναμαι σοι 
ακολουθήσαι άρτι; την 
ψυχήν μου υπέρ σού 
θήσω.

ταυτη τή νυκτί, πριν 34. ό δέ είπε ■ λέγω σοι, 38. άπεκρίθη αυτώ ό



αλέκτορα φωνήσαι, τρ'ις 
άπαρνήσημε. 35. λέγει 
αυτώ ό πέτρος' καν δέη με 
σύν σοι αποθανεΐν, ού μή 
σε άπαρνήσομαι.

πέτρε, ού μή φωνησει 
σήμερον αλέκτωρ, πριν ή 
τρϊς απαρνηση μή είδέναι 
με.

Ιησούς' την ψυχήν σου 
υπέρ έμού θήσεις; αμήν 
αμήν λέγω σοι' ου μή 
αλέκτωρ φωνησει, εως ού 
άπαρνήση με τρίς.
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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 Gethsemane, 
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). περίλυπος 
έστιν ή ψυχή μου είς θάνατον.

John 12:27. νϋν ή ψυχή μου τεταρακται.

καί προςηύχετο, ϊνα, εί δυνατόν έστι, 
παρέλθη ηπ αυτού ή ώρα. 36. κ. ελεγε ■ 
αββά, ό πατήρ, — παρένεγκε το ποτηριον 
απ έμού τούτο' αλλ ου, τί έγώ θέλω, αλλά 
τί συ.

και τί εΐπω *); πάτερ, σώσόν με έκ τής 
ώρας ταΰτης' άλλα διά τούτο ήλθαν είς 
τήν ώραν ταυτην.

*) 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 ο φιλών τήν ·Φυχήν αυτού, 
απολέσει άυτην' και ό μισών τήν ψυχήν 
αυτού έν τώ κόσμου τούτου, εις ζουήν 
αιώνιον φυλάξει αυτήν.

Mark 8:35 ός γάρ άν θέλη τήν ψυχήν 
αυτού σώσαι, απολέσει αυτήν' ός ό’άν 
άπολέση τήν εαυτού ψυχήν ενεκεν εμού 
— σώσει αυτήν.

26. έάν έμοϊ διακονή τις, έμοϊ 
ακολουθείτο" και όπου είμι Ιγώ, Ικεΐκαι ό 
διάκονος κ. τ. λ.

— 34. εϊ τις θέλει όπίσου μου ακολουθεϊν, 
απαρνησασθου εαυτόν, καί αρατου τον 
σταυρόν αυτού και άκολουθείτουμοι. (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. ηΰαν 
αυτών οί οφθαλμοί βεβαρημένοι), they do not know what to answer. (The same 
expression Mark. 14, 40. οΰκ ήδεισαν τί αντώ άποκρθίώαιν and Mark. 9, 6. ον 
γάρ ήδει τί λαλήβη comp. Luk. 9, 33.μή είδώς ο λέγει) 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, 31.) - 
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?
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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. και παρέλάβε τον πέτραν ζ. 
τούς δύο ζεβεδαίους.

Luke 22,40. γινόμενος δέ έπι τον τοπον.

Matth 26.36. κ. λέγει" καθίσατε αυτου, 
εως ου άπελθων προςεύξωμαι έκεϊ.

Gen. 22,3. άναστάς δέ άβραάμ τό πρωί 
— παρέλαβε δέ μεθ έαντον δνο παίδας κ. 
ήλθεν έπι τον τόπον, 
κ. ειπεν τόί'ς παισ'ιν αύτον' καθίσατε αν τ 
ον, έγω δε — διελενσώμέθα εως ώδε κ. 
προςκυνηοαντες αναστρέψομεν.

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: I am he! the crowd that had 
come retreated and fell to the ground. —
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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
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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.): "έστι δέ συνήθεια υμϊν κ.τ. λ." 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, σΰ εϊ ό βασιλεύς των Ιουδαίων (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 I, 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 Lücke'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.
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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: 
ίκμυκτηρίζιιν) 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. —
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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
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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.

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
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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

b. n. 11.2:27. και βλεγεν 
αντοϊς' 28. ώςτε κύριός έστι 
— σαββάτου.

6:5. και βλεγεν αυτοϊς- οτι 
κύριος — σαββάτον.

12 (insert ν. 5-7) 8. κύριος 
γάρ έστι σαββάτον (κ. 
ελεγεν αύτοϊς missing)

2:23. και έγένετο 
παραπορευεσθαι κ. τ. λ.

6:1. έγένετο δέ 
διαπορεύεσθαι ατιόν etc.

(insert 11:28-30.) 12:1. έν 
έκείνω τώ καιρώ έπορεύθη 
κ. τ. λ.

a. η. 10. 2:17 -  οί κακώς 
εχοντες- ουκ ήλθον 
καλέσαι κ. τ. λ.

5:31. -  ώς εχοντες. 32. ονκ 
έλήλυθα καλέσαι κ. τ. λ.

9:12. οί κακώς εχοντες 
(insert ν. 13.) ου γάρ 
ήλθον καλέσαι κ. τ. λ.

η. 16.4:11. έκείνοις δέ τοίς 
εξω έν παραβολαϊς.

8:10. το'ί'ς δέ λοιττόί'ς έν 
παραβολαϊς.

13:11. έκείνοις δέ (ού 
δέδοται κ.τ.λ. (insert— ν. 
12.) 13. (διά τούτο) έν 
παραβολαϊς (κ.τ.λ. Insert 
twice ν.17.)

13. ουκ δίδατε τήν παραβ. 
ταύτην;

11. εστι δέ αυτή ή 
παραβολή.

18. ύμεϊς ουν ακούσατε τήν 
παραβολήν τού 
σπείροντος (in contrast to 
ν. 24-30. entered 
παραβολή τών ζιζανίων



compare ν. 36.

η. 20 — — Insert: (10:5-8.) therefore:

6:8. ΐνα μηδέν αΐρωσι εις 
οδόν κ. τ. λ.

9:3. μηδέν αίρετε είς οδόν 
κ. τ. λ.

μή κτησησθε χρυσόν κ. τ. 
λ. (Reversal of the things 
mentioned).

ν. 11. κα ί όσοι άν μ ή 
δέξωνται ύμάς κ. τ. λ.

9:5. κ. όσοι άν μή δέξωνται 
ύμάς κ. τ. λ.

Insert, v. 12-13. Therefore: 
και ός άν μή δέξηται.

π. 28. 8:29 σΰ εί ο χριστός. 
30. έττετίμησεν αύτοΐς κ. τ. 
λ.

9:20. τον χριστόν τον θεού. 
21. ό δέ έπιτιμήσας κ. τ. λ.

16:16 σύ εΐ ό χριστός 
(insert of ο υιός κ.τ. λ. 
twice ν. 19. therefore): ν. 
20. τότε έπετίμησε κ. τ. λ.

π. 30. 9:28. έκβαλεϊν αυτό; 
29. — τούτο τό γένος κ. τ. 
λ.

17:19. έκβαλεϊν αυτό; 
(Insert ν. 20. therefore ν. 
21. τούτο δέ τό γένος κ. τ. 
λ.

π. 32. 9:37. και ος έάν ’έν 
τών τοιουτων παιδιών 
δέξηται κ.τ.λ

9:48. ος έάν δέξηται κ. τ. λ. (Insert 18:3-4. therefore ν. 
5. και ος έάν δέξηται κ. τ λ.

η. 35. 10:29. οΰδείς έστιν 
ος αφήκεν κ. τ. λ.

18:29. οΰδείς έστιν ος 
αφήκεν κ. τ. λ.

(Insert 19:28) therefore ν. 
29. και πάς ός αφήκεν.

η. 47. 12:1. ήρξατο αύτοΐς 
έν παραβολαΐς λέγειν.

20:9. ήρξατο δέ προς τον 
λαόν λέγειν την παραβ. 
ταΰτην.

21. (Insert 2-32. therefore): 
ν. 33. άλλην παραβ. 
ακούσατε.

12. καί έξήτουν αΰτον 
κράτησαι.

20:19. και έζήτουν κ. τ. λ. 21: (insert ν. 43-44) 45. και 
άκοΰσαντ ες — έ’γνωσαν 
κ.τ.λ.

η. 49. 13:1. και 
έκπορευομένου αυτού έκ 
τού ιερού — καί έξελθών 
έπορεΰετο από τού ιερού

(Insert 23:2-39. therefore 
with regard to v. 39.) 24:1. 
καί έξελθών έπορεΰετο 
από τού ιερού (i.e., away 
from the temple forever. *)

24. άλλ’ έν έκείναις ταϊς 
ήμέραις κ.τ.λ.

Insert v. 26-28. 
Comparison with lightning. 
Therefore): v. 29. εΰειέως 
δέ μετά την θλίψιν —

η. 54. 14:46. οί δέ (Insert 26:50.) τότε



έπέβαλον κ. τ. λ. έπέβαλον κ.τ· λ.

48. και άποκριυεϊς είπε etc. 22:52. είπε δέ — (Insert 26:52-54.) έν έκείνη 
τή ώρα είπε —

η. 55. 15:32 καί οί 
συνεσταυρωμένοι 
ώνεΐδιζον αυτόν.

27. (Insert ν. 43.) 44. τό δέ 
αυτό και οί λησται 
ώνείδιζον αυτόν.

*) άπό does not belong to εξελθών, as Fritzsche's commentary would have us 
believe, but to έπορεΰετο (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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η. 20. 6:11. έκπορευόμενοι 
έκεΐθεν.

9:5. έξερχόμενοι από τής 
πόλεως έκείνης.

10:14. έξεργόμενοι τής 
οικίας ή τής πόλεως 
έκείνης.

η. 28. 8:28. άλλοι δέ 
ένατων προφητών.

9:19. άλλοι δέ, ότι 
προφήτης τις — ανέστη.,

16:14. έτεροι δέ ιερεμίαν ή 
ένα τών προφητών.

33. ύπαγε όπίβω μου, 
σατανά, ότι ου φρονείς —

23. ύπαγε όπίσω μου, 
σατανά, σκάνδαλόν μου εΐ 
ότι ού φρονείς etc.

η. 29. 9:5. ποιήσωμεν —. 17:4. (ει θέλεις,) 
ποιήσωμεν —

ν. 13. και έποίησαν αυτώ ν. 12. και (ουκ έπέγνωσαν 
αυτόν, αλλά) έποίησαν έν 
αυτώ —

η. 49. 13,18. χειμώνος 24:20. χειμώνας (μηδέ 
σαββάτω).



v. 26. και τότε όψονται — 21:27. και τότε όψονται — ν. 30. κ. τότε (κόψονται 
πάσαι αί φυλαι τής γής και) 
όψονται —

η. 53. 14:24. τό — 
έκχυνόμενον.

26:28.τό — έκχυνόμενον 
(είς άφεσιν αμαρτιών).

η. 54. 14:53. προς τον 
αρχιερέα.

22:54. εις τον οίκον τοΰ 
άρχιερέως.

26:57. προς (καϊάφαν) τον 
αρχιερέα.

η. 57. 16:6 Ίησοΰν ζητείτε. 22:54 28:5 (οΐδα γάρ ότι) Ίησοΰν 
ζητείτε.

ν. 7. ότι προάγει υμάς — ν. 7. ότι (ήγέρθη από τών 
νεκρών" καί ιδού,) προάγει 
υμάς —

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 μιϊξον, but μειζων. One wants to 
translate: hie est templo quidquam angustius, nempe ignoratis, quid sibi velit ilia 
vox etc. (Fritzsche's commentary on Matthew at the St.). But it cannot be 
specified what is meant by μειζον. 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 μειζον?

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) μειξον is also not generally: what is more important, but: what is to be 
respected more.

d) The alleged μειζον 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: 
ει γαρ έγνώχειτε 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 
ότι (that) is deemed incorrect since it should not originally have expressed the reason 
why ύπαγε (go) is uttered, but rather the reason for attributing the predicate σκανδαλον 
(stumbling block) or in verse 28 (Mark 8:28), the ενα (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
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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
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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 η. 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.
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— 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 first is 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.
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— 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 η. 1 (in Mark), n. 15, 16, n. 32. Let's take a closer look at these passages as well.

— η. 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 ττυρί, the εν πνεΰματι αγίφ 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 ττνεϋμα ίγιον without πυρ 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 τδ θέλημα τοϋ θεού, it says 
τον λόγον τού θεού ), 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.
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*) 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: ος 
εάν — άποστείλαντά με (Matth. 18 [corrected from 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 I say: who this child *) because it belongs to your circle 
and to me (επί τω όνόματί μου cf. Mark v. 40. ότι χριστού εστε), 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
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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.



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

*) τούτο τταιδίον in Luke (i.e. the child here, now representing the least Christian) 
is more correct than in Mark: ϊν τών παιδιών τούτων. But maybe originally Mark 
used the other word instead of παιδιών: μιχρών, 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 τότε οι έν τή Ιουδαίο! 
φευγίτωβαν εις τά όρη- 17. ό ίπϊ τού 
δώματος μή άναβαινέτω αραι τά εχ τής 
οικίας αυτού' 18. καί ο εν τω άγρω μή 
έπιστρεψάτω όπίαω, άραι τά εμάτια 
αύτοϋ. (cf Mark)

Luke 21:21 τότε οι εν τή ίουδαία 
φευγέτωΰαν είς τά όρη, καϊ οί εν μέαω 
αυτής ίχχωρείτωβαν, καϊ οΐ εν ταϊς χώραις 
μή είςερχέαθωσαν είς αυτήν.

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.

107

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

ß) 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 "άναταξιισθαι όιήγησιν" (to set forth in orderly sequence) in the other 
clause conveys the same meaning.

*) The grammatical resolution of the construction is well known: "εδοζι χαμοί — 
ηαρακοΐονθήοαι καί καθεξής γράψαι"

Then he mentions
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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 (επειδήηερ, 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 (διήγηση, not την διήγηση) 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 (ανηταξασθαι, 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 επιιδήηερ 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 ανατάξασθαι as borrowing from oral 
narratives.

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

However,
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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" (εδοξε χαμοί). I 
mean to say that even if the sentence structure does not determine the meaning, the 
use of the expression άνατά'ξασθαι, 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 γράψαι (to write) against the άνατά’ξασθαι (to arrange) of the many, 
when there is no trace of such a juxtaposition. On the contrary, Luke, emphasizing the 
χαθεξής (in orderly sequence) and άνωθεν (from the beginning), equates his intention of 
writing (χαθείς γράψαι) in the same manner as the example of the many. Therefore, 
from Luke's words, if we guard against misinterpretations, it follows that those πολλοί 
(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
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—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 "καθώ" 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 "ττληροφορονμιτα πράγματα" (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 την παραδιάομίνην.

b) Moreover, if Luke had intended to refer to the παραδιάομίνην in relation to the form, it 
would have been necessary to say: καθώς παρίδοσαν αυτήν (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 (πολλοί), and the άνκηϊξις (arrangement) - this follows immediately 
- was added to the apostolic παράδοσις (tradition). As the άνκηϊξις was attempted 
through writing, the παράδοσις 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 πολλοί (many) from them as the authors of such a work. The oral 
transmission is also characterized
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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 —
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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" (επειδήηερ), which is typically 
used for something incidental? Wouldn't the statement then imply that the author is 
saying: "Because there were evangelists, I not only want to be one of them, but perhaps 
even more, I 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 άαγγελισταί (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 ασφάλεια (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 ασφάλεια (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 
nature of oral tradition. Hereby is 
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.

ß) 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.

treatment, and partly (?) by the deceptive 
inserted into Luke's words what is demonstrably



γ) 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).

δ) 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,

ε) 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 λόγοι) was connected 
with those writings.
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a) Does "ίνα επιγνώς" (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 
επί? This implies that Theophilus would find certainty in my account (ut agnoscas) 
rather than contradicting the ασφάλεια (certainty) in the information he already received 
(ut agnoscas). This explanation harmonizes
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β) with the grammatical construction of the words, as the ασφάλεια (certainty) must be 
understood as an attribute of what Theophilus had been instructed in. Therefore, Luke's 
words simply mean: ϊνα επιγνως, ότι οί λόγοι, περί ών χατηχήθης, εισ'ιν ασφαλείς (so 
that you may know that the words you have been taught are certain).

γ) The words cannot be understood as if the ασφάλεια were separate from the λόγοις 
(words), suggesting that Luke intended to provide the ασφάλεια (which they themselves 
did not yet possess) to Theophilus regarding those λόγοι he had already heard.

aa) η ασφάλεια and το ασφαλές mean "the certainty," something that can be relied 
upon. For example, in Acts 21:34, it is stated that the chiliarch could not ascertain t o  

ασφαλές (the certainty) due to the commotion. (By the way, it is not written as την 
ασφάλειαν here, as it is linked with a genitive in our passage.) If those λόγοι (words) 
were something that did not provide certainty, they would have been empty rumors. 
However, the term κατηχηθης (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 λόγοις without any prior knowledge, he would have written: 
ίνα επιγνώς περί — το ασφαλέστερον (so that you may know about the most certain), 
but he did not write that way. Therefore, it remains that the ασφάλεια belongs to the 
λόγοις that Theophilus had heard as their quality, and Luke's words are far from denying 
the certainty of these λόγοις; 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,
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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 ασφάλεια that those writings did not provide and if his writing contained the 
ακρίβεια, then in the clause preceding it, he would have labeled the writings of the 
πολλοί 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. Küchler: 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 datnaaiv (παρακολουθηκότι 
άνωθεν πάσιν άκριβώς) referantur ad subiectum proxime praecedens: οί απ 
άρχής αϋτόττται κ. υπερήται γενόμενοι του λόγου). 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: τταρηκοίουθηκότι (as Hug 
also did) from the compound sentence and translates: qui secutus sum. Only the 
participle, although belonging to καμοί, 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. επειδή ήχονααμεν ότι κ. τ. Luke 1:1. επειδήπερ πολλοί 
λ. έπεχείρηααν άνατάξααθαι κ. τ. λ.

ν. 25. εδοξεν ήμϊν γενομένοις 
όμοθνμαδόν

3. έδοξε χαμοί παραχολουθηκότι 
πάαιν άχριβώς



εχλεξαμένους ά δρας πέμιβαι προς 
νμάς.

καθεξής σοι γράψαι.

If Act. 15, 25. the codices may vacillate between επλεξαμένονς and 
έχλεξαμένοις; 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 εχλεξαμένοις to be the 
correct one). According to the other explanation, τω παρηχολουθηχότι would also 
have to stand. — So the παραχολουθεϊν 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) I, who accompanied the authors from the 
beginning and with care, or had rc, so that the παραχολονθήβαι would be 
understood from the earlier dealings with them. Neither does the word άνωθεν 
permit this—for what should that mean: from the beginning? it would stand: άπ 
αρχής, which Luke, however, avoided saying because he would have spoken an 
untruth, - nor the word: άχριβώς, 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 "πααι" as neuter, and

cc) the words "άχριβώς" and "άνωθεν" point to our explanation that Luke's 
"παραχολονθήοαι" took place during writing or for the purpose of writing.

dd) To the "άνωθεν" corresponds the "χαθείς." In order to write "καθεξής," the 
author had to follow everything from above.

ee) If one interprets "πάσι" as referring to "πράγμασι" (things), it is easy to find 
the object that needs to be supplied for "γραψαι" (to write). However, if "πάσι" is 
understood as related to "αντόπται" (eyewitnesses), it is not at all clear what 
object should be supplied. Finally

ff) if Luke understood "πάσι" to refer to the eyewitnesses, he would probably not 
say that he followed "πάσι" (all of them) - it would have been enough to follow 
some of them. However, the word was necessary if Luke had the "πράγματα" 
(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 
III, 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. (— Πέτρον, ος προς τάς χρείας εποιείτο 
τάς διδασκαλίας, άλλ’ οΰχ ώσπερ σύνταξιν των κυριακων ποιούμενος λόγων.) Doesn't 
Luke want to be understood as referring to such accounts as well when he mentions the 
oral παράδοσις (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.

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

— c) 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.

— e) 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.
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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.
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[d)7] 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. έρημός έΰτιν 
ό τοπος χ. η ώρα ηδη 
παρήλθε, άπόλυΰον τούς 
όχλους, ϊνα χ. τ. λ.

Mark 6:36. οτι ’ε'ρημός 
έβτιν ο τόπος κ. ή ώρα ήδη 
πολλή, άπόλυΰον αύτους, 
ϊνα κ. τ. λ.

Luke 9:12. άπόλυσον τούς 
όχλους, ϊνα — ότι ώδε εν 
ίρήμω τόπου εσμέν.

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 I 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. αλλ’ αυτή εστιν 
υμών ή ώρα και ή εξουσία τοϋ σκότους) 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
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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 (τον σττείροντος), the other of the tares (των ζιζανίων). 
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.): φράσον ημΐν την παραβολήν των ζιζανίων τοϋ αγροϋ indeed Jesus himself, in 
expounding the first of these parables, must say with the writer distinguirend (ch. 13,
18.): νμεΐς ovv αχούσατε τήν παραβολήν τον σπείροντος. ν. 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
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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 γάρ, 
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.

130

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. —
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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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Inn. 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 (καί 
άκοΰσαντες 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, - 1 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 τινίς 
(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. —

136



η. 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
o. 28 (Mark. 8, 27 - 9, 1. cf. the parallel passage). In this passage we have already 
described the precision, the elliptical 7"Λ 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 "xoä«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. —
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η. 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. -
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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 I 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 παραόοϋναι of 
the first revelators from the άναταξασθαι διήγησιν, 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.

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 I have 
ordained (παρΐδωκα) 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.
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a) The ώςαΰτως καί τό ποτήριον 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. τούτο ποιείτε είς τήν εμήν άνάμνησιν 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.
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a) If what we borrowed according to our assumption is omitted in Luke, then verse 19 
connects better with verse 21. Because the phrase επί τής τραπίζης undeniably fits 
better for the meal that has not yet been concluded (which should be concluded 
precisely at the cup, according to μετά τό δειπνήσαί); 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

β) 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. λάβετε τούτο κ. διαμερίσατε ίαυτοΐς (cf. Matt. 26, 27. πΐετε εξ αντοϋ πάντες). 
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 ευ/αριστήσας. 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 άνάτάξις (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.
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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
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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

ß) 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,

δ) 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 εφΰτενσεν αμπελώνα κ. φραγμόν περιέθηκε κ. ώρυξεν 
-—ληνόν. See page 70. Jerem. 5, 2., also Matth. 24, 20. (Mark. 13, 24.) cf. Isa. 13, 10.
Ο ήλιος σκοτισθήσεται there: οί αστέρες τοϋ ονρανοϋ — τό φώς ού δώσουσι κ. 
σκοτισθήσεται τοϋ ήλιον άνατέλλοντος κ. ή σελήνη ού δώσει τό φως αυτής to Mark. 13, 
19. εσονται αί ημέραι — θλέψις οϊα ου γέγονε τοιαντη άπ αρχής κτίσεως 'εώς τοϋ νυν cf.



Dan. 12:1 εσται καιρός θλίψεως, θλίψις οϊα ού γέγονε αφ ου γεγένηται έθνος επί τής 
γτς, έως τοϋ καιρού εκείνου. Further:

147

Mark 1:6 ήν δέ Ιωάννης ένδεδυμένος 
τριχάς καμηλού κ. ζώνην δερματίνην περί 
τήν όαφύν αυτόν.

2 Kings 1:8 άνήρ δασός και ζώνην 
δερματίνην περιζωβμένος (in a similar 
passage but Dan. 10, 5. ένδεδυμένος) τήν 
οσφυν αντοϋ.

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, I 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 (εις τόπον λεγόμενον γολγοθά), 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: είς χωρίον, not 
the expected one: εις τδ χωρίον, είς γεθσημανη (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 it is 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 εις τών δώδεκα, 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
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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 majority 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. —



*) Χωρίον 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, tarnen 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.
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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 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."
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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.
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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.



Note 2
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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. οί δε δίελογίσαντο παρ' εαντοϊζ' εάν είπωμεν '
εξ ουρανον, ερεΐ ήμΐν- διατί κ. τ. λ.
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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 tables for different representations of 
one and the same legend.



Part Two.
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Data regarding a written standard of agreement of the gospel accounts.

We seek out data here as well. But since we must seek it by a guide and according to 
the direction of a leading idea, a few general propositions will again have to precede the 
investigation here.

General propositions:

First proposition:

If the norm of agreement in writing had been given to our evangelists, the connection in 
which they entered into can be understood in three possible ways of mediation. Either it 
is a) immediate, or b) indirect, or c) partly indirect and partly immediate.

The following is an explanation about this. The connection is either

a) immediate, -  meaning our evangelists are so connected that there is nothing else 
intervening between them, through which their agreement would be mediated. -  This 
means that one of them is the first, from whom the other two directly and immediately 
drew, and one is the last, who used the works of those two as his immediate 
predecessors. Or

b) it is indirect, — meaning our writers did not draw from each other's works, but the 
basis of their agreement lies in an external source from which all three independently 
drew. — Or finally,

c) the connection is both indirect and immediate, to some extent, so that this "to some 
extent" must be understood either with regard to our writers themselves or to their 
contributions. -

a) In the case of the writers themselves, it can be either



κ) two of them are indirectly connected (through a commonly used source), and the 
third has borrowed directly from these two (compiling both or extracting from both), or

n) only two of them are directly connected, and the third is indirectly connected with 
both, which again implies either

aa) that two of them are dependent on each other, and the third, without their influence, 
drew from a common source, or

bb) that one of them (e.g., Matthew) directly influenced the medium through which the 
other two reached agreement independently from each other, or from which only one 
derived the material, while the other derived it only through this one (from which he 
himself drew directly).

— As mentioned, the "to some extent" could also refer to the contributions of the 
writers, in such a way that these, — while perhaps their original authors were only in a 
relationship of indirect (mediated by something else) association, — were made similar 
to each other through later editors and redactors by means of transcription and 
conformation and were placed in a direct relationship of dependency with and from each 
other.
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2) From this it will at the same time be seen that the individual hypotheses are capable 
of manifold modifications. Already the first hypothesis of the immediate relationship 
allows several forms of connection, so that each of the three evangelists can be set as 
the third, who uses the first two, and then with regard to the two used, a different 
position is possible *). In regard to the indirect connection, it makes a difference whether 
the preceding is presupposed as a whole of Scripture **), or whether it is assumed that 
the dependent writers only came into possession of individual messages or parthias in 
certain, more or less completed or differently ordered collections. ***) —  The third 
hypothesis seeks to half-empty, and can also do so, as we have already seen, in 
various ways. It has been asserted that

a) Mark alone stands in the immediate relation of dependence to the secondary 
evangelists; Matthew and Luke are (in relation to each other and to Mark) the two 
original writers, and these have, where their arrangement is the same, and where, in the 
case of unequal arrangement, their narratives or representations coincide, (see the first 
table) certain greater or lesser parts of the Gospels, (see the first table) certain larger or 
smaller partial essays, and these especially at the front, but at the back towards the end



of their story, larger collections have formed the basis of their reports, |)  and Mark has 
then excerpted the Gospels of Matthew and Luke thus prepared. | | )

ß) The original evangelists (in relation to Mark), Matthew and Luke, relate to each other 
in such a way that their agreement is only indirect, but not mediated by scripture, but by 
Matthew having somehow influenced the legend, from which Luke in part drew (de 
Wette Einleit. p. 157.) *), or

γ) a distinction has been made between an original form and a later form of our 
Gospels, that especially

x) the Gospel of Matthew has been reduced to a double authorship, by distinguishing 
the author of the work from the translator or later arranger, and claiming of the latter that 
he had combined with the original work compilations from Mark and Luke (which, 
however, were sometimes supposed to be dependent again on the original Matthew 
himself). In addition, it has been assumed

n) that Luke contains interpolations from Matthew and Mark. Finally, it has been

]) assumed that the compiler of the two Andes was Luke, insofar as he incorporated the 
original deliveries (to be distinguished from their later form) into his work. ** ***))

*) We do not need to mention by name the individual writers who have placed the 
relationship of dependence in one way or another.

**) According to the hypothesis of the written Gospel.

***) Schleicrmacher's assumption in his already mentioned critical attempt on the 
writings of Luke and earlier Paul in the commentary. S. also its conservator.

t)  Paul in the commentary and in the conservator.

I t )  So rückstchtlich des Markus Orieskecd: commentatio, qvL clear! erangeNum 
totum e klattdaei et l.ucse eommentariis

*) The opinion of this scholar is not clear enough,

a) Where Matthew and Luke meet in the first and second tables, the material, 
and here and there the connection of some pieces, is said to have been 
modified by Matthew even before Luke wrote, and the order of some pieces is



said to have been brought about by Matthew. But Matthew will probably have 
ordered the other with one parthia. Why, then, does the second table deviate so 
completely in its arrangement? Matthew's influence was therefore not sufficient 
until then!

b) Does the author also speak of Luke's sources? (p. 153) - so that it is not at 
all clear what is received from the account of Luke, and what is to come from 
the evangelist's own account. By the way, we believe that our earlier remarks 
exclude the scope of the legend, and what is meant by the second table will be 
revealed in the future.

**) See Credner's opinion in the introduction to the N. T. above.
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3) Each of these opinions will, of course, have its own merits.

The first, of the immediate connection, is based on the fact that the evangelists agree 
not only in content, but also in the form of the recitation, not only in thought, but also in 
reflection, and that this relationship can nevertheless not be explained by the 
measurement of an original scripture outside of them, This is all the more decisive, 
since the principle of agreement cannot be sought in an oral original gospel (on which 
last point we must, however, agree with the defenders of the opinion). As for the 
position of the individual evangelists in relation to one another, depending on whether 
they are said to be one or the other, the traces are readily selected where the alleged 
later either supplemented or corrected the alleged earlier, or improved the expression, 
or even extracted it, and presupposed it in his exposition (sometimes the circumstantial, 
sometimes the defective). *)

- The second hypothesis of the indirect connection (by means of the Scriptures giving 
the measure) considered in and of itself, appeals, like the first, to the fact that a 
correspondence, as it finds place here, can only be conditioned by Scripture, and 
polemicises against the oral original Gospel. Inasmuch as opinions are divided as to 
whether the written material to be presupposed was a whole work (like Eichhorn's 
Gospel) or consisted only of individual essays and collections, the former assumption 
appeals to the fact that in our Gospels what is communicated together (on the first 
table) is separated from the dual and singular sections as a whole, and to the fact that 
the presupposed binding of the speakers cannot in any way be regarded as a direct 
dependence of them on one another; The other opinion, on the other hand, does not 
want to accept the distinction made by the hypothesis of the Gospel of the First, but



wants the other pieces, which it sees as additions or interpolations of the allegedly 
original, to be thought of as being connected with the common sections in the same way 
as originally, and thus asserts that, because Matthew and Luke, in particular, differ in the 
arrangement and composition of some parallel pericopes, and because with these 
pericopes is sometimes connected in one evangelist what in the other is connected in a 
different way, - that our authors received differently connected masses which contained 
the same thing as a part. Both hypotheses do not lack points of support on which they 
can hold. *)

- The third hypothesis, which considers the half-most likely, is of a more sceptical kind, 
but also leaves behind, we must say, a great deal of uncertainty. It either halves with the 
legend, and with the Scriptures, or with the experts and the evangelists, without 
delimiting its territory for each. **) One does not quite know what the original content of 
the Gospels or the basis of their report is supposed to be, whether the oral tradition, that 
in its reproduction and expression written essays were used as subsidiary sources, or 
whether the written draft, that for its completion the material was borrowed from oral 
news and thus the legend was only a secondary source. Here, too, most of the 
confusion arises from the interference of the legend, which, by the way, cannot fail to 
overlook the distinctions of our texts, which we must observe so carefully. Whether, 
therefore, a difference between the earlier and later form of this and that of our writings 
has been rightly recognised, ***) which has an influence on the distinction between an 
indirect and direct connection between the authors of our Gospels, - yet the boundaries 
between the original and the later have not been definitely marked. *) The hypothesis, 
however, is based on the fact of equality and inequality in our Gospel accounts, which is 
now undeniable.

*) One usually finds no sure criteria about this. Whichever of the writers has once 
been targeted to be the later one must always be the later one, even if it is either 
more "or less clear and complete than the presumptive earlier one.

*) The latter, which prefers to isolate what the former unites, also wants to explain 
the origin of the evangelical messages in general differently than the primordial 
gospel hypothesis does, namely, the evangelical records, it thinks, were based 
on a striving for messages that was directed only to individual things, but by no 
means to a whole. (S. Schleiermacher: Writings of Luk.)

**) This is de Wette's opinion.

***) At least in the Gospel of Matthew, with regard to which others are more 
concerned with an empty rumour of a Greek transcription of his work, but



Eichhorn is more concerned with textual data that distinguish the later editing 
from the original writing.

*) Matthew and Luke, supposedly the original evangelists, are said to have come 
into connection with each other, sometimes through legend, sometimes through 
the use of written essays, because they have the same things here in the same 
order, and different things there in different order, and dissimilar things next to 
similarities. In any case, a more definite judgement could be made about this, 
and the view would perhaps be completely changed if it were first determined 
what in the Gospel of Matthew belonged to the original form of Scripture, and 
what was later, to be separated from it. Eichhorn's views are not to be put up 
with, and it cannot be denied that they are based only on a consideration of the 
texts according to their surface, and according to their external relationship to 
one another, without an examination of them according to their internal 
relationship having preceded them. - The opinion presented in Cred- ner's 
introduction is that, according to Papias' suggestion, the original texts of Matthew 
are the doctrinal sayings ((τά λόγια), which are related to each other in the 
Sermon on the Mount. Later, the Gospel of Mark, which also had a different form 
earlier, was mixed with these according to its original form, and Luke used the 
original Matthew and the later ordered Mark. The original form of Mark - what did 
it include? Probably, then, what the present Gospel of Matthew has in common 
with Mark. (See the first table.) However, there is much to be said against this 
assumption, just as there is against the idea that a later hand arranged the 
Gospel of Mark.
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4) One of these hypotheses must be true, and since it depends on which one, we must 
take each of them into account in the search for data. We have therefore designated 
them only according to their main character, and, in so far as it is necessary for that 
search of the data, we have guarded each as a special and essentially different view 
from the other. It is advantageous, however, that the investigation can be assigned a 
specific area in advance, as we shall now note.

Second proposition:

The dividing point at which the views separate, or become confused, is that the contents 
of the first table are either separated from the material associated with it in Matthew and 
Luke, or are mixed with it.



(a) If the mixture takes place, and if it is assumed that Matthew and Luke, in the same 
way as in their books the retellings and the compositions of messages accumulate and 
occur next to one another, give independent, equally original deliveries, with which the 
whole first came into being; then Mark - the short one - has, of course, as far as we find 
the same thing in him, made an excerpt from those, and the gravity of the investigation 
then sinks to the question of how the harmony as well as disharmony that takes place 
between the two other evangelists is to be explained. The written Gospel of the first 
Gospel has been removed from the circle, and the lines of demarcation that are drawn 
between such a Gospel and between so-called enrichments and additions disappear.

169

Now, perhaps, from another side, the complaint will be raised that, while the Gospel of 
the First Word is not separated for itself, insofar as it is to be submerged in the masses 
of Matthew and Luke, the standard by which the relationship of these masses to one 
another could be judged is lost. - The other part of the evaluation, however, will all the 
more willingly dispense with such a standard, the more it regards that which is to be 
separated out in order to establish the written Gospel, in its unseparatedness and 
insofar as it appears to have grown up in two writings with different material, as factual 
proof that a written Gospel has not been Christianized, but that an oral one has.

Since, moreover, certain pieces in the whole of Mark's Gospel are found in Matthew and 
Luke in a different order and connection, for the sake of the latter authorities, the 
opinion will also be heard that Mark's work, if not an excerpt from them, must have been 
originally a different composite, alongside which opinion there is again the other, that it 
consists of fragments of different collections.
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The opinions, so far as we have recorded them here, are all opposed to each other, 
and, as will be noticed, we have grasped them almost all at one root. For everything 
changes when that which is torn apart and incorporated into different wholes receives a 
different connection in these just as much as these take on a different form in the 
connection with it, - when this itself is rather separated from other admixtures and kept 
together as a whole that exists for itself. And would this happen arbitrarily? Here we 
touch upon the main question and the main object of investigation, which imposes itself 
all the more irrefutably as the main object, because reasons for decision also really 
seem to exist, and indeed to exist in such a way that they only want to be selected and 
acknowledged.



b) Considering the modifications of parallelism, the question is whether what Matthew 
has in agreement with Mark in a different order, and what Luke has, although standing 
in the same order but separated by interpolations here and there, should be claimed for 
the whole of Mark. In other words, whether Matthew has reorganized something given 
before (from n. 7 to n. 21), while Luke has interrupted the order of the given with 
interpolations, and each time what the two referents provide has been omitted by the 
third, where it is missing. If this is the case, and Matthew has reorganized differently, he 
must have done so to connect different things, which do not originally belong together, 
with the differently ordered material. And if Luke has inserted *), one of the two has 
omitted what Mark has in common with the other. In that case, it would be hasty and 
arbitrary to consider the Gospel of Mark as nothing more than a mere excerpt from 
those two, and the criticism engaged in our entire question must take a different 
standpoint, and perhaps the question of what is original and what is later in the other 
Gospels will be decided more securely. At the same time, by limiting the investigation 
first to the shared passages of the first tablet, the advantage arises for us to begin the 
discussion from a specific starting point and direct our focus on a narrower defined 
object, or to search for the data within a narrower sphere.

*) de Wette himself recognises this in relation to the material between Luk. 9:50.
and 18:14. Introduct. S. 158.
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Third proposition:

Assuming that what Matthew and Luke have in common with Mark belongs to a work in 
itself, and that the rest is addition and enrichment, there will be both inner differences, 
by which the original is separated from the addition to form a special whole, and there 
will be outer characteristics which reveal that what is connected with it did not originally 
have this connection. According to this, data are generally divided into internal and 
external.

If two works are combined with each other that originally existed by themselves, then it 
is already a priori certain that there will be inner characteristic features according to 
which it will be possible to distinguish between what belongs together and what does 
not, and the same will be the case if, of the elements thus mixed, only one constitutes a 
work in itself, while the other mixed with it consists only of fragments borrowed from 
elsewhere. The separation could only be quite difficult if not even the second case were 
to take place, and we had no whole but only fragments as constituent parts of the



mixture. We are not in the latter case with our Gospels. It has already been noted above 
that we have closely connected masses in the history of the Passion and of the entry of 
Jesus into Jerusalem, with which we can then also compare what precedes them, even 
if what is mixed in here and there consists only of particular records or fragments from 
other writings. We will therefore be able to find criteria for separating the original from 
the non-original, as is to be done. Inner and outer data, we said, will emerge. We speak 
of such here in relation to the related and non-relatedness of what is communicated. 
That which is added to the pieces, or mixed into them, will perhaps itself betray a 
different spirit in terms of composition than that to which it is added and mixed in, just as 
the latter will betray a different spirit in terms of composition, the latter a different spirit 
than the former. This will give inner data. If at the same time it appears that the mixture 
is not in the other gospels, and that what is joined and that what is united does not have 
this connection here, but is distributed differently, this gives an external datum. And if, 
finally, from the related Gospels the true nature of the piece to be separated from the 
admixture can itself be discerned, so that from it, according to the internal relation, it can 
be concluded that what is connected with it in one Gospel really does not belong to it; 
then, in regard to the text to be criticized, internal and external data coincide. The main 
difficulty in the investigation, the one that must first be overcome, will be overcome if we 
succeed in making the distinction mentioned here. The difficulty with the subject set 
before us consists in the fact that

a) we do not seem to have any certain clue in the distinctive nature of the individual 
texts to be compared, when it comes to setting the parallel relations in relation to one 
another in the relationship of the earlier and later, since the later referent can sometimes 
be more detailed or clearer, sometimes shorter or less clear, than the earlier one, and 
thus the same referent can be the later one in both cases;

b) in that in all our evangelists there are additions which are excluded from the 
neighbouring texts, so that each one, like the other, can be set against the other as the 
later one; and finally

c) in that we have no complete certainty at all as to what changes, of which the authors 
know nothing, were later made with our texts, and what similitudes or distortions they 
have undergone. We do not doubt that special reasons for decisions can be found, but 
the most important thing depends on whether the divorce we are talking about here is 
successful or not. For then

a) the view can be directed to the big picture, to the structure of the works as a whole, 
and one obtains results against which the changes in the smaller and narrower area 
decide little or nothing in the main. Then a character of the works themselves is



revealed on whose change the modifications of the individual that occur here and there 
can essentially have no influence, and

ß) can be compared with that which the author himself has attached to the given whole, 
the smaller modification with which in his case the collectively given degenerates. As far 
as the difference between the data is concerned, we will first confirm the external ones 
through the internal ones, and thereby distinguish ourselves from Eichhorn, who only 
adhered to the external ones.
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Fourth proposition:

It is, however, first of all beneficial for the investigation if, in the textual apparatus to be 
considered, the reiterated speeches, as that which is supposedly received, are 
distinguished from that which has proceeded from the productivity of the narrator 
himself in the representations (the reflective, as we want to call it for the sake of 
brevity), and thus, for the critical appraisal of the relationship presenting itself for the 
investigation, two spheres of consideration are divided.

The whole, which, according to what has been said, must be considered, consists of the 
pieces common to all three evangelists and the dual sections, as both are presented in 
the first table; with regard to which pieces it is to be seen whether they do not constitute 
a work in itself. In this whole we have already distinguished above between substance 
and form. The material, for instance, consists of speeches and facts, and to the form 
belongs the arrangement as a whole, and, when seen in detail, that which makes the 
narratives and representations partly something coherent in themselves (the setting of 
the pieces for themselves), partly in relation to something else, connected with it. This 
form, both as it shows itself in the arrangement of the pieces in general and as it has its 
particular expression in general formulas, is the work of reflection (therefore called by us 
the reflective *). In our question, attention is to be paid above all to the form and that 
which belongs to reflection in general, because in this several writers cannot meet 
without having a standard of agreement before them. Now it would seem, of course, 
that if the reflective, as has just been said, is the main object of consideration, we 
should not then have to separate the referred speeches from the other elements of 
representation, i.e. from the general formulas, and from what the pre-narrator had to 
create out of himself, and consider them for themselves. For above, where we 
demanded this distinction between memory and reflection (p. 23), our standpoint was 
different. We held that an oral primal gospel was possible, and separated for it what 
might have flowed out of it at first as memory, and what might lead us, as reflection, to



the idea which we might have to form of the origin of such a gospel. The consideration 
we took there no longer binds us, now that the oral Gospel has disappeared, and can 
bind us all the less, since we have also noticed traces of written composition in the 
traditional speeches themselves, even though we called them memorials, (p. 120 f.). If, 
therefore, we have writings before us here as here, and here as there; it seems all the 
more likely that, ignoring that distinction altogether, we had to adhere solely to the 
re-flexional, to that in which the literary element has its main characteristic, and thus to 
seek the results or data only from this. For if we were to say that the speeches, though 
written products, are to be considered in themselves, because they are perhaps records 
which were made before our Gospels, or before any Gospel was formed, as one can 
indeed say of some of Jesus' long speeches, e.g. the Sermon on the Mount *) that they 
were put into writing soon after their emission from the mouth of the speaker, and 
Papias also says that Matthew wrote out λόγια for himself **); yet it would not be evident 
from these speeches themselves whether or not they had existed separately and apart 
from the formulas of reflection composed in connection with other parts and in relation 
to a scriptural whole; enough that they are now constituent parts of an evangelical 
whole, and have no special characteristic by which they are distinguished as a special 
scripture. As for the alleged λόγια of Papias in passing, it is most probable that they, 
assumed to exist by themselves, are not to be looked for among the speeches falling 
into our sphere of consideration (the first table), but perhaps elsewhere besides it (about 
on the second table).

*) The speeches are indeed also a formed thing, but they can still be
distinguished as something recorded by receptivity from that which is the
production of the narrator.

*) See Paulus's Commentary. 1 Th. p. 638. f.

**) Which, strictly speaking, he does not say.
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But all this brings something into consideration that should not be disregarded here. For, 
as is well known, there are also differences in the parallel relations. In view of these 
differences, however, a difference comes to light. For just as the opposite of these, the 
equality of expression, is far more admirable in the general formulas and in the field of 
reflection (because, as I have said, independent writers cannot meet in this without a 
standard); so, on the other hand, they themselves, the differences, if they have 
something conspicuous somewhere, are most conspicuous in the speeches, far more 
conspicuous here than in the formulas of reflection. For the speeches are always the



most important part of the Gospel, already as a referent in general, and then, because 
the other is really mostly a frame and intermediate insertion. And now the whole 
relationship turns out in such a way that, if the coincidence of our authors in the matter 
of revelation is the proof that they followed a written norm, it can now be inferred from 
the way in which they differ more or less in the speeches what authority they conceded 
to this norm, and whether here, in the most important part, they perhaps differ too much 
for one to be able to consider the authoritative Scripture - if, indeed, such a thing is to 
be presupposed at all - to be a primordial Gospel. In general, however, even if the 
speeches were not eliminated in themselves, the revelatory measure would in any case 
have to be considered in itself, as will be shown more clearly below.
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For these reasons, then, we make the distinction between the speeches and the 
(historical) domain just as we distinguished the sphere of memoy from the sphere of 
reflection at the beginning of the investigation.

Fifth proposition:

From the speeches extracted alone, it will now be possible to discern the twofold 
question of whether (according to the first hypothesis mentioned above) one author 
could have copied the other, or whether (according to the second hypothesis) they 
worked independently of each other according to an identical model. However, whether 
this model consisted of a Protestant scripture (as a whole) or of particular essays and 
individual collections can only be decided in the other section of the sphere to be 
considered, where the connection and sequence of the pieces and the plan of the whole 
will be taken into account.
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This is actually self-evident. For the speeches, considered in isolation, are only 
fragments without any other connection, and even if it could be concluded from their 
content - the content of all or some of them - that they did not exist as such particular 
pieces on their own, it would still not be decided whether they were parts of a whole 
Gospel or only of certain individual collections. If we compare the parallels with them, 
we will only be able to see this much: whether this or that of the speakers either referred 
to one of the others, or to the other two at the same time, or whether he, independently 
of his fellow speakers, must have taken what he communicated from another source. 
Thus, in this area, we will not yet be able to find any grounds for a decision regarding



the third hypothesis of the partly direct and partly indirect relationship, which can only be 
found if we go beyond the whole sphere of what is jointly given to that in which, beyond 
it, the other speakers, Matthew and Luke, were especially divided. The profit to be 
drawn from the special consideration of the speeches will probably (to put it this way) be 
a negative one, that we see that one or the other evangelist could certainly not have 
borrowed from the other speakers, while, as far as the dependence of the others is 
concerned, it may be doubtful in this area of narration whether the others are dependent 
on one of the trinity or on a foreign authority. The negative profit, however, must 
perhaps already be taken into account, and even if this were not the case, we still 
always see how our writers, in the necessity in which they were placed by the plan of 
their writings to change secondary matters and some of what is to be put on the writer's 
account, treated the main material of their story: whether they also changed this 
arbitrarily, and with a temperate degree of indifference. - Of the speeches included, we 
do not need to recall how the long ones and those whose presentation is the main 
purpose of any piece come into consideration. And so we can always set out to find the 
data, taking the above hypotheses into account.
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Part Two

First section: Data from the Speeches.

Here it is not only a matter of comparing scripture with oral speech, but scripture with 
scripture. We will therefore have to examine the texts more closely than we have done 
in the above treatise, and must therefore first justify a rule of measure. Since

a) several data are developed from the speeches at the same time, so that one piece 
will perhaps come into consideration more than once; since, furthermore,

b) we must avoid the appearance as if we were only dealing with some things that 
suited us, leaving others aside, and since

c) we must be careful to give our statements, which are to be given here and there in 
the course of the investigation, the necessary clarity while striving for brevity;



we consider it expedient to set out the texts of these speeches one after the other for 
the sake of clarity, and we shall use the permission to do so at the same time to 
accompany the texts set out in the series with brief notes, in which we shall partly draw 
attention to the particular manner of writing of the authors, partly note the points on 
which emphasis must be placed, and partly finally also intend to eliminate that which 
could have a disturbing influence on the investigation.



a) List of speeches.
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1) n. 1. Mark 1:7 = Luke 3:16 = Matth 3:11

Mark 1:7 Luke 3:16 Έγώ μεν ύδατι 
βαπτίζω ύμάς-

[1 indeed to water immerse 
you]

Matth 3:11 Έγώ μεν 
βαπτίζω ύμάς εν ύδατι (εις 
μετάνοιαν)·

[1 indeed immerse you in 
water (into repentance)

Έρχεται ο Ισχυρότερος μου 
οττίσω μου, ού ούκ είμϊ 
ικανός λΰσαι τον ιμάντα 
τών υποδημάτων αυτού.

Έρχεται δέ ό Ισχυρότερος 
μου, ού ούκ είμι ικανός 
λΰσαι τον ιμάντα τών 
υποδημάτων αυτού-

ό δέ οπίσω μου ερχόμενός 
ισχυρότερος μου ίστίν, ού 
ούκ είμι ικανός τά 
υποδήματα βαστάσαι-

[He comes who mightier 
than 1 after me, of whom 
not 1 am sufficient to untie 
the strap of the sandals of 
him]

[he comes but you 
immerse of me of which 
not 1 am adequate the 
footwear of him]

[the but behinid me coming 
mightier of me he is, of 
whom not 1 am adequate 
the footwear to bear]

Έγώ μεν εβάπτισα υμάς εν 
ύδατι,

[1 indeed immersed you in 
water]

αυτός δέ βαπτίσει ύμάς εν 
πνεύματι άγίω.

αυτός ύμάς βαπτίσει εν 
πνεύματι άγίω και πνρί.

αυτός υμάς βαπτ. εν 
πνεύματι άγίω και πνρί.

[he but will immerse you in 
spirit holy]

[he you will immerse in 
spirit holy and fire]

[he you will immerse in 
spirit holy and fire]

Notes:

1) This is the first piece in which Matthew and Luke give more than Mark with words in 
agreement. (There will not be many of these, however).

2) The texts of Matthew and Luke, which are extended in the same way, are not quite 
the same,



a) Luke lacks Matth. 3, 4. (Mark. 1, 6.) of the costume of the Baptist,

b) Matthew does not have the verses Luke 10-15,

c) The words of the baptist mentioned by Matthew and Luke are spoken to different 
persons, according to Matth. 3, 7. to the Pharisees, according to Luk. 3, 7. to the 
people in general.

3) Peculiarities within the triple parallelism:

a) The different position of the words: εγά βατττίζω (Mark, εβάπτισα) υμάς. The 
position which Mark gives to the words corresponds just as much to his text as the 
other corresponds to the "longer" texts of the others. The former may have shortened 
the text, the latter may have lengthened it.

β) The βαστάσαι τά υποδήματα is contrasted in the other two with: λΰσαι τον ιμάντα 
τών υποδημάτων. This difference cannot stem from different translations of one and 
the same Syriac-Chaldean or Hebrew word, so that the words and could 
appear to be confused. For instead of

a) in the Syriac xiw  (solvit) e. g. Act. 7, 33. said, and is not construed with the 
accusative, but with “7xx, also stands

β) with λΰσαι still: τον ιμάντα, which Matthew does not have, so that no confusion of 
the foreign words is to be thought of. βαστάσαι seems to have been deliberately 
chosen by Matthew, including a going after, which should be paralleled with the 
coming after of the Messiah: I am not worthy to go after him that cometh after me, as 
his sandal-bearer. (Others translate the βαστάσαι tollere, according to which 
Matthew would express the coo8egueos, the others the sotececleos. But βαστάσαι 
does not occur in the N. T, nor John 10, 33. so).

γ) In Mark the κύψας seems to be incorporated, for the sake of expression. S. I am 
not worthy to stoop down before him (as one who wants to perform the προςκυνεΐν), 
even if it is done with the intention of undoing his sandals. But to this would fit more 
άξιος than ικανός.

δ) Since Luke Act. 13, 25. he puts άξιος, which he also uses more often elsewhere; 
so he seems to bind himself to a given text in the present place.
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4) The shorter text often relates to the longer one in such a way that it becomes 
intelligible only through the latter (the characteristic of the Erccrpirten), but that is not the 
case here. Mark himself also indicates that he does not want to give more of the 
Baptist's words than belongs to the εναγγίλιον. (Mark 1,1.)

2) n. 9 Mark 1:40-44 = Luke 5:12-14 = Math. 8:2-4

Mark 1:40 -  ότι έάν θέλης Luke 5:12 -  κύριε, έάν Matth. 8:2 -  κύριε, έάν
δϋναΰαΐ με καθαρίααι. θέλης, δυνασαί με θέλης, δύνασαί με

[that if you may want you
καθαρίσαι. καθαρίσαι.

can me clean] [lord, if you want, you can [lord, if you want, you can
me clean] me clean]

— θέλω καθαρίσθητι. 13. θέλω ... 13. θέλω ...

[1 want you be cleaned] [1 want] [1 want]

44. — όρα, μηδενϊ μηδέν 14- — και αυτός — 4. ορα, μηδενϊ έΐπης,
εϊττης, άλλ’ ύπαγε, σεαυτόν παρήγγειλε μηδενι είπεΐν, αλλ ύπαγε, σεαυτόν δεϊξον
δειξον τώ ίερεΐ άλλα άπελθών δεϊξον 

σεαυτόν τώ ίερεΐ
τώ ίερεΐ

[you see, to no one not any [you see, to no one you
you might say, but you go [and he relayed to no one might say, but go away,
away, yourself show to the to say, but departing show yourself show to the priest]
priest] yourself to the priest]

και προςένεγκε περί τοΰ 
καθαρισμού σου

και προςέν..... Σου, καί προςένεγκε τό δώρον

[and offer about the 
cleanliness of you]

[and offer....] [and offer the gift]

ά προςέταξε Μωϋσής καθώς προςέτ. ... ό προςέτ. ...

[which offer Moses] [as directed ...]. [which directed....]

είς μαρτύριαν αύτοΐς. ... .αύτοΐς. ... αύτοΐς.

[into testimony to them] [...to them] [....to them]



Notes:
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1) The texts are almost identical word for word, which is all the more striking when one 
compares similar narratives such as Luk 17:11-14. No words are referred to in the play 
other than those that have been extracted.

2) The speakers differ in the use they make of the narrative. Mark and Luke add a 
similar, but not quite the same, remark, which is not lost on Matthew, who presents the 
piece differently.

3) Peculiarities of expression:

(a) Matth, v. 4. προςένεγκε τδ δώρον comp. Matth. 2:11. προςήνεγκαν αυτώ δώρα.

b) Luk. ν. 4. παρήγγειλε - είττεΐν comp. Act. 1, 4. παρήγγειλε - μή χωρίζεσθαι. Luk.
8:29., also ch. 9:21. is peculiar to Luke the formula. - v. 4. καθώς. The formula καθώς 
προςέταξε is otherwise peculiar to Matthew, Matth. 21:6. 1:24; but in Luke καθώς and 
καθότι are especially in frequent use, see ch. 1:2, 55, 70. 6:31. 11:30. Act. 11:29.

c) Mark. V. 40. ότι. This ότι. before the speeches, mixing two constructions, occurs in 
none so frequently as in him; see ch. 1: 15. 6:35. 8:16. 12:6. - v. 44. μηδενϊ μηδέν 
comp. 11:14. μηκέτι μηδεές. ουκ - ουδεν 15:4. ονκέτι ουδέν ν. 5. - ουδένι ουδόν 16:8. 
ουδεϊς ουκίτι 12:34. rc. As it is particularly emphasized in Mark that Jesus wished to get 
rid of the sick man as quickly as possible, and not to make the least fuss about the 
matter; so the amplification here added (tell no one anything at all) serves to make the 
expression more definite. Mark shows this purpose with such additions several times; 
compare above 1:7, κάψας. 2:25. ότε (χρείαν εσχε) u. a. St.
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4) Lest it should appear for the present that Matthew has given the piece its proper 
position; it is to be remarked concerning the sense, that the words are not to be thus 
explained: offer, ut quantopere suspiciam legis Mosaicae decreta testimonium 
exhibeatur Judaeis (Fritzsche's commentary on Matth, at d. St.), but είς μαρτύρων 
αύτοϊς wants to say: say thou of the healing nothing; they (the people) may see for 
themselves that thou art healed when thou bringest thy purification offering.



And this fits in perfectly with the fact that Jesus does not want to make a fuss about the 
matter. In passing, it should be noted which expressions Mark does not have in 
common with the others.

3) n. 9. Mar. 2:5-11. = Luk. 5:20—24. = Matth. 9:2-6.

Mark 2:5 τέκνον, αφέωνταί 
σου αί άμαρτίαι.

[child, forgiven of you the 
sins]

Luk. 5:20 άνθρωπε, 
αφέωνταί σοι αί άμαρτίαι 
σου.

[man, forgiven to you the 
sins of you]

Matth. 9:2 τέκνον, 
αφέωνταί σοι .... σου.

[child, forgiven to you ... of 
you]

7. τί ουτος ούτω λαλεΐ 
βλαςφημίας; τις δυναται 
αφιέναι αμαρτίας, εί μή εις 
ό θεός;

21.τις έατιν ούτος, ος λαλεΐ 
βλαςφημίας; τις δυναται 
άφιέναι ... εί μή μόνος ό 
θεός;

3. ουτος βλαςφημεΐ. 

[this blasphemes]

[what? This thus 
blasphemies; who? Can 
forgive sins, if not one the 
God;]

[who he is this who speaks 
blasphemies; who can 
forgive ... if not alone the 
God;]

8. τί (ταϋτα'ί) διαλογίξεβθε 
έν ταΐς καρδίαις υμών

22.τί διαλογίζεσθε .... 
υμών;

4. ΐνα τί ύμεΐς ένθυμεΐσθε 
πονηρά;

[what (these contemplate 
in the hearts of you]

[what contemplate ... of 
you;]

[so that why you think evil;]

9. τί έΰτιν εύκοπώτερον 
είττεϊν τω παραλυτικά 
αφέωνταί σου αί άμαρτίαι;

23.τί έστιν εύκοττωτ. είπεΐν' 
άφέωνταί σοι αί άμαρτίαι 
σου;

5. τί γάρ έστιν εύκοπ. 
είπεΐν' άφέωνταί σου αί 
άμαρτίαι,

[what? It is easier to say to 
the paralyzed forgiven you 
the sins;]

[what it is easier to say 
forgiven to you the sins of 
you]

[that for it is easier to say 
forgiven to you the sins]

ή είπεΐν' εγειραι, άρον σου 
τον κράββατον και 
ττεριττατει;

[or to say rise, take up of

ή είπεΐν’ εγειραι κ. 
περιπατει;

[or say rise and walk]

ή είπεΐν ’ έ’γειραι και 
περιπατει;

[or to say rise and walk]



you the mat and walk;]

10. ΐνα δέ είδήτε, οτι 
έξουΰίαν εχει ό υίος τού 
ανθρώπου έπι τής γής 
αφιέναι αμαρτίας

[that but have seen that 
authority has the son of 
man unto the earth forgive 
sins]

24. ΐνα δέ είδήτε, ότι έξουσ. 
.... αμαρτίας

[that but may have seen, 
that authority .... sins]

6. ΐνα δε είδήτε, ότι έξουσ. 
.... αμαρτίας

[that but may know, to you 
authority ... sins]

11. Σοι λέγω’ εγειραι, *) 
άρον τον κράββατόν σου 
και ύπαγε εις τον οΐκόν 
σου.

[to you 1 say rise take up 
the mat of you and go 
away into the house of 
you]

σοι λέγω’ εγειραι κ. άρας 
τό κλινίδιόν σου, πορευου 
είς τον οΐκόν σου.

[to you 1 say rise and take 
up the support frame of 
you, travel into the house 
of you]

έγερθεϊς άρον σου την 
κλίνην και ύπαγε είς τον 
οΐκόν σου.

[raised take up of you the 
support frame and go away 
into the house of you]

*) This seems to be how it should be read here (surge[?], instead of: εγειρε,, 
age[?]), since καί ήγέρθη is repeated on it.

183

Notes:

1) Here, too, we place the related texts next to each other. - The piece makes double 
questions (after the recension of Mark and Luke), as also other relations do, e.g. n. 30. 
Mark. 9:19. (Matth. 17:17.), where Luke deviates, n. 42. Mark. 11:28. (Matth. 21:23. Luk. 
20:2.) n. 6. Mark 1:27. (Luk. 4:36. deviates), n. 20. Mark. 6:2. (Matth. 13:54. deviates).

2) Peculiarities of expression:

(a) Matthew: v. 3. ουτος βλαςφημεΐ briefly and without circumlocution as ch. 26:65. 
έβλαςφήμησε (where Matthew prefixed this word, but Mark did not). Ch. 14:16. ou 
χρείαν εχουσιν άπελθεΐν (which the neighbouring texts have not). - ενθυμεϊσθε πονηρά 
is also intended to express more definitely, s. Ch. 1:20. 12:25. - v. 6. έγερθεϊς, for this 
particip. has Matth, preference, s. Ch. 2:13.14. 20. 21. 9:19.



(b) Luke: v. 20. άνθρωπε. Likewise ch. 12:14. 22:58. as 22:57. 13:21. - v. 20. τις έστιν 
ούτος, ος κ. τ. λ. comp. 20:2. τις έστιν ό δοΰς κ. τ. λ. (Mark 11, and Matt. 21:23. τϊς σοι 
εδωκε as here) Luk. 8:45. τις ό άψάμενός μου; (Mark 5:30. as here, τις μου άψατο;) 
chap. 7:49. same formula: τίς έστιν ουτος, ος - άφ'ησιι ; - ν. 24. πορενου comp. 7:50. 
8:48.

c) Mark: ν. 9. τώ παραλυτική again a provision which the modern texts do not make. 

184

3) This piece, by the way, gives the strangest sample of the harmony of our writers. That 
there can be no question here of any difference that would betray itself as a different 
translation of a Hebrew original is self-evident. - The pericope is crowned by all three 
speakers with a general concluding formula.

4) n. 10. Mark 2:14-22 = Luke 5:27-39 = Math. 9:9-17

Mark 2:14 ακολουθεί μοι. Luke 5:27 άκολούθει μοι. Math. 9:9 άκολούθει μοι.

[follow me] [follow me] [follow me]

16 τί ότι μετά τών τελωνών 
κ. αμαρτωλών έσθίει και 
πίνει;

[what why with the tax 
collectors and sinners does 
he eats and drinks]

30 δια_τί μετά τών 
τελωνών κ. αμαρτωλών 
έσθίετε κ. πίνετε;

[because of with the tax 
collectors and sinners does 
he east and drinks]

11 δια_τί μετά ... έσθίει (ό 
διδάσκαλος υμών;)

[because of with .... Eat 
(the teacher of you;]

17 οΰ χρείαν εχουσι οί 
ίσχΰοντες ιατρού, άλλ’ οί 
κακώς έ’χοντες.

31 οΰ χρείαν έχουσιν οί 
υγιαίνοντες ιατρού .... 
έ’χοντες.

12 ού χρείαν έ’χουσιν οί 
ισχυοντες ίατροϋ .... 
έ’χοντες.

[no need have the strong 
of a physician, but the sick 
being]

[no need have the well the 
physician .... being]

[not need have those 
strong physician ... being]

οΰκ ήλθον καλέσαι 
δικαίους, άλλα 
αμαρτωλούς.

[not 1 came to call the

32 οΰκ έλήλυθα καλέσαι 
.... αμαρτωλούς (είς 
μετάνοιαν)

[not 1 have come to call ...

13 (Ο*) ού γάρ ήλθον 
καλέσαι .... αμαρτωλούς.

[not for 1 came to call ... 
sinners]



righteous, but sinners] sinners (to repentance)]

18 δια_τί οί μαθηται 
Ίωάννου και οί τών 
φαρισαίων νηστεύουσιν,

[because of why the 
disciples of John and who 
the Pharisees fast]

33 δια_τί οί μαθηται 
Ιωάννου νηστεύουσι 
(πυκνά, κ. δεήσεις 
ποιούνται) ομοίως καί οί 
τών φαρισαίων.

[because if the disciples of 
Joh fast (often and prayers 
make) likewise and those 
the Pharisees]

14 δια_τί ημείς και οί 
φαρισάίοι νηστεύομεν 
πολλά,

[because if we and the 
Pharisees fast often]

οί δέ σοι μαθηται οΰ 
νηστεύουσι;

οί δέ σοι έσθίουσι καί 
πίνουσι;

οί δΐ μαθηται σου ου 
νηστεύουσι;

[who but your disciples not 
fast]

[who but yours eat and 
drink]

[who but disciples yours 
not fast]

19 μή δύνανται οί υίοΐτού 
νυμφώνας, έν ω ό νυμφίος 
μετ’ αυτών έστι, νηστεύειν; 
(0.)

[not are able the sons of 
the bridechamber in which 
the bridegroom with them 
is, fast]

34 μη δύνασθε τους υιούς
τού νυμφώνας, έν ω ....
έστι, ποιήσαι νηστεύειν;

[not are able the sons of 
the bridechamger, in which 
.... Is to make to fast]

15 μή δύνανται οί υ'ίοϊ τού 
νυμφώνας νηστεύειν, έφ' 
όσον μετ’ αυτών έστιν ο 
νυμφίος;

[not can the sons of the 
bridechamber fast, as long 
as with them is the 
bridegroom]

20 έλεύσονται δέ ήμέραι, 
όταν απαρθή άπ αυτών ό 
νυμφίος, καί τότε 
ηστεύσουσιν έν ταϊς 
ήμέραις έκείναις.

[will come however the 
days when taken away 
from them the bridegroom 
and then fast in the days 
those]

35 έλεύσονται δέ .... ό 
νυμφίος, τότε
νηστεύσουσιν .... έ’κείναις.

[will come however... the 
bridegroom then east... 
those]

έλεύσονται δέ ήμέραι, όταν 
.... ό νυμφίος, καϊ τότε 
νηστεύσουσιν.

[will come however days, 
when .... the bridegroom, 
and then fast.]

21 ουδεις έττίβλημα ράκους 
άγνάφου έπιήράπτει έττϊ 
ΐματίω παλαιω- εί δέ μή, 
αίρει το πλήρωμα τό

36 ουδεϊς έπίβλημα ίματίου 
καινού έπιβάλλει έπϊ 
ίμάτιον παλαιόν" εί δέ 
μήγε, καϊ τό καινόν σχίζει

16 ουδεϊς δέ έπιβάλλει 
έπίβλ. ράκους άγνάφου έπϊ 
ΐματίω παλαιω- αίρει γάρ 
τό πλήρωμα αυτού άπό



καινόν τού παλαιού, καί 
χείρον σχίσμα γίνεται.

[no one a patch of cloth 
unshrunk sews on clothing 
old; if now not tears the 
patch the new from the old, 
and worse tear happens.]

(0).

[no one a patch a garment 
new a piece on garment 
old if however]

τού ίματίου, καϊ χείρον 
σχίσμα γίνεται.

[no one but puts a patch of 
cloth unshrunk tears away 
for the patch of itfrom the 
garment, and worse tear 
happens.]

22 καϊ ουδεϊς βάλλει οίνον 
νέον είς ασκούς παλαιούς-

37 και ουδεϊς βάλλει .... 
παλαιούς-

17 ουδί βάλλουσιν οίνον 
νέον είς ... παλαιούς-

[and no one puts wine new 
into wineskins old]

[and no one puts old] [nor pour wine new into ... 
old]

εί δέ μή, ρήσσει ό οίνος ό 
νέος τούς ασκούς, κ. ό 
οίνος έκχεϊται, και οί ασκοί 
απολούνται’

[if now not, burst the wine 
the new wineskins, and the 
wineskins destroyed]

εί δέ μη_γε, ρήξει ό νέος 
οίνος τούς ασκούς, καϊ 
αυτός έκχυθήσεται, κ. οί 
άσκοϊ άπολούντάί-

[if now otherwise, will burst 
the new wine the 
wineskins, and it will spill 
out, and the wineskins 
destroyed]

εί δέ μή_γε, ρήγνυνται οί 
άσκοί κ. ο οίνος έκχεϊται, κ. 
ο ί ...

If now lest, burst the 
wineskins and the wine 
pours out and the ....]

αλλά οίνον νέον είς ασκούς 
καινούς βλητέον.

[instead wine new into 
wineskins new must be 
put]

38 αλλά οίνον νέον είς 
ασκούς καινούς βλητέον.

[but wine new into 
wineskins new must be 
put]

άλλα βάλλουσιν οίνον νέον 
εις .... καινούς, (καϊ 
άμφότεροι συντηρούνται).

[but pour wine new into ... 
new, (and both preserved)]

39 (0)

*) The character O indicates that something is switched on [activated? 
Connected? Inserted?] here.
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Notes:

1) Matthew also connects this piece with the previous one. However, if one considers 
the content and setting, one cannot subscribe to the idea that both pieces have 
constituted a particular essay.



2) All three relations are essentially one; also, in all three copies, the play has no
general closing formula.

3) Peculiarities of expression:

(a) Matthew: v. Ι Ι . ό  διδάσκαλος υμών. Matthew is in the habit of defining subject and 
object more precisely even where others do not do sn. A register of examples will be 
given by us in another place. The designation of Jesus in the speech of the Jews with 
the young is also found in Matth. 17:24, - v. 16. αίρει γάρ, carelessly, since v. 17. the 
verse, has the εί δέ μή of the others alsn. The γάρ, however, Matthew is fond of using 
for himself alone. S. n. 9. Matth. 9:5. 24. 12:8. 13:12. 15:2. 28, 5. etc. - v. 15. πενθεϊν, 
as we have already noticed above, is only a wrong reading. - In τότε έν ταϊς ήμίραις 
εκεάαις is omitted; as Matthew also ch. 24:22. is satisfied with the mere τότε, where 
Mark (ch. 13:19.) puts: ΐσονται γάρ αί ήμέραι έχείναι θλίψις - ν. 17. ουδέ βαλλονσιν 
comp. 5:15. οδδέ χαέουσι (Luk. 9:16. 11:33. ουδείς κ. τ. λ.) - ρήγνυνται οί ασκοί. 
Likewise the passive ch. 24:22. έκολοβώθησαν αί ήμέραι, whereas Mark has a 
construction similar to the one here: ό κύριος έχολόβωσε τάς ημέρας. Matthew again 
writes more carelessly here. For as well as v. 16. was said: τό πλήρωμα αίρει κ. τ. λ. 
also had to be written here v. 17: ό οίνος ό νέος ρήσσει χ. τ. λ. Matthew's chief 
distinction from the others is v. 14. where the question is put into the mouths of John's 
disciples themselves. In consequence of this, the opposing expression: οί δέ αοί 
μαθηταί (Mark, and Luk.) had also to be changed, (since disciples are no longer 
distinguished from disciples). The question is: did Matthew change this, or does he 
have the original?

b) Luke v. 30. διατί- έσθάτε χαϊ πίνετε; direct address to the disciples. Because below, 
according to the common text, the disciples are reproached for not fasting, Luke wants 
the reproach to refer to the fact that they are not fasting now by partaking of the 
banquet (as if this day had been a day of fasting for the disciples of John and the 
Pharisees). Therefore, he first lets the disciples themselves be directly questioned, so 
that afterwards, when Jesus enters into the conversation and the disciples are spoken 
of in the third person, the same subject remains as the cause of the conversation. 
Hence, instead of ου νηστεύοιαι, the expression: έσθίουσι χ. πίνουσι ν. 33. because 
the disciples were thus addressed διατί - έσθίετε κ. πίνετε; ν. 30. We have here an 
example of combination and simplification, such as will occur several more in Luke. - 
The question is: is this textual modification correct? - v. 31. οί υγιαίνοντες comp. 7:10. 
15:27. - v. 32. there must be no comma after αμαρτωλούς, because καλέσαι and είς 
μετάνοιαν belong together. But it is also clear from the position that the latter is only an 
addition. - v. 33. και δεήσεις ποιούνται. Luke mentions gem with fasting praying; comp. 
2:37. and are favourite words with him. (Mark 9:29. Matt. 17:21. put: προςευχαι) - οί δέ



σοι κ. τ. λ. μαθηται is not repeated. Luke avoids tautologies. So also v. 37. the word: 
οίνος is not repeated, but αυτός is put for it. - v. 34. μή δύνασθε ποιήσαι. This is how 
Luke wrote on purpose. Let the opponents see for themselves whether they can 
change the matter.

c) Mark has a text here that follows one of the secondary texts and then another. S. v. 
16 (Matth, v. 12.) v. 19 (Matth, v. 15.) v. 22 (Matth, v. 16.) v. 17 (Matth, v. 12.) - v. 20 
(Luk, v. 35.) v. 22 (Luk, v. 38.), even some verses contain parts of both texts v. 18. 22.

4) The mutual deviations do not behave like different translations, but are based on a 
special choice of expression. Thus the passage Matth, v. 14. v. 17. the addition καί - 
συντεροϋνται. -Luc. v. 30. 33. 34. 36.

5) We have had to designate intercalations in all the texts, namely Matth, v. 13. 
πορευθέντες δέ μάθετε, τί έστιν ελεον θέλω κ. ου θυσίαν which passage is also found in 
Matth. 12:7. - Mark. v. 19. οσον χρόνον μεθΐ εαυτών εχουσι τον νυμφίον, ου δύνανται 
νηστεύει, which is a tautological repetition. - Luk. 5:39. και ουδείς πιών παλαιόν ευθέως 
θέλει νέον" λέγει γάρ' ό παλαιός χρηστότερος έστιν. This addition is already indicated by 
the mottoes attached to v. 36: καί τω παλαιώ ου συμφωνεί τό από τού καινού. - The 
question is whether these are really interpolations inserted by the speakers into an 
earlier text?
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6) The meaning of Jefu's speech has very often been misunderstood. We have here 
gnomes into which it is not allowed to enter. Their purpose is to give examples of how 
two things (these need not be something new and something old), when mixed together 
(as is to be done here with joy and fasting), destroy themselves (and render each other 
ineffective), whereas they are both, kept apart, good in themselves. A new rag on an old 
garment only does harm, like new wine in old wineskins. Fasting is good in its time, but 
now, when people are in the mood for joy, it makes just such a combination of the 
incompatible as that mentioned in those examples. Fasting spoils joy, and with joy 
becomes no real fasting. (No πενθεϊν, as this is substituted for the νηστεύειν Matth, v.
15. as a glosseme). - Of the old and new spirit of doctrine (!) (Schleierm.: Schriften des 
Luk. p. 80.) there is no mention at all. But one must understand the meaning correctly in 
order to judge the text of Luke correctly.

5) n. 11. Mark. 2:24 —  28. = Luk. 6:2 — 5. = Matth. 12: 2 — 8.



Mark 2:24. ιδε, τι ποιουσιν 
έν τδί'ς σάββασι, ο ούκ 
έξεστι;

Luke 6:2 τΐ ποιείτε δ ουκ 
έξεατι ποιεΐν έν τοΐς 
σάββασι;

Matth. 12:2 ιδού, οί 
μαθηταί σου ποιουσιν ο 
ου’κ έξεστι ποιεΐν έν 
σαββάτω.

25. ουδέποτε άνέγνωτε τί 
έποίησε Δαβίδ, ότε (χρείαν 
έσχε καϊ) έπείνασεν αυτός 
καί όί μετ’ αυτού;

3. ουδέ τούτο άνέγνωτε δ 
έποίησε Δαβίδ, οπότε 
έπείνασεν .... αυτού οντες’

3. ούκ άνέγνωτε τί έποίησε 
Δαβίδ, ότε έπείνασεν αυτός 
κ. οί μετ’ αυτού;

26. πώς είςήλθεν είς τον 
οίκον του Θεού (0) καϊ 
τούς άρτους τής 
προςθέσεως έφαγεν, οΰ'ς 
ούκ έξεστι φαγεΐν ει μή τοΐς 
ίερευσι, καϊ έδω-

4. ώς είςήλθεν .... τού 
Θεού καϊ τούς άρτους τής 
προςθ. (έλαβε και) έφαγε 
καϊ έδωκε κ.

4. πώς είςήλ&εν .... τού 
Θεού κ. τούς άρτους τής ... 
έφαγεν, ούς ούκ έξόν ήν 
αύτώ φαγεΐν ουδέ τοΐς

κε καί τοΐς συν αυτοο ουσι; τοΐς μετ' αυτού, ους ονκ 
εζεβτι ... μη μόνους τους 
ιερείς;

μετ αΰτοϋ, εί μη τοΐς 
ίερεΰοι μόνοις;

27. (0.) 28. (ωςτε) κύριός 
εστιν ο νιος τού ανθρώπον 
καί τού σαββατου.

5. (ότι)κυριόςέβτιν ο .... τού 
σαββάτου.

5. (0. 6. 7.) 8. κύριος γάρ 
έστιν τού σαββατου ό υιός 
τού άνθρωπου.
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Notes:

1) This piece also has no general closing formula, but ends with the speech. The 
speech and the occasion for the speech are in the relationship that, for all its brevity, the 
pericope forms a complete whole.

2) Peculiarities of the expression:

a) Matthew: v. 2. again adds the subject as in n. 10. Matth. 9:9. ό διδάσκαλος υμών. V. 
4. the text is more contracted, "Which he and his companions were not allowed to eat, 
except the priests." In the other texts there is no concrete before ει μη τδί'ς ίερεϋσι, but 
it is absolute: whom no one was allowed to eat. Attention should be paid to this 
passage, v. 5 - 7. are marked as intercalation. It will have to be examined more closely 
whether an earlier text has really been mixed with a later addition. The interpolation, 
however, would only elaborate on what was already given. -



b) Luke: v. 2. τί ποιείτε, again direct address to the disciples, as above n. 10. Luk 5:30. 
The question is: is this alteration or original text? - V. 3. ουδέ τούτο, o instead of τί 
comp. ch. 22:60. (There Mark 14:68. again Yi) v. 4. ως, if it be eight, should be closely 
connected with έπόί'ησε (which David, when he hungered, did by going in), whereas 
the πως of the rest makes a paragraph by itself, and follows more closely άνίγνωτε. 
Luke loves this also elsewhere in the nearer determination, e. g. ch. 20:37. εμήνυοε 
ώς Ιίγει, 21:29. ch. 22:61. υπεμνησθη ώς είπεν αυτω. Luk. 8:47. (in the Mark C. L. 
correct it in the passages Mark. 9:21. 12:26.) v. 4. ελαβε κ. εγαγε two words for one. 
We will give below a list of the passages in which Luke shows the habit of writing in 
this way. Compare, however, ch. 5:33. above in n. 10. νηστεύουσι καί δεήσεις 
ποιούνται,

c) Mark: v. 25. ότε χρείαν εσχε again an addition for the sake of explanation. It is 
probably cingewrought (as above in n. 1. κΰψας). Forjudging from the construction of 
the words, the phrase: αυτός καί οί μετ αίτού probably had only one verbum before it.
If one puts a comma at επείνασεν (against the spelling of ours), so that the αυτός κ. τ. 
λ. should belong to both, to χρείαν εσχε as to επείνασεν, the harshness is still more 
striking. - v. 26. Whether επί άβιάθαρ τού άρχιερΐως (i.e., at the time of Abiathar) was 
an addition of Mark himself, may be doubted just as much as that the insertion ch. 1:2. 
came from himselfc. - v. 27. is like an insertion in the other texts, at least in Luke's. 
This is the second passage of this kind. This is the second passage of this kind. (The 
first occurred above in n. 10. Mark 2:19.) Here probably the expression κύριος 
occurring v. 28. is to be explained. It is explained in a similar manner to that saying, 
spoken to the woman: he shall be Lord of Lein, which in the passage 1 Cor. 11:9. also 
receives the explanation: ουκ εκτίσθη άνήρ διά την γυναίκα, αλλά γυνή διά τον άνδρα. 
Mark then makes the inference with as ch. 10, 8. (Matth. 19,6.)
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3) Here too there are no traces of different translations from Heb. or Aram.

191

6) n. 12. Mark. 3:3.4. = Luk. 6:8.9. = Matth. 12:11.12.

Mark. 3:3 έ’γειραι είς τό 
μέσον. 4. — εςεστι το'ί'ς 
σάββασιν άγαθοποιήσαι ή 
κακοποιήσαι, ψυχήν σώσαι

Luk. 6:8 έ’γειραι (και 
στήθι) είς τό μέσον. 9. 
(έπηρωτήσω υμάς τί) 
εξεστι το'ί'ς σάββασιν

Matth. 12:10 is missing. 
12. — ωςτε εξεστι το'ί'ς 
σάββασι καλώς ποιεΐν.



ή άπολέσαι; άγαθοποιήσαι ή
κακοποιήσαι, ψυχήν σώσαι
ή απολέσαι. *)

*) The reading άποκτεΐνα, to which the word is spoken (see Fritzsche's 
commentary on Mark at St.) cannot be defended. For

1) it might well be asked whether it was lawful on the Sabbath to let a life perish 
(άπολέβα), but not whether it was lawful to put a life to death on that day.

2) From the fact that a life may not be killed, it would not follow that it must be 
saved (άποκτεΐναι and άποΖεσαι are not one).

3) Matth, text also does not bring up a άποκτεΐναι. For his examples of saving 
life given v. 11. have only the άπολέσαι for their antithesis.

4) Jesus is said to be referring to the is intended to allude to the assassination 
attempt made against him by the Pharisees. But none had yet been 
apprehended, and the Pharisees might have said, "Who then would have killed 
thee?

Notes:

1) Matthew also connects this piece with the previous one. Again, these connected 
relations cannot be considered a particular record, because of the historical note Matth. 
12:14. 15. For

a) this note, even if it is a concluding remark, does not say anything specific for a 
particular piece. The author must have made it his theme to tell how the Pharisees, 
after Jesus had once justified the violations of the Sabbath reproached to him, had 
become very bitter against him, but he had gone out of their sight, so that their 
purpose had been thwarted.

b) One would hardly be able to guess what the author's actual purpose had been, 
whether he had been more concerned with the content of Jesus' words, or whether his 
main intention had been to indicate the effect of these words.
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2) Peculiarities of the presentation:



a) Matthew here gives quite different words than the others, and his narrative is similar 
to Luk. 14:3-6. given. Instead of the general question: is it lawful to save life, particular 
cases are given as a premise at the end, in which it is considered lawful to save life 
(as in that account in Luke); and that which in the texts of Mark and Luke stands as a 
question, whether it is lawful to άγαθοποιήσαι, is the expression of the conclusion. The 
question is whether it can be shown that Matthew here changed a given text.

b) Mark and Luke have the same representation, only Luk. v. 8. again puts two words 
for one, cf. above at n. 11. 11. Luk. 6:4. at n. 10. ch. 5:33.

3) Here, too, it is clear that the difference between Matthew and the others cannot be
regarded as the result of different translations of one and the same Hebrew text.

7) n. 14. Mark. 3:23 — 29. = Matth. 12:25—31. = Luk. 11:17 — 23.

Mark. 3:23 πώς δυναται 
σατανάς σατανάν 
έκβάλλειν;

Matth. 12:25 Luk. 11:17

24. καί εάν βασιλεία εφ 
εαυτήν μερισθή, ού 
δυ'ναται σταθήναι ή 
βασιλείαέκείνη.

πάσα βασιλεία μερισθεΐσα 
μεθ’ εαυτής

έρημούται-

πάσα βασ. έφ’ εαυτήν 
διαμερισθεϊσα

έρημούται

25. κ. έάν οικία έφ εαυτήν 
μερισθη,

καϊ πάσα πόλις ή οικία 
μερισθεΐσα μεθ' εαυτής

καί οίκος έττϊ οίκον

ού δυναται σταθήναι ή 
οικία έκείνη.

ού σταθήσεται. πίπτει.

26. καϊ εί δ σατανάς ανίατη 
Ιφ εαυτόν καϊ μεμέρισται.

26. καϊ εί ό σατανάς τον 
σατανάν έκβάλλει, έφ’ 
εαυτόν έμερίσθη,

18. εί δέ ό σατανάς έφ 
έαυτόν διεμερίσθη,

ου δύναται σταθήναι, άλλα 
τέλος έ’χει.

πώς συν σταθήσεται ή 
βασιλεία αύτοΰ;

πώς σταθήσεται ή βασ. 
αυτού;

ν. 27.28 like Luke ν. 19.20 like Matthew

27. Άλλ’ *) ούδεϊς δύναται 
τά σκεύη τού ισχυρόν, 
είςελθών είς την οικίαν

29. ή πώς δύναται τις 
είςελθεϊν εις τήν οικίαν τού 
ισχυρού, και τά σκεύη

21. changes. —
22. έπάν δέ ο Ισχυρότερος 
αύτοΰ είςελθών



αύτοΰ, διαρπασαι, αύτοΰ διαρπάσαι,

έάν μή πρώτον τον 
Ισχυρόν δήση' και τότε τήν 
οικίαν αυτού διαρπάση. **)

έάν μή πρώτον .... 
διαρπάση

νικηση αυτόν, τήν 
πανοπλίαν αύτοΰ αίρει έφ 
η έπεποίθει κ. τά σκύλα 
αυτού διαδίδωσιν.

ν. 32 like Luke 23 like Matthew

28. ’Αμήν λέγω ύμΐν, ότι 
πάντα αφεθήσεται τά 
αμαρτήματα τοϊς νίοϊς τών 
ανθρώπων και αί 
βλαςφημίαι όσας άν 
βλαςφημησωσι.

31. διά τούτο λέγω ύμϊν- 
πάσα αμαρτία και 
βλαςφημΐα αφεθήσεται τοϊς 
άνθρώποις,

29. ος δ’ άν βλαςφημήση 
είς τό πνεύμα τό άγιον, ουκ 
έ’χει άφεσιν είς τόν αιώνα, 
άλλ5 έ'νοχός έστιν αιωνίου 
κρίσεως.

ή δέ του πνεύματος 
βλαςφημΐα ούκ άφεθήσεται 
τοϊς άνθρώποις (ν. 32. 
repetition of the name).

*) This seems to be how it should be read. The argument consists of two 
propositions, one of which must be completed before we can proceed to the 
other. The first sentence is: Satan cannot cast out Satan, but - this is then to be 
added - - if this happens, it must happen through another, opposite, force. The 
second sentence: "But now (αλλά) the other power, which is different from him, 
cannot triumph (and successfully work against him) unless it is superior to him." - 
Nor can it be foreseen how the άλλ' could have come into the text if it were not 
original. The reading offered by some coää. (taken up by Fritzsche): ου δνναται 
ονδείς cannot be justified by the other passages where Mark sets the double 
negation. For in those passages the amplified expression never stands in vain 
and without cause. But what is the meaning of the expression: "No one can enter 
the dwelling place of the strong, rc.", where would be the reason for doubling the 
negation?

**) So is to be read both here and in Matthew, and not διαρπάσει, if one does not 
wish to tear up and disfigure the text, which has been carefully and properly 
arranged. Πρώτον and τότε are interrelated. He who wrote έάν μή πρώτον will 
also have been able to include the x "I rare in the connection, or he would, if και 
τότε had not belonged to the sentence, nor would he have begun the preceding 
clause with έάν πρώτον, or set off what follows by a τότε δέ or τότε δή. The



coäices cannot make us believe that there is a difference in the texts here, and 
that Mark is to be read differently from Matthew.
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Notes:

This is the second piece in which the texts of Matthew and Luke are more 
comprehensive than Mark, and express some things in agreement that he does not 
have. (The first was n. 1. No such piece occurs further on.) The difference makes a 
whole argumentation: εί δέ εγώ (Matth, καί εί εγώ) έν βεελζεβούλ εκβάλλω τά δαιμόνια, 
οί υιοί υμών έν τίνι έκβάλλουσι; διά τούτο κριταϊ υμών ε'αονται. Εί δέ έν δακτυλω Θεού 
(Matth, έν πνεΰματι Θεού) εκβάλλω τά δαιμόνια, άρα ϊφθασεν εφ υμάς ή βασιλεία τού 
Θεού. (Luk. ν. 19. 20. Matth, ν. 27:28.) This reasoning, why is it absent in Mark? also he 
lacks the verse: ό μή ών μετ έμοϋ, κατ εμού εστιν κ. τ. λ. Luk. ν. 23. Matth, ν. 30. Already 
where the occasion of Jesus' spoken discourse is mentioned, (Mark 3:22). he departs 
from the two other speakers at once. (Matth. 12:22.24. Luk. 11:14. 15.)

2) The extended texts of Matthew and Luke are not quite the same,

a) This piece has different additions in each of these speakers. See Luk. v. 24-26 
(verses which, according to Luke's plan, seem to belong to the whole), and Matth, v. 
33-37 (verses which speak of the punishability of blasphemies and evil speeches in 
general).

b) The text of Matthew has parts in common with the text of Mark which Luke's text 
does not know, Matth, v. 29-31. 29. 31. and it therefore seems as if here it is not the 
text of Mark, but rather that of Matthew, which is a mixture of two other texts.

c) Luke delivers the whole piece after a different treatment.

a) He says nothing about the punishability of blasphemy against the Holy Spirit, and 
it seems that the mention of this is replaced in the words Luk. v. 23, "he who is not 
with me is against me," which words are to be connected with the following verses 
(Luk. v. 24-26).), thus: He who is not with me in the fight against the devil, and does 
not take part in my victory, promotes the return of this enemy, who, when he has had 
to vacate his dwelling, only seeks it again with the greater longing, - a connection in 
which Matthew does not place those words (Matt. v. 30.).



ß) The speech of the overcoming of the strong Luk. v. 21. and 22. has indeed 
similarities with the version Mark. v. 27. Matth, v. 25. as we have noted above in the 
juxtaposition of the texts, but it is nevertheless differently developed. In Mark and 
Matthew the speech takes the turn of speaking of the condition when the strong man 
is to be overcome; in Luke the main moment is this: what must happen when the 
strong man has been overcome and the spoils taken from him, namely, that one 
must then hasten to the victor, and rejoicing in the victory, gather the spoils. In both 
accounts there are sentences with the same wording and the same circumstances 
(the overcoming, the robbing), and so the question is: who has the original version, 
Luke or the Andes? - Finally, Luke has the scripts in a completely different position.
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3) Mark's account, though it does not express what the others do, and seems rather to 
leave out than to insert superfluous matter, is nevertheless complete enough to prove 
that the pretence that Jesus works by the power of Beelzebul is absurd, and here again 
it is not the case that the shorter text presupposes the more circumstantial one for its 
explicitness. (Cf. the note to n. 1.) What then, strictly speaking, is the relation of Mark to 
the others?
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4) Peculiarities of expression:

a) in what Matthew and Luke have in common:

a) Matth, v. 25. ενθυμήσεις comp. Matth. 9,4. 5. 1,20. - InMarkus the word does not 
occur at all. What Luk. puts for it: διανοήματα Luk. v. 17., which is in the N. T. a άπαξ 
λεγόμενον - πόλις ή οικία. The same compilation, in ch. 10, 11. 14. comp. 18, 8. - v. 
28. έν πνεΰματι Θεοϋ - on the other hand Luk. v. 20. εν δακτύλιο τού Θεού. Which is 
more original?

β) Luk. v. 17:18. διαμεριζεσθαι comp. ch. 12: 52. 53. (Matth. 10:34. also here Matth, 
expresses itself differently) - in the meaning: to divide, the word does not otherwise 
occur in Matthew, and never in Mark, but only in the meaning: to distribute. Mark. 
15:24. Luk. 23:34. Matth. 27:35.) - v. 20. τά δαιμόνια, This word occurs more 
frequently in Luke's writings than in Matthew's. Whether, however, it is to be ascribed 
to Luke rather than to Matthew, it will be necessary to await further proofs. - v. 22. 
This verse contains the main moment of the discourse before v. 21 (what would and 
must happen when the enemy, i.e. here Satan, is overcome). The positive sentence



given here, however, is preceded by another from the antithesis, which is related to it 
as a negative one - what would be the case if the strong man were not yet 
conquered. Luke, however, is in the habit of dividing the clauses in this way, see 
Luke 20:34. 35. οί υιοί τοϋ αιώνος τούτου γαμοϋσι και έκγαμίσκονταΓ οί δέ 
καταξιωθέντες τού αιώνος εκείνου τυχεΐν, - ούτε γαμοϋσι ούτε έκγαμίσκονται - ν. 23. 
συνάγειν and σκορπίζειν are found again in a pericope which Luke alone has Ch. 
15:13. - v. 17. is οίκος έττι οίκον almost laconic brevity. Luke avoids unnecessary 
elaboration and tautology everywhere, but here the speech is so indistinct that one 
must doubt the nullity of the reading. (Οίκος έττι οίκον means: one house (when it 
rebels) against the other, πίπτει, - this does not seem right. It will have to be written: 
δ οίκος έπι τον οίκον i.e. the house - the rulers of the house - against the house. Just 
such an example of short, and not correct, diction is Luk. 8:10. υμΐν δεδοται γνώναι 
τά μυστήρια, τής βασιλ. τού Θεού' τοΐς δέ λοιποΐς έν παραβολαΐς. For μυστήρια is not 
the nominative, but the accusative dependent on γνώναι, and then is absent from: έν 
παραβολαΐς another word, such as: γίνεται).
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b) In what Mark, and Matth, have in common. -

a) Mark. He makes here v. 24. 25. 26. the singling out (of what might be summed up) 
as ch. 9:43. 45. 47. (Matt, draws there again together ch. 18:8. ή χειρ ή ό ποϋς as 
here ν. 25. πόλις ή οικία).- ν. 24. 25. ου δυναται - comp. ν. 23. Mark has the word also 
elsewhere where the others have not: comp. 4:32. (Matth. 13:32.) 6, 5. (Matth. 13,
58.) 9, 29. (Matth. 17:21.) - comp. 1:45. 4, 33. (But see also passages, as Matth. 
12:34. πώς δΰνασθε αγαθά λαλεΐν 12:29. (where it has Matth, with Mark, in common) 
16:3. rc. - Mark, by the way, has σταθήναι three times, while Matthew puts έρημοϋται 
at βασιλεία with Luke, but since, where Luke has no verbum, Luk. v. 17. agrees with 
Mark in the choice of the word.

β) Matt. v. 31. τοΐς άνθρώιποις (Mark τοΐς νίοϊς τών ανθρώπων), as he does at n. 9. 
ch. 9:8. τοΐς ανθρώποις puts synonymously the expression: τώ υίώ τού ανθρώπου ν. 
6. (Mark 2:10. Luk. 5:24.) = άνθρώπω τινι. - διά τοϋτο looking back on the whole 
discourse: from this consideration, - a frequently recurring formula in Matthew, v. 32, 
says nothing else than v, 31.

v. 31 πάσα αμαρτία και βλαςφημία ν. 32. καί ός άν εϊπη λόγον κατά τού υίοΰ 
τού ανθρώπου,

άφεθήσεται τοΐς άνθρώποις, αφεθησεται αυτώ,



ή δέ τού πνεύματος βλαςφημία ός δ άν εϊττη κατά τοΰ πνεύματος τού 
αγίου,

ούκ άφεθήσεται τόί'ς άνθρώποις (αύτοϊς ?) ούκ άφεθήσεται αυτώ

ούτε έν τουτω τω 
αιώνιούτεέν τώ 
μέλλοντι.

Mark ν. 29 ούκ — 
εις τον αιώνα κ, τ. λ.

That v. 32. ος άν — τού άνθρώιπου is the tautological repetition of v. 31. πάσα 
βλασφημία, Fritzsche's Commentary, on the Matth, also admits at d. St., in 
consideration, however, of what is remarked x. 487. Hinc patet, Matthaeum aeque ac 
Lucas rem sic proponere, non ut spiritus divini contumeliae quemquam umquam 
impetraturum veniam praefracte negent, ut statuere videtur Marcus 3:29. sed difficilius 
omnibus hoc peccatum condonatum iri declarent, — not only do we not see any such 
difficilius, but it is quite clear that Matth, v. 32. says nothing else at the end than what 
Mark v. 29.
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5) Auch hier zeigt sich wieder keine Spur von verschiedener Uebersetzung aus dem 
Hebräischen. Vergl. Luk. v 22. und Matth, v. 29., die das Gegentheil beweisen.

8) η. 15. Mark. 3:32 — 35 = Matth. 12, 47 — 50. = Luk. 8:20. 21.

Mark 3:32 ιδού ή μήτηρ 
σου και οι αδελφοί σου έξω 
ζητούσί σε.

Matth. 12:47 ιδού, ή μήτηρ 
σου και οι ... έξω εστήκασι 
ζητούν τες σοι λαλήσαι.

Luke 8:20. ή μήτηρ σου κ. 
οι αδελφοί σου εστήκασιν 
έξω, ιδείν σε θέλοντες.

33. -  τις έστιν ή μήτηρ μου 
ή οι αδελφοί μου;

48. τις έστιν η ... μου και 
τίνες εισίν οι αδελφοί μου;

34. ίδε ή μή της μου κ. οι 
αδελφοί μου.

49. ιδού, ή μήτηρ μου ... 
μου.

35. δς γαρ αν ποίηση το 
θέλημα του Θεού, ούτος 
αδελφός μου και. αδελφή 
μου κ. μήτηρ εστί.

50. όστις γαρ αν ποιήση 
.... του πατρός μου τού εν 
ουρανοίς, αυτός μου 
άδελφος κ. αδελφή κ. 
μήτηρ.

21. μήτηρ μου κ. αδελφοί 
μου ουτοί είσιν οι τον 
λόγον τού Θεού ακούοντες 
κ. ποιούντες.



Notes:

1) It is obvious from the piece itself that it had to be an appendix somewhere, or that it 
could only occur among other messages. For whoever wanted to bring the speeches 
had to mention that Jesus' relatives had come to him at some point, and no one would 
have made a record of this alone.
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2) Peculiarities of presentation. Those who wanted to avoid tautologies could easily 
condense the words of Mark, v. 33.34. Luke, then, who, as we shall find evidence 
enough of his habit of contraction, could be all the more brief here, since he has 
assigned a different position to the piece, and connected it with n. 16. of the parable of 
the sower. Jesus, he intends, is to declare those to be his kinsmen who are comparable 
to the good arable land in the parable, that is, the άκοΰσαντες τον λόγον κατέχονσιν 
(Luk. 8:15). Hence also here v. 21. the expression: οί τον λόγον τοϋ Θεοϋ ακούοντας κ. 
ττοιοϋντας instead of: τό θέλημα τού Θεού ττοιοϋντες. Mark, ν. 35. Matth, ν. 50. - Luke 
has the similar expression ch. 11:28. οί ακούοντας τον λόγον τού Θεού και φυλάσσοντας 
(marvellous, in the same piece with which in Mark and Matthew the present pericope is 
connected). - To judge of Luke's arrangement, we must be attentive to the έ'ξω v. 20. 
which Luke has not denied. - ϊδεϊν σε θέλοντας comp. 22:8. ήν γάρ θέλων ιδαΐν αυτόν -

(b) Matth, ν. 50. τού πατρός μου κ. τ. λ. peculiar expression of Matthew, compare also
7:21. [(a) has been omitted from the original text]

3) No trace of different translations from the Hebrew. For the brevity of Luke is 
connected with the arrangement, and because of Matthew τού πατρός μου τού έν 
ούρανοϊ, and because of the different θέλημα and λόγος τού Θαοϋ one should not look 
for a special Hebrew codex.

9) n. 16. a) Mark. 4:3 — 9. = Matth. 13:3 — 9. = Luk. 8:5 —8.

Mark. 4:3 ’Ακούετε ' ιδού, 
έξήλθαν ό απείρων τού 
σπεΐραι.

Matth. 13:3 ιδού, έξήλθεν ό 
.... σπεΐραι.

Luk. 8:5 έξήλ&εν .... τού 
σπεΐραι τον σπόρον αύτοϋ'

4· καί έγένετο εν τω 4. κ. εν τω σπείρειν αυτόν, κ. έν τώ σπείρειν αυτόν, ά



σπείρειν ό μεν έ’πεσε 
παρά τήν οδόν.

ά μαν .... οδόν μεν .... τήν οδόν

κ. ήλθε τά πετεινοί τοΰ 
ουρανού κ. κατέφαγεν 
αύτο.

.... τά πετεινα καί 
κατέφαγεν αυτά.

(κ. κατεπατήθη) κ. τά 
πετεινό τού ουρανού 
κατέφαγεν αυτό.

5. ’Άλλο δέ έπεδεν έττϊ τό 
πετρώδες, όπου ουκ είχε 
γην πολλήν’ 

καί ευθέως έξανέτειλε διά 
τό μή έ'χειν βάθος γης.

5. "Αλλα δέ έπεδεν έπϊ τά 
πετρώδη, όπου .... 
πολλήν' καϊ ευθέως 
έξανέτειλε διά .... γής·

6. κ. έτερον έπεδεν έπϊ την 
πέτραν- 

καί φυέν

6. ήλιου δέ άνατείλαντος 
έκαυματίσθη, καί διά τό μή 
έ'χειν βίζαν έξηράνθη.

6. ήλιου δ έ ............
έξηράνθη. έξηράνθη διά τό μή έχειν 

έκμάδα.

7. και άλλο έπεδεν είς τάς 
άκάνθας, καϊ ανέβησαν αί 
άκανθαι καϊ συνέπνιξαν 
αυτό (κ. καρπόν ουκ 
έδωκε).

7. Καϊ άλλα έπ..... αί
άκανθαι κ. άπέπνιξαν αυτά.

7. καί έτερον έπεδεν έν 
μέδω τών άκανθων, κ. 
δυμφυεϊδαι αίάκανθαι 
άπέπνιξαν αυτό.

8. και άλλο έπεδεν είς τήν 
γην τήν καλήν καϊ έδίδου 
καρπόν αναβαίνοντα κ. 
αυξάνοντα κ. έφερεν 'έν 
τριάκοντα κ. 'έν εξήκοντα κ. 
'έν εκατόν.

8. άλλα δέ έπεδεν έπϊ τήν 
.... καρπόν ό μέν εκατόν ό 
δέ εξήκοντα ο δέ 
τριάκοντα.

8. κ. έτερον έπεδεν έπϊ την 
γην τήν αγαθήν, κ. φυέν 
έποίηδε καρπόν 
εκατονταπλασιονα.

9. ό έχων ώτα άκουειν, 
άκουέτω.

9............... ό έχων .... άκουέτω.
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Notes:

1) This piece is the first of those in which Luke's text differs most in expression from the 
parallel texts. But he gives the parable with the same content, with the same division 
and position of its parts, and it is to be seen whether he must not have had the same 
text with the others.

2) The texts of Mark and Matthew relate to each other like original and copy, and the 
question is whether the difference in the numerus of the άλλο is an authentic difference, 
since if Mark v. 8 άναβαΐνοντα and αυξάνοντα is probably the nominative plural (see



Fritzsche's Commentary, on the Mark, at the St.) also in Mark instead of άλλο rather 
άλλα will have to be read. The variation Matth, v. 8. and Mark v. 8. does not come into 
consideration. But Luke's v. 8. would like to be a sample of his striving for brevity.
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3) Peculiarities of expression:- Methodical ones are found here more

a) in Luke; e.g. the recurring v. 6. 7. 8. - v. 5. έ'πεσε και κατεπατήθη, two words for 
one, as in n. 5. ch. 6:4. and ch. 5:33. -- v. 5. the addition τον σπόρον αύτοϋ is 
connected with v. 11. ό σπόρος εστιν δ λόγος τοϋ Θεόν. -- ν. 6. Luke has contracted 
the twice: διά τδ μή εχειν and the έκαυματίσθη and εξηράνθη. One may find this 
improbable. But we will find more examples of this kind. Meanwhile, we have already 
had an example of contraction and abbreviation in n. 15 and others which show that 
Luke avoids tautologies. S. n. 10. Here v. 6. it may well be ascertained whether Luke 
had the same text with the others, or not. - v. 7. εν μέσω, but he has v. 14. εϊς τάς like 
the others; just so he puts v. 8. τήν αγαθήν, and yet v. 15. καλή, like the others. - It 
seems as if the author wrote with remembrance of Jeremiah 17. comp. e. g. E. g. v. 6. 
ικμάδα and ποιεϊν καρπόν ν. 8. with Jerem. 17:8. έν υπομονή with Zerem. 17:13. (v.
13. άφίστανται comp. Jerem. 17:8.) v. 8. έφώνει comp. ch. 8, 54. 16, 2. 24. 23, 46. - By 
the way, Luke has placed the piece quite differently from the others.

b) Mark. V. 7. seems to be και καρπδν ούκ εδωκε addition, since the words of two 
texts are excluded at once. (Meanwhile one must here again call attention to Mark v.
9. και έ'λεγεν and Luk.v. 8. ταϋτα λέγων, which nevertheless also excludes Matthew).

4) The origin of the different texts or their differences from different translations is not to 
be thought of. For

a) Luke's text relates to the others only like the arbitrary adaptation of a text to the 
original,

b) Matthew and Mark must either have copied each other according to the Greek text, 
or one of them must have used a Greek translation of the other's text, which would 
then also have been partially transferred into Luke, and then the question would arise 
why Luke, if he also had to translate, did not use it completely,

c) In the following part of the play, the way in which the difference is to be explained 
here by different translations would again not explain the more exact coincidence of 
the texts. -



b) Interpretation of the Parable.
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Mark Matthew Luke

v. 11 νμΐν δέδοται γνώναι 
τό μυστήριον τής βασιλείας 
τού Θεού, έκείναις 5ε (τοΐς 
έξω) έν τταραβολαΐς τα 
πάντα γίνεται.

ν. 11 ύμΐν δέδοται γνώναι 
τά μυστήρια τής βασ. τών 
ουρανών , έκείναις δέ (0. 
12. 13.) 13. διά τούτο έν 
παραβολαΐς αυτοΐς λαλώ,

ν. 10 ύμΐν δέδοται γνώναι 
το .... βασ. τού Θεού, τοΐς 
δέ λοιποΐς έν παραβολαίς-

ν. 12 ϊνα βλέποντες 
(βλέπωσι και) μή ϊδωσι' καί 
άκούοντες (άκούωσι και 
μή) συνιώσι. (0.)

ότι βλέποντες ου’ βλέπουσι 
κ. άκούοντες ουκ ακουουαι, 
ουδέ συνιοΰσι (0. 14—17).

ϊνα βλέποντες μή βλέπωσι 
κ. άκούοντες μη αυνιώσιν.

ν. 13 ουκ οίδατε τήν 
παραβολήν ταντην, καί 
πώς πάσας τάς 
παραβολας γνωαεσθε;

18. υμείς συν ακούσατε τήν 
παραβολήν (τού 
σπείροντος).

11. έστι δέ αΰτη ή 
παραβολή-

ν. 14 ό απείρων τον λόγον 
σπείρει.

ό σπόρος έστϊν ό λόγος 
τού Θεού.

ν. 15 ούτοιδέ είσιν οί παρά 
τήν όδον, όπου απείρεται ό 
λόγος, καί όταν 
ακούσωσιν, ευθέως 
έρχεται ό σατανάς καί αίρει 
τον λόγον τον

19. παντός ακούοντας τον 
λόγον τής βασ. καί μή 
συνιέντος έρχεται ό 
πονηρός κ. αρπάζει τό

12. οί δέ παρά τήν οδόν, 
είαϊν οί άκούοντες- εΐτα 
έρχεται ό διάβολος κ. αίρει 
τον λογον απο

έσπαρμένον έν ταΐς 
καρδίαις αυτών.

έσπαρμένον έν τή καρδία 
αυτού' ούτός έβτιν ό παρά 
τήν οδόν σπορείς.

τής καρδίας αυτών (ίνα μή 
πιστεύβαντες σωθώσιν).

16. κ. ούτοί είσιν ομοίως οΐ 
έπι τά πετρώδη 
σπειρόμενοι, οΐ, όταν 
άκούσωσι τον λογον, 
έυθέως μετά χαράς 
λαμβάνουσιν αυτόν.

20. ό δέ έπΙ τά πετρώδη 
σπορείς, ούτός έστιν ό τον 
λόγον άκούων κ. ευθύς 
μετά χαράς λαμβάνων 
αυτόν.

13. οί δε έπι τής πέτρας, οΐ, 
όταν οκού σωσι , μετά 
χαράς δέχονται τον λόγον ’



ν. 17 κ. οΰκ έ’χουσι ρίζαν 
έν έαυτοϊς αλλά προςκαιροί 
είβιν- εΐτα γενομένης 
θλίψεως ή διωγμού δια τον 
λογον, ευθέως 
σκανδαλίζονται.

21. οΰκ έ’χει δέ ρίζαν έν 
έαυτώ αλλα πρόςκαιρος 
έστιν ■ γενομένης δέ 
θλίψεως ή διωγμού διά τον 
λόγον εΰθΰς σκανδαλίζεται.

και ουτοι ρίζαν οΰκ έ’χουσι, 
οι προς καιρόν πιστευουσι 
κ. έν καιρώ πειρασμού 
άφίστανται.

κ. ούτοί είσιν οί είς τάς 
άκάνθας βπειρομενοι, οί 
τον λογον ακούοντες,

22. ο δέ είς τάς άκάνθας 
σπορείς, ουτός έστιν ό τον 
λόγον άκούων,

14. τό δέ είς τάς ... πεσόν, 
ούτοί είσιν οί άκούσαντες,

19. και αί μέριμναι τού 
αίώνος κ. ή απάτη *) τού 
πλούτου κ. αί περί τά 
λοιπά έπιθυμίαι 
είςπορευόμεναι 
αυμπνίγουσι τον λόγον, κ. 
άκαρποςγίνεται.

κ. ή μέριμνα τού αίώνος 
τούτου 

κ. ή απάτη τού πλούτου 
συμπνίγει τον λόγον" κ. 
άκαρπος γίνεται.

κ. υπό μερίμνων κ. 
πλούτου κ. ηδονών τού 
βίου πορευόμενοι **) 
συμπνίγονται’ κ. ού 
τελεσφορούσε

20. κ· αυτοί είΰΐν οί έπΙ τήν 
γην τήν καλήν σπαρεντες, 
όίτινες άκονουοι τον λόγον 
κ· παραδέχονται, κ. 
καρποφορούσιν (έ’ν 
τριάκοντα και εν εξήκοντα 
κ. έ’ν εκατόν).

23. ο δέ έπι τήν γην τήν 
καλήν σπαρεις, ούτός έστιν 
ό τον λόγον άκονων κ. 
σΰνιών’ ός δή καρποφορεί 
(κ. ποιεί ό μεν έκταον, δ δέ 
εξήκοντα, ό δέ τριάκοντα).

15. τό όε έν τή καλή γή 
ουτοί εισιν, όίτινες (έν 
καρδία καλή και αγαθή,) 
άκούσαντες τον λόγον 
κατέχουσι και 
καρποφορούΰιν έν 
υπομονή.
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*) I am very suspicious that instead of απάτη, both Mark and Matthew would like 
to read: αγάπη. Some Latin. Copies have: et et delectationes mundi, (see 
Griesbach) and the words άπαταν and αγαπάν are known to have been often 
confounded; e.g. ψ. 78, 36. the 70th καί ήγάπησαν Dageg. Breitinger: ήπάτησαν. 
- 2 Chron. 18:2. η'γάπα, for which to read: ήπάτα. (See Biel. thes. T. I. p. 7.) **)

**) Here we must try to restore a corrupted reading, as the ordinary text gives no 
sense. Mark leads us on the right track; for the coincidence of the: 
είςπορενόμενοι in Mark and the πορενόμενοι in Luke cannot be accidental. It will 
have to be read in Luke: και υπό μερίμνων πλούτου (καί struck out) και (seil, 
υπό) ηδονών τού βίον είςπορενομένων σνμπνίγονται.
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Notes:



1) The content of this text parable is also essentially the same, as is the structure and 
form. In response to a question addressed to Jesus in a private conversation, the 
disciples are told the interpretation of the parable, and this interpretation is given by the 
texts with the same content. It is true that the usual idea is that Matthew's relation to the 
purpose of the parables used by Jesus in teaching the people gives a different 
explanation than Mark's and Luke's, that according to the latter Jesus used the parables 
to clarify, according to the former to conceal the teaching, and as if this were the main 
difference between the authors. - As much as this opinion may seem to be correct, it is 
not; at least the difference between the texts is not based on this point. In Matthew, too, 
the parabolic is the deficient, the shadow of the essence, and Jesus regrets, here as 
there, that he can only give the people the parable. That is why in Matthew

a) The disciples are praised for the fact that they can be given more than the mere 
parable v. 16, which would make no sense if the parables were the clearer.

b) How could Jesus consider the parables to be the clearer if he had to fear that the 
disciples would not understand them either?

c) Is it said that the disciples can receive, while those are taken away, v. 12. cf. v. 15. 
This remains even if διά τούτο is referred to άpθήσεται,and thus only becomes clearer.

d) If the parables had been the easier; no wondering question would have been put 
into the mouths of the disciples as to why Jesus spoke in parables, v. 10.

e) If Jesus had not needed to explain the parable to the disciples, of which all texts 
want to show the necessity. And how could the disciples be thought to have been 
sincerely praised before the cloud, that their ignorance of what seemed to be suitable 
for the understanding of the people, for the sake of greater ease, had been remedied? 
- Thus the texts do not give a different judgement on the relation of the parables in 
regard to their comprehensibility *).

*) The meaning of Matth, v. 13 is: because they are too dull to think about the 
truth that is presented without pictures, I give them something that is not the thing 
itself, so that they may, if possible, be prompted to think.
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2) The piece cannot have been a particular essay. It wants to show how and why Jesus 
interpreted to his disciples certain parabolic discourses spoken before the people,



Matth, v. 11, Mark v. 11, Luk. v. 10, Mark v. 34. - Now Jesus undoubtedly always did this 
according to custom. Why, then, this particular subject, and only these examples taken 
to prove the point? - Schlciermacher (Writings of Luke, p. 116), in order to make its 
origin as a particular essay comprehensible, attributes to the piece the purpose of 
glorifying the women who, according to Luke 8:1-3, had joined Jesus' entourage with 
the explanations about the good land and the explanations about the relationship with 
Jesus. But if this was really the plan of the play according to Luke's account, it would 
have to be examined whether Luke did not deviate from the intention of the original 
author, since according to the other authors the pericope undeniably does not have this 
purpose.

3) Peculiarities of exposition:

(a) Mark - first about his meaning, v. 11. τοΐς εξω. One must think of the situation 
under which the question is asked. Jesus was on the ship, and after the discourse was 
ended, he departed from the shore, with the disciples alone. *) To these, who now ask 
him alone about the meaning of the discourse, are opposed οί έ'ξω, i.e. the people 
outside, outside the ship. (Fritzsche z. d. St. qui foris sunt h. e. quibus non ut vobis 
discipulis major mecum intercedit familiaritas - not at all correct. If the disciples were in 
the ship with Jesus, they could not interpret the words in any other way than we have 
indicated **). To these Jesus says: γίνεται τά πάντα (le tout) έν παραβολαΐς, i.e. the 
whole of the recital each time, if images and parables are chosen for it. - Actually, to 
the lecture, as a whole, belongs not only the parable (the partition), but also the ad­
umbrated, the essence. But this is concealed from those who are obtuse, and they 
have the whole ΐνα χ. τ. λ. so that with seeing eyes, i.e. by having the image before 
them, they do not see - namely, that which is hidden behind the image. That here the 
τά πάντα έν παραβολαΐς γίνεται is the people's own fault, whence the ινα (as caused 
by the people themselves) cannot be conspicuous, is given by the words themselves. 
But Jesus wants his disciples to distinguish themselves from the people, who have the 
whole only in the parable, and leave it at that, so as not to penetrate to the sense. - 
The suggestion that the disciples, if they did not understand the parable, would not 
understand it at all, is in Mark 13 alone. The question is: does it belong to the original 
text or not? For according to this many other things could be decided. - Further, in the 
interpretation of the parable, Mark's distinguishing feature is this, that he prefixes the 
οντοί εϊσι (by which he means the hearers of the word, whom the teacher, resembling 
the sower, is now to have before him, as the sower has before him the field of seed) 
always as the subject, and makes the seed, and what is said of the seed, a predicate 
to them, instead of Luke's text making the seed mentioned in the parable the subject 
of the interpretation, so that the transformation of it into another subject becomes a 
predicate of it; s. Luk. v. 24. 25. otherwise v. 22. 23. But Matthew agrees most with



Mark. When Mark says: those who stand by the way, who are rc., Matthew says: those 
who stand by the way are those who are rc. The difference of expression between 
Matthew and Mark seems to proceed from the introductory verses: Matthew, v. 19, 
and Mark, v. 14. But it must be possible to determine which of the two speakers has 
the original text here. -

*) These are therefore called here οί περί αυτόν. Mark v. 10. i.e. those who 
were about him while he was κατά μάνας. - The buried συν τοϊς δώδεκα, by the 
way, is probably an unguarded addition, as Gloffem to οί περί αυτόν. That there 
were others around Jesus besides the disciples is not stated in the account in v. 
1, nor does it want to be, since it is only the disciples to whom the secret is 
revealed in v. 34. Also, Jesus' address in v. 11 is only suitable for the disciples.

**) Paulus's Commentary 2 Th. p. 243. notes: since Mark was under the 
misunderstanding (?) that the parabolic way of teaching was chosen by Jesus 
(- Note: our readers may notice that Mark did not even ask the question: why 
the parabolic way of teaching was chosen. (Note: the ΐνα depends on a γίνεται, 
for which Jesus himself was not to blame, as Mark says very clearly); so he 
may also have thought of the expression οί εξω as something disparaging." - 
But Mark must have felt that Jesus, speaking in the open and not in a ship or in 
a room, could not have used this expression, and therefore, since he lets Jesus 
speak in the ship, he will not want it to be taken differently than those present 
there could take it.

(b) Mark and Luke.

(a) v. 9. makes the latter unanimously ask with Mark merely for the meaning of the 
parable presented (not, as Matth., for the cause of the parabolic doctrine). But the 
construction: τίς εΐη κ. τ. λ. is merely his mode of writing. - v. 10. brevity as 12, 17. (S. 
above on n. 14.) Also v. 12. the mere μή βλΐπωσι (instead of Isa. 6:9. 10. βλέποντες 
βλέπωσΐ shows a striving after brevity. - v. 11. he alone has: ο σπόρος έστιν δ λόγος 
τοϋ Θεοϋ. But even so also v. 5. τδν σπόρον αυτόν, -ν. 12. may be proved from the 
altered construction of the words: αίρει τον λόγον από τής καρδίας (instead of: αίρει 
τόν λόγον, τόν εσπαρμενον ίν τή καρδία), that it is formed after Luke's manner. Cf.
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Mark. 6:11. έκτινάξατε τόν χούν Luk. 9:5. άποτινά ξατε τόν κονιορτόν
υποκάτω τών ποδών (Matth. 10:14. άπό τών ποδώνυμών. - ποδών



τόν κονιορτόν τών ποδών) - ποδών 
not connected with the verbum.

connected with the verbum, as here: 
τής καρδίας

- ινα μή πιστεύσαντες σεοθώσιν vergl. Act, 2:47. and Luk. 8:50. πίστευε κ. 
σωθήσεται - Το ν. 13. έν καιρώ πειρασμού αφίστανται, is an important parallel ch. 
22:28. υμείς δε εστε διαμεμενηκότες μετ εμού έν τόί'ς πειρασμοΐς μου. - ν. 15. seems 
έν καρδία καλή κ. αγαθή incorporated, for the sake of parallelism with έν τή γή καλή - 
A trace of volatility, however, is that v. 12. the plural: οί δε - οδόν is not prepared at 
all, and v. 14. suddenly returns to the singular: τό πεσόν is changed. - v. 15. έν 
υπομονή cf. ch. 21:19.

c) Mark and Matthew.

a) Matthew differs from the other two in the form he gives to the question of the 
disciples in v. 10. According to the neighbouring texts, the question would have to 
be: how is it, when you present parables, that what the people receive is limited only 
to the parable? It must be possible to show whether the text is original after the 
modification in Matthew.

ß) The sentence: εκείνοις δε εν παραβολαΐς is split in Matth, ν. 11,

κ) into the negative clause: εκείνοις ού όίδοται. There is found as a proof of this v. 
12. the gnomes, which Mark and Luke have in quite another place, Mark v. 25. 
Luke v. 18. But from the connection with this gnome it appears that the γνώναι in 
Matthew must mean: experienced (through me, by interpreting what has been 
said). From this v. 12. δοθήσεται refers. The antithesis must then say: but he who 
does not have (like the people) is taken away by something being presented to 
him, which, in the absence of insight, obscures rather than clarifies the matter for 
him. In the other texts the words υμϊν δίδοται γνώναι have more the meaning, "ye 
are able - to grasp." - The use Matthew makes of the gnome used v. 12. is 
essentially different from the application of it in Luke and Mark. In the latter, it is 
intended as a warning to the disciples, lest, on hearing it, they too should fall into 
the case of the people; in Matthew, it is intended to express the advantage which 
the disciples have over the people. —
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n) The other half of this split sentence begins at v. 13. The διά τούτο seems to refer 
to the following ότι. - Thus the words were also connected by Clemens Alex-, who 
used them Stromat. B. 1. besides the connection with the preceding thus: διά



τούτο, φησι ο κύριος, εν τταραβολαΐς αυτοΐς λαλώ, and the connection thus also 
corresponds to v. 10. posed question: διατί - λαλεϊς also it is probably through this 
very διά τούτο that it happened that in Matthew in place of the: ΐνα - μή βλίττωσι 
(Mark v. 12. Luk. v. 10.) was replaced by: ότι - ου βλεπουσι.

γ) The words just mentioned already contain the application of the passage of 
Isaiah. Nevertheless, this passage is cited again in v. 14, 15. Quite the same case is 
in n. 39. Matth. 21:4. 5. comp. v. 2. From the same passage of Isaiah is further v. 19. 
μή συνιόντες and v. 23. συνιών. - Very cleverly does the nerf. of the not seeing of the 
dull-witted people v. 16. make the transition to the beatitude of the disciples on 
account of seeing; (words which Luke has elsewhere ch. 10:23.) and connects with 
the hearing (as understanding) the hearing of the sense of the parable v. 18. —

δ) Matthew then uses the singular throughout (where Mark uses the plural) v. 19. 20. 
21. 22. 23. This way was introduced by v. 19, by which verse, as said, it will be 
shown whether Matthew changed an earlier text or not. - v. 19. δ λόγος τής βασ. as 
ch. 9:35. 4:23. 24:14. —

d) Mark in relation to the other two: in the parable he agrees with Matthew almost 
word for word, in the transition to the interpretation he agrees most with Luke (v. 10), 
and in the interpretation he finally agrees most with Matthew. - Its peculiarity is: v. 11 
τοΐς έ'ξω, v. 17. an addition, v. 13. the question of Jesus, — the beginning with οντοί 
είσι κ. τ. λ. ν. 15. 16. 18. 20.
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4) The whole piece has various additions in the different writers,

a) According to Mark and Luke, Jesus uses other parables and gnomes in his 
conversation with the disciples (Mark 21-25, Luke 16-18). It has already been noted 
elsewhere how far Mark and Luke differ in this respect,

b) According to Mark and Matthew, Jesus then recites other parables to the cloud. The 
first one in Mark is different from the one in Matt. 24-30, the other one is the same (of 
the mustard seed, Matt. 31. 32. Mark 30-32). The third parable of the leaven is found in 
Matthew alone, v. 33 - Luke does not mention any other parable for the bread apart 
from the first. It will have to be examined whether Luke omitted what was given, and 
whether Mark changed what Matthew has, or vice versa.



5) There is no trace here of a different translation from the Hebrew. Mark and Matthew 
must have used a Greek translation, and could not have used it without deviating from 
it. But the deviation could not have happened according to a Hebrew text. The 
difference between ινα (Mark v. 11. Luke v. 10.) and ότι (Matt, v. 13.) is due to quite 
another reason. - But that Luke's text is an independent translation from the Hebrew, 
Eichhorn's Einl. p. 249, will prove to be quite unfounded elsewhere.

10) η. 20. Mark. 6:8—11. = Luk. 9:3—5. = Matth. 10:9—14.

Mark.6:8 καί τταρηγγειλεν 
αύτοΐς, ΐνα μηδέν αϊρωβιν 
είς οδόν

Luk.9:3 μηδέν αίρετε εις 
τήν οδόν

Matth. 10:9 μή κτήοησθε 
χρυσόν μηδέ άργύριον 
μηδέ χαλκόν είς τάς ζων ας 
υμών.

εί μή ράβδον μόνον, μη 
πήραν, μή άρτον, μή είς 
τήν ζώ νην χαλκόν.

μήτε ράβδον μήτε πήραν 
μήτε άρτον μήτε αγύριον

10. μή πήραν είς οδόν

9. (0.) καί μή ενδύσασθαι 
δυο χιτώνας.

μήτε ανά δύο χιτώνας 
έχειν.

μηδέ δύο χιτώνας μηδέ 
ράβδον. (0)

10. όπου έάν είςέλθητε είς 
οικίαν, ίκεϊ μένετε, έως άν 
έξέλθητε ίκεΐθεν.

4. κ. εις ήν άν οικίαν 
είςέλθητε, εκεί μένετε κ. 
εκεϊθευ έξέρχεσθε.

11. είς ήν δ’ άν πολιν ή 
κώμην είςέλθητε, ( 0  ) 
κάκεΐ μείνατε έως άν 
εξέλθητε.

11. και όπου άν μή 
δέξωνται υμάς μηδέ 
άκούσωσιν υμών, 
έκπορευόμενοι εκεϊθεν 
έκτινάξατε τόν χοΰν τόν 
υποκάτω τών ποδών υμών 
εις μαρτύριαν αύτοΐς.

5. καϊ όπου άν .... υμάς, 
εξερχάμευοι από τής 
πόλεως εκείνης, καϊ τόν 
κονιορτόν από τών ποδών 
υμών άποτινάξατε είς 
μαρτύριαν *) έπ αυτούς.

(ν.12.13.) 14. καϊοςέάν μή 
δέξηται υμάς μηδέ άκούση 
τούς λόγους υμών, 
είξερχόμενοι τής οικίας ή 
τής πόλεως έκείνης, 
εκτινάξατε τόν κανί- ορτον 
τών ποδών υμών.
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*) Must it not be read άποτινάξατε έττ' αυτούς? (είς μαρτ. limped away). Cf. Act. 
13:51.

Notes:



1) The text of Matthew is longer than the corresponding texts of Mark and Luke. Here, 
too, the case does not occur that the shorter form would only become comprehensible 
through the longer one. The verses Matth, v. 7. 8. have neither of the others. The words 
inserted in verse 10: άξιος γάρ ό εργάτης τής τροφής **) (Luk. τοϋ μισθού) have Luk. at 
the exposition of the 70th ch. 10:7. The employed Matth, v. 11. εξετάσατε τίς έν αυτή 
άξιός έστι has Luke nowhere. Matth, v. 12.13. but s. in Luk. at the appended D. ch. 10:5. 
6. - Matth, v. 15. s. Luk. 10:12. - Matth, v. 16. s. Luk. 10:3. The rest of the apparatus 
which Matth, here gives beyond the measure of what is commonly given, is found in 
Luke in other places, Matth, v. 26 - 33. (= Luk. 12:2 - 9.) 34-36. (Luk. 12:51 - 53.) v. 37. 
38. (Luk. 14:26. 27.) - That all the narrators speak of the same story of the sending 
forth, and not Matthew of a different one from the others, is clear enough. But how is it 
that Matthew unites what Luke separates, the words of the sending of the twelve and 
the seventy, and that the other Gospels, apart from Luke, report nothing of the last?

**) Did the μηδέ άρτον fall out before these words in Matthew? The words do not 
otherwise fit the place.
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2) To this piece belongs the mention of the return of these sent disciples Luk. 9:10. 6:30; 
but again it can be seen that we have here no particular essay before us. For what 
would have been the purpose of it?

a) Nothing specific is mentioned about the accomplishments of the sent ones and their 
encounters on the journey; only in general it is noted that they carried out the 
commission of Jesus. Also

b) it is not said when, why, and how they returned, whether individually or all at once, 
and whether their business was completely finished. A performer who threw himself 
on the individual could not have let this go unnoticed. But there are

c) there are also really others interwoven with this play (of Herod, of the feeding of the 
five thousand), so that one is compelled to give up the idea of particular essays in this 
play, and would have to stick to collections, if one were lucky. (But how could 
collections have come into being if no individual essays were written?)

3) Peculiarities of expression:



a) Matth, v. 9:10. the words are transposed. What is the reason for this? - v. 11. πάλιν 
ή κώμην so here, and v. 14. again Matthew alone, as n. 14. Matth. 12:25. - v. 14. τοίς 
λόγους. Matthew also elsewhere determines the object more exactly,

b) Luk. v. 3. he changes from direct to indirect speech. Examples of this kind occur 
frequently, e.g. Act. 1:4. and others - v. 4. κ. Ικεΐθενΐξέρχεσθε seems to be spoken 
quite tautologically. But έξίρχεσθαι has the meaning: to set out on the way (for the 
continuation of the wandering), and strangely, so it is in all the texts. -

(c) Mark. v. 8. παρήγγ. ίνα - Luk. constructs this and similar words only with the 
infinitive. - v. 9. άλλ' ΰπο δεόεμένους σανδάλια an insertion which in special 
construction is not without harshness, since an infinitive must be added from the word 
οδόν, e.g. ööäv Tro-r. E. g. οδόν ποιεϊσθαι, αδοιπορεΐν, etc. But how is it that Mark 
here also falls from one construction into another, as Luke does, without yet using the 
latter's words? - v. 10. όπου Ιάν - εϊ'ς οικίαν. The others both deviate from this 
construction. But compare Mark. 6:56. όπου εάν είς- πορείετο είς κώμας comp. 14:14.
- τον χονν. The word which the two other texts have at the same time, κονιορτόν, Mark 
has not.
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4) Here, too, we cannot find any translations from the Hebrew; we would have to 
assume that there are several Hebrew text adaptations, even with regard to the 
deviations in Matthew. But then it would be incomprehensible how the Hebrew original 
could have been expanded after the translation already existed, to which Mark and Luke 
adhered. - In view of the other similarities of the Greek expression, it is not possible to 
find a Hebrew root for such variant words as κονιορτόν and χοϋν. Matth. 10, 9. is only a 
transposition of the Greek words, but not another, independent translation.

11) n. 28 Mark 8:27-9:1 = Math. 16:13-28 = Luke 9:18-27

τίνα με λέγουσιν οι 
άνθρωποι είναι;

τίνα .... είναι; τίνα με λέγουσιν οι όχλοι 
είναι;

28. Ίωάννην τον βαπτιςήν, 
και άλλοι Ήλίαν, άλλοι δε 
ένα των προφητών

14. οι μεν Ιωάννης τ. 
βαπτιστήν, άλλοι δε Ήλίαν, 
έτεροι δε (Ιερ μίαν ή) ένα 
των προφητών.

19. Ιωάννης .... άλλοι δέ 
Ηλ. έτεροι δε ότι προφήτης 
τις των αρχαίων ανέστη.



29. ύμείς δε τίνα με λέγετε 
είναι;

15. υμείς δε .... είναι; 20. ύμείς δε .... είναι;

— συ ει ο χριστός. συ ει ο χριστός υίος του 
θεού του ζώντος) (ν. 
17-20, 0.)

τον χριστόν του θεού.

31. ότι δεί τον υιόν του 
ανθρώπου πολλά παθείν κ. 
άποδοκιμασθήναι από των 
πρεσβυτέρων κ. αρχιερέων 
κ. γραμμα τέων κ. 
αποκτανθηναι κ. μετά τρεις 
ημέρας αναστήναι.

21 — ότι δει αυτόν 
είςελθεΐν είς ίεροσολυμα 
καί πολλά παθείν από .... 
άποκτανθήναι κ. έν τή τρίτη 
ημέρα έγερθήναι.

22. οτι δει τόν υιόν .... 
παθείν κ.
άποδοκιμασθήναι απο .... 
αποκτανθήναι κ. έν τή τρίτη 
ήμέρα έγερθήναι

32. 33. with Matth, 
intermediate talk.

22. 23. with Mark missing

34. εϊ τις θέλει όπίσω μου 
άκολουθεϊν, άπαρνησάσθω 
εαυτόν κ. άράτω τόν 
σταυρόν αυτού κ. 
ακολουθείται μοι.

24. ει τις .... μου έλθεΐν 
άπαρνησάσθω .... μοι,

23. εϊ τις θέλει .... μου 
έρχεσθαι.... μοι.

35. ός γάρ άν θέλη τήν 
ψυχήν έαυτοΰ σώσαι, 
άπολέσει αυτήν ός δ’ άν 
άπολέση την έαυτοΰ ψυχήν 
ένεκεν έμοΰ (κ. τού 
έυαγγελίου ), σώσει αυτήν.

25. οί γάρ άν .... ος δ αν 
άπολέαη τήν ψυχήν έαυτοΰ 
ένεκεν έμοΰ, εΰρησει 
αυτήν.

24.δς γάρ αν .... ενεκεν 
έμοΰ, ούτος σώσει αυτήν.

36. τί γάρ ωφελήσει 
άνθρωπον, έάν κερδήση 
τόν κόσμον όλον κ. 
ζημιωθή τήν ψυχήν αΰτοΰ;

26. τί γάρ ωφελείται 
άνθρωπος, έάν τόν κόσμον 
όλον κέρδη ση, τήν δέ 
ψυχήν αυτού ζημιωθή; ή τί 
.... αυτού;

25. τί γάρ ωφελείται 
άνθρωπος κερδησας τόν 
κοσμον όλον, εαυτόν δέ 
άπολέσας ή ζημιωθείς;

37. ή τί δώσει άνθρωπος 
αντάλλαγμα τής ψυχής 
αυτού;

38. ός γάρ άν έπαισχυνθή 
με κα'ι τούς έμους (έν τή 
γενεά ταύτη τή μοιχαλίδι κ. 
άμαρτωλώ), και ό υιός τού 
ανθρώπου
έπαιΰχυνθησεται αυτόν,

26. ός γάρ άν .... λόγους, 
τούτον ό υιός τοΰ άνθρ. έπ- 
αισχυνθήσεται, όταν



όταν

έλθη έν τή δόξη ταν 
πατρος αυτού μετά τών 
άγγέλων τών αγίων.

27. μέλλει γάρ ό υιός τ. 
ανθρ. έρχεσθαι έν τή δόξη 
τού .... αΰτοΰ μετά τών 
άγγέλων αΰτοΰ- καί τότε 
άποδώσειέκάστω κατά τήν 
πράξιν αΰτοΰ.

έλθη έν τή δόξη τού 
πατρος αΰτοΰ μετά τών 
αγίων άγγέλων.

9:1. αμήν λέγω νμΐν, ότι 
είσί τινες τών ώδε 
έστηκοτων οΐτινες ον μή 
γενσωνται θανάτου, έως αν 
ϊδωσι τήν βασιλείαν τού 
θεού έληλυθυίαν έν 
δυνάμει.

28. άμήν .... θανάτου, έως 
άν ϊδωσι τόν υιόν τού άνθρ. 
έρχόμενον έν τή βασιλ. 
αΰτοΰ.

27. λέγω δε ΰμΐν αληθώς, 
ότι εισί τινες τών ώδε 
εστώτων, οΐτινες .... 
θανάτου, έως άν ϊδωσι τήν 
βασιλείαν τού θεού.
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Notes:

1) We have here a piece, the copies of which agree almost literally throughout; only

a) Matth, v. 27. diffcrirts, and Luke lacks the interlocution. Mark 9:1 should not have 
begun a new chapter, as the words make the conclusion of the preceding. Wherefore 
then, where Matthew deviates, is the agreement of the others, and likewise, where 
Matthew and Mark give more complete things, the omission in Luke? Mark does not 
seek greater riches. For the verses of Matthew 17, 18, 19, he again does not have 
with Luke.

2) Peculiarities of expression:

(a) Matth, v. 14. ιερεμίαν ή comp, to n. 20. and to n. 14. - v. 16. τού θεού τού ζώντος 
comp. 26, 63. - ν. 25. είρήσει instead of σώσει, even so ch. 10:39. - perhaps after 
Jerem. 38:23. 29:18. καί έσται ή ψυχή αυτόν είς εύρημα. - ν. 27. μέλλει έρχεσθαι 
comp. 17:22. μέλλει παραδίδοσθα, 24:1. μελλήσετε άκοΰειν. On ν. 27. even the 
passage Rom. 1:16. ου γάρ έπαισχΰνομαι τό ευαγγελίαν τού χριστού and Rom. 2:6. ος 
αποδώσει εκάστψ κατά τά έργα αυτού seems to have had an effect.

(b) Luk. v. 18. οί όχλοι (the verse, refers it to the fed heaps of people, 9:11. In general 
he has the word very often). - v. 19, ότι τις - άνέστη comp. 9:8. 7:16. Act. 5:36. - v. 20. 
τον χριστόν τού θεού. comp. 2:16. τον χριστόν κυρίου. - V. 25. κερδήσας. Luke loves



above all the participial construction. S. in n. 16. Luk. 8:4. 6. 16. 5:24. 25. etc. St. - 
εαυτόν for τήν εαυτοϋ ψυχήν, for brevity, comp. 5:33. not to avoid Hebraism;*) for Luke 
has elsewhere Hebraism itself ch. 17:33. 23:19. and far harsher Hebraisms, than the 
others. - απολέσας ή ζημιωθείς. Luke imitates with brevity the disjunction of the 
Others. Other examples of such contractions: Ch. 9:42. εως πότε έ'σομαι πρός υμάς 
και ανεξομαι υμών; short is. also ν. 27. - Other examples of this kind were ch. 8:10. (in 
n. 16.) See also n. 14.

(c) Mark v. 35. Addition: - again, explaining, as if the speech should not be both of 
discipleship on the way to Jerusalem, and rather of discipleship in the service of the 
Gospel. We have had several such additions in n. 1. n. 10. n. 14. and here comp. v.
38. - τοϋ ευαγγελίου comp. 10:29. 115. πιστεύετε εν τώ ευαγγελίου, ν. 38. has by the 
addition, the speech received more symmetry: as έπαισχύνεσθαι and όταν ελθη εν 
δοξη correspond, so the έν τή γενεά τή μοιχαλίδι corresponds to the μετά τών άγιων 
αγγέλων.

*) Huz's. Introduct. s. Lh. P. ISS.
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3) The piece is bounded in the same way in all copies, and also has no general closing
formula.

4) Translations from Hebrew have no place here either.
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12) n. 31. Mark 9:31 = Math. 17:22-23 = Luke 9:44

Mark 9:31 (οτι) ο υιός του 
άνθρωπον παραδίδοται είς 
χεΐρας ανθρώπων κ. 
άποκτενοΰβιν αυτόν, και τή 
τρίτη ήμερα άναστήσεται.

Math. 17:22 μέλλει ό υιός τ. 
άνθρ. παραδίδοσθαι είς 
χεΐρας .... 23. και
αποκτενοΰσιν αυτόν, κ.....
ήμέρα έγερθήσεται.

Luke 9:44 θέβθε υμείς εις 
τά ώτα υμών τούς λόχους 
τούτους ό *) υιός τ. άνθρ. 
μέλλει παραδίδοαθαι είς .... 
ανθρώπων.

*) The γάρ deleted.

Notes:



1) Here again we have a small whole that cannot have existed on its own. All of them 
put it in connection with the preceding, though Luke differently than the others. Since in 
their case the return journey from Caesarea and the outward journey (Mark 8:27. Matt. 
16:13.) point to each other, this little pericope must have belonged to the same whole as 
n. 28. Take this whole then (from n. 28. 29. 30.) and convince yourself that it cannot 
have been distinguished individually. Would the author, who confined himself to this 
detail, have used the same declarations of Jesus n. 28. (Mark 8:31. comp, the parallels) 
and twice in the present pericope with such dislocation?

2) Peculiarities of the expression:

a) Luke, as already mentioned, connects v. 43 in a special way. But the similarity 
remains that, according to Mark, Jesus wants to avoid a stir in Galilee, because 
according to his plan he would have to suffer and die in Jerusalem, while in Luke the 
disciples are reminded not to turn to the applause and homage of the Galileans. - The 
allusion to the resurrection is missing in Luke's words. Since also Jesus' speech is said 
to have more restraining than elevating power, also more reference is made to the 
putting down of the utterance in the general note Mark v. 32. (if here the words: και 
ήγνόουν τό ρήμα - εττηρω- τήσαι are genuine) Luk. ν. 45.; so that defect in Luke may 
be taken for improvement. - v. 44. θέσθε είς κ. τ. λ. comp. 21:14. θέσθε είς τάς καρδίας 
υμών, i.e. though the people make much boasting, hearken not unto it, but unto that 
which I say unto you,

b) Mark. - After Mark's remark, however, Jesus had reason to repeat the statement. For 
the disciples must have wondered why he wanted to observe the incognito in Galilaa 
this time. - The citations of Jesus' words do not differ in Mark, Matth, and Luk. A small 
proof that we are dealing here with the
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3) we are not dealing with translations from the Hebrew.

13) n. 32 Mark 9:37 = Math. 18:5 = Luke 9:48

Mark 9:37 ός έάν 'έν τών 
τοιοΰτων παιδιών δέξηται 
έπϊτώ ονόματί μου, έμε 
δέχεται, κ. ός έάν έμέ

Math. 18:5 (0. ν. 3. 4.) καί 
ός άν δέξηται παιδίον 
τοιούτον 'έν έπϊ τώ ονόματί 
μου, έμέ δέχεται.

Luke 9:48 ός έάν δέξηται 
τούτο τό παιδίον έπϊ τώ 
ονοματί μου, έμέ δέχεται, 
κ. ός έάν έμέ δέξηται,



δέξηται, (ουκ έμέ) δέχεται δέχεται τόν άποστείλαντά
(αλλά) τόν άποστείλαντά 
με.

ν. 41. ός γάρ άν ποτίση 
υμάς ποτήριον ϋδατος έν 
τώ ονόματί μου ότι χριστού
έστε,

άμήν λέγω ύμΐν, ου μή 
άπολέση τόν μισθόν αυτού.

με (0.).

Notes:

1) Luke lists only the words of Jesus. According to Matthew and Mark, the speech was 
much longer. - In the text of Mark we have added v. 41 to the words, omitting v. 38 - 40. 
In another place it will be shown that this is an interpolation which does not belong in 
Mark, and that v. 41 is therefore directly connected with v. 37. - The meaning of the 
speech has already been discussed in another place (above p. 104). It is not a question 
here of the children themselves, but of how they would be treated, to what estimation 
they would be entitled, if they were Christians and belonged to the disciples, as the child 
now presented stood among the disciples. Jesus gives a symbol. The symbolism of the 
act lies

a) In the fact that he presents a child in order to represent a lowly member,

b) in that he places the lowly subject among the disciples to represent a Christian. The 
speech then turns to the apostles themselves, and draws the conclusion how dear 
they are to the Master, and to him who sent him, and what value the least benefit has, 
which is bestowed upon them, out of consideration for their common Master (s. Mark 
v. 41.). - This sense of the text is not only supported by the whole context, but also by 
similar statements, which are, as it were, other recensions of the words given here. Cf. 
Matth. 10:40. 41 (which passage also proves that here in our passage Mark v. 41 
belongs to v. 37). Incidentally, Luke's expression τοϋτο τό παιδίον is therefore the most 
correct, as already noted above. Sense: this child here, who stands here among you, 
provided he stands among you, i. e. provided he is a Christian: (Jesus wants to say: 
every lesser one who is a Christian, and were it the child here) - in Mark it should 
rather be: Ένα τών τοιοΰτων μικρών as Luk. 17:2. Mark 9:42. Matt. 18:6. or ro-oLr" (As 
is already seen from Clement Alex, the passage has undergone all sorts of mixtures, 
because the text was always understood of real children and their reception, and thus



the symbolical and the real were mixed. Hence here ίν τών τοιοΰτων παιδιών. Already 
in Matthew, too, there is this blending in verses 3. 4. For Jesus does not speak of the 
imitation of children.*) - This, έν Matth, v. 5. can therefore be just as little correct. 
(Perhaps originally it stood τοιοΰτο παιδίον έν τώ όνόματί μου). Already what is said in 
the following about the aergernissen decides that here it is not the reception of the 
children that is spoken of, but of the lowly Christians (symbolized by a child). (Matth, v. 
6. Mark. v. 42.) The text n. 34. is of a different kind. (To it actually belong the verses 
Matth. 18:3. 4.) So much about the meaning of the whole. The first question is: did 
Luke omit the one with which Mark and Matthew prolong the speech, or is that later in 
the night?

*) De Wette's Einleit. p. 158. remarks: Luk 9:48. is quite incongruous with v. 46. 
47. It has fallen out what Matth. 18:3. 4. states, and what makes the transition to 
that." - As we see, quite the opposite is the case. What is said to have fallen out 
would only be an unappreciated addition, and would make a transition είς άλλο 
γένος.
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b) Why are some words missing in Matthew 5?

c) Already v. 1. takes the question of the disciples, which preceded Jesus' speech, in a 
different way: (τις άρα μείζων έστιν έν τή βασ. τών ουρανών) - than the others; the 
question is: does his version have the original form?

d) Matthew also extends the speech beyond Mark. Matth. 18:10-35. The question is: 
does this apparatus really belong to the text?

2) Peculiarities of expression:

a) from Matthew there is nothing to notice in these parts but the omission of v. 5.

ß) Luke has the same Greek words. Only he adds another sentence with which he 
seems to want to conclude. How this modifies the meaning has been mentioned 
elsewhere.

γ) Mark: He has the distinction v. 37. ούκ έμέ - αλλά χ. τ. λ. similar is Joh. 12:44. ο 
πιστεύουν είς έμέ ου πιστεύει εις έμέ, άλλ' είς τον πέμψαντά με. - (The speech of our 
passage comes before Joh. 13:20.) Nor must I remark that Mark. v. 35. seems to be 
nothing but an interpolation,



a) the other texts both say that Jesus, before he begins to speak, performs the 
symbolic action with the child. This is quite in order, but less appropriate if Jesus 
were to sit down beforehand and directly pronounce the teaching that he only wants 
to give through the symbol. The symbolic action would then become a superfluous 
addendum,
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b) When the introduction is made: Jesus sat down to give his teaching, the question 
is raised as to how the interposition of the child might have been conveyed, and so 
on. The words are probably taken from another context (such as Mark 10:43). - *)

*) We therefore see ourselves compelled to deny this addition to Mark, and we 
call attention to it, since Mark's Gospel in general is very interpolated.

3) Again, we have no translations from the Hebrew. The original text and the main parts 
of the speech have the same Greek expression, and if the opinion is correct that 
Matthew's account has only become greater through interpolations (see Eichhorn's 
Einleit, in's N. T. 1. vol. p. 275), it does not follow that these enrichments would have 
had to be translated from the Hebrew. Also

4) this pericope did not receive its existence as a particular essay. Schleiermacher, op. 
cit. p. 157, himself admits that this narrative is separate from the previous one (Luk. 
9:46-50), but would like to give it more content than it really has, in that Luk. v. 49-50 is 
to be connected with it, which, however, we believe we must separate from it. - 
According to Luke, the content of the play is too short to be regarded as a special theme 
treated by a writer in its own right.

14) n. 34 Mark 10:14-15 = Luke 18:16-17 = Matth. 19:14

Mark 10:14 άφετε τά 
παιδία ερχεΰθαι προς με, 
καί μή κωλύετε αυτά, τών 
γάρ τοιοΰτων έστίν ή 
βασιλεία τού Θεού.

Luke 18:16 άφετε τα .... 
τού Θεού.

Matth. 19:14 άφετε τά 
παιδία καί μή κωλύετε αυτά 
έλθεϊν πρόςμε, τών γάρ .... 
ή βασ. τών ουρανών.

15. Αμήν λέγω ύμΐν, ος έάν 17. Αμήν .... εις αύτήν.



μη δέξηται τήν βασιλείαν 
του θεού ως παιδίον, ού μή 
είςέλθη είς αυτήν.
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Notes:

1) A very short note, similar to the previous one, with which, however, it could not have 
been connected, as little as it is the specific treatment of a theme in itself. None of the 
narrators indicates where the little incident took place, and the premise that what was 
narrated happened on Jesus' last journey, when it was known that he was perhaps 
travelling to Jerusalem for the last time, demands a majority of narrative pieces. - By the 
way, as already noted, the place is actually here, where the verses Matth. 18:3. 4. 
belong. Why might Luk 18:17. be missing from Matthew?

2) There is nothing to be noticed as an individual diction, as a visible proof that there are 
no independent translations from the Hebrew in our texts. Luke retains the word: τταιδία, 
but in the preface he puts βρέφη v. 15. He likes to change the words, and does not like 
to repeat the same; examples of this kind have already occurred to us. The fact that he 
left the word that the others had in the speech is easily explained when he bound 
himself to a given text.

15) n. 35. An exchange Mark. 10:17 - 31. = Luk. 18:18 -30. = Matth. 19:16-32.

Mark 10:17. — διδάσκαλε 
αγαθέ, τί ποιήσω, ΐνα ζωήν 
αιώνιον κληρονομήσω;

Luke 18:18.------ διδάσκ.
αγαθέ, τί ποιήσας ζωήν 
αιών, κληρονομήσω;

Math. 19:16. τί (αγαθόν) 
ποιήσω, ΐνα εχω ζωήν 
αιώνιον;

18. — τι με λέγεις αγαθόν; 
ούόεΐς αγαθός εί μή εις ό 
Θεός.

19. — τί με .... εις ό Θεάς. 17. — τί με λέγεις .... ώς δ 
Θεός, (εί δέ θέλεις 
είςελθεΐν εις τήν ζωήν, 
τήρησαν τάς έντολάς).

19. τάς έντολάς οΐδας' μή 
μοιχεύσης, μη φονευσης, 
μή κλέψης, μή 
ψευδομαρτυρησης (μή 
άποστερήσης)' τίμα τον

20. τάς έντολάς .... μή 
κλέψης, μη
ψευδομαρτυρησης' τίμα 
τον πατέρα σου και τήν 
μητέρα.

18.— ποιας; — τό’ ου 
φονευσεις, ου μοιχεύσεις, 
ού κλέψεις, ου 
ψευδομαρτυρή σεις. 18. 
τίμα τον πατέρα κ. τήν



πατέρα και τήν μητέρα. μητέρα. *)

20. — ταύτα πάντα 
έφυλαξάμην έκ νεότητάς 
μου.

21. — ταύτα .... νεότητάς 
μου.

20. πάντα ταύτα 
έφυλαξαμην έκ νεότητάς 
μου (τί ετι ύστερώ);

21. — εν σοι υστερεί, 
ύπαγε, όσα έχεις πώλησον 
και δός τοϊς πτωχόί'ς, κ. εξ 
εις θησαυρόν έν ουρανώ' 
κ. δεύρο ακολουθεί μοι.

22. — έτι εν σοι λείπει' 
πάντα όσα έχεις πώλησον 
κ. δίοδος πτωχόί'ς, κα ι.... 
ακολουθεί μοι.

21. εί θέλεις τέλειος είναι, 
ύπαγε, πώλησον σου τά 
υπάρχοντα κ. δός πτωχόί'ς, 
κ. εξεις .... μοι.

23. — πώς δυσκόλως οί τά 
χρήματα εχοντες

24. — πώς δυσκό- λως οί 
.... εχοντες είς-

23. ότι δυσκόλως πλούσιος

είς τήν βασιλείαν τού Θεού 
είςελεύσονται *)

έλεύσονται είς τήν βασιλ. 
τού Θεού.

είςελεύσεται είς τήν βασιλ. 
τών ουρανών.

25. εύκοπώτερόν έστι, 
κάμηλον διά τής τρνμαλιάς 
τής ραφίδος διελθεΐν ή 
πλούσιον είς τήν βασιλείαν 
τον Θεού είςελθεΐν.

25. εύκοπώτερον γάρ έστι, 
κάμηλον διά τρνμαλιάς 
ραφίδος διελθεΐν ή .... 
είςελθεΐν.

24. πάλιν δέ λέγω ύμΐν"
ευκ.....δια τρυπήματος
ραφίδος διελθεΐν ή 
πλούσιον .... είςελθεΐν.

26. καί τίς δύναται σωθήναι
j

26. και τις .... σωθήναι ; 25. τίς άρα δύναται 
σωθήναι ;

27. — παρα ανθρώποις 
αδύνατον, άλλ ου παρά τω 
Θεω ' πάντα γάρ δυνατα 
έστι παρά τώ Θεω.

27. τα αδυναχα παρα 
ανθρώποις, δυνατα έστι 
παρά τω Θεώ.

26. περά άνθρώποις τούτο 
αδύνατον έστι,παρά 
δέΘεώπάντα δύνατα.

28. — ιδού, ήμεΐς 
άφήκαμεν πάντα κ. 
ήκολουθήσαμέν σοι.

28. ιδού, ήμεΐς .... σοι. 27. ιδού, .... καί 
ήκολουθήσαμέν σοι (τί άρα 
έσται ήμ'ί'ν;)

28. (0.)

29. αμήν λέγω ύμΐν· ούδείς 
έστιν ος αφήκεν οικίαν ή 
αδελφούς ή άδελφάς ή 
πατέρα ή μητέρα, 
ή γυναίκα ή τέκνα ή αγρούς 
ένεκεν έμοΰ και τού 
ευαγγελίου.

29. — άμήν λέγω ύμΐν, ότι 
.... οικίαν ή γονείς ή 
άδελφονς ή γνναΐκα ή 
τέκνα ένεκεν τής βασιλ. τού 
Θεού.

29. καί πάςός αφήκεν 
οικίαν ή αδελφούς ή 
άδελφάς ή πατέρα ή 
μητέρα η γυναίκα ή τέκνα η 
αγρούς ένεκεν τού ονόμ. 
μου, έκατονταπλασίονα 
λήψεται και ζωήν αιώνιον 
κληρονομήσει.

30. έάν μή λάβη 30. ός ον μή απολαβή



εκατονταπλασίονα νΰν έν 
τω καιρώ τούτου (0) καί έν 
τώ αίώνι τώ έρχομένοο 
ζοοήν αιώνιον.

πολλαπλασϊονα έν τώ 
καιρώ τουτοο κ. έν τώ αίώνι 
τώ έρχομένοο ζοοήν 
αιώνιον.

31. πολλοί δε έσονται 
πρώτοι έσχατοι κ. έσχατοι 
πρώτοι.

is missing. 30. πολλοί δέ έσονται 
πρώτοι έσχατοι κ. έσχατοι 
πρώτοι.
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*) How the addition: v. 19. και αγαπήσεις τον πλησίον σου ώς σεαυ- τόν, which 
rightly attracted the attention of the Ori'gcnes, could still find defenders, is not 
comprehensible. Can we not see that if the words belonged to the text, Jesus' 
answer would have to be formulated quite differently? Jesus could not have said 
that the young man should do more than he had done, but that he should have 
demanded that he should first do and record what he had done, especially since 
what Jesus demanded of him was the very confirmation of it. (Jesus' answer in 
the Gospel of the Hebrews is actually worded in this way. - quomodo 
dicis, legem feci et prophetas ? ecce multi fratres tui, filii Abrahae, 
amicti sunt stercore, morientes prae fame et domus tua plena est 
bonis multis etc.

b) The words: ταντα έφυλαξαμην έκ νεότητάς μου are the echo of the words: 
τίμα τον πατέρα σου κ. τήν μητέρα, and become puffing only when those are 
the last words,

c) "Love thy neighbour as thyself!" Answer: "I have done this since I was a child 
(I did it from my youth)." What prudent person speaks like that?
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*) The words: v. 27. τέκνα πώς δνσκολόν έστι, τούς πεποιθοτας έπϊ τοΐς χρήμασιν 
είς τήν βασ. τού θεού είςελθεΐν, which so much disturb the progress of the 
speech, are unächt, see Fritzsche's commentary on Mark at St. The '. 28. 
occurring word xAoooio; gives the decision that the explanatory: πεποιθύτες έπϊ 
τοΐς- χρήμασι could not have immediately preceded it.
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Notes:



1) The narrative is a complete relation in itself. The question raised by the rich young 
man is answered, as is the second question raised by the disciples (Peter), and all 
copies give the same content. Matthew deviates from the common expression only in a 
few places, where words and sentences are inserted into his text.

2) Peculiarities of presentation:

a) Matthew: v. 17. The αγαθόν, which disturbs the connection, seems to be connected 
as an interpolation with the wrong reading of some coäices: τί με έρωτας περί τον 
αγαθόν; which is preferred by those who, for special reasons, would like to make our 
texts different. But that the reading just mentioned is illegitimate is as certain as it 
follows in the text: ούδεις αγαθός κ. τ. λ. On this s. Fritzsche'sKommentar zum 
Matthäus bei der St. - ινα εχω, -but v. 29. likewise stands κληρονομεϊν. - ν. 17. εί θέλεις 
κ. τ. λ. Spelling of Matthew. Cf. ν. 22. εί θέλεις κ. τ. λ. also comp. ch. 8:31. 17:4. and 
others, st. - v. 18. ποιας ; Matthew is fond of forming dialogues. Cf. 21:40. 41. 22:42. - 
ον φονενσεις according to the Alex. Ex. 20:13. 12. cf. Matth. 4:7.10. 22:24. just as the 
citation in n. 16. adhered to it. - v. 20. τί ετι υστερώ ; a question, introducing the 
answer, as it were tempting from the mouth, like v. 27. τί άρα εσται υμΐν ; We find in 
Matth, also elsewhere such questions appropriate, where in the others not. S. in n. 16. 
Matth. 13:10. 22, 42. τίνος νϊός έστι ; 24:8. τί τό σημεΐον τής παρουσίας; comp, also in 
n. 32. ch. 18:1. - v. 23. αμήν λέγω υμΐν. This does not seem to reach the mimic 
expression of the Others. - v. 23. πλούσιος, strange that Matth, alternates with this 
expression so well as Luke v. 23:24. - βασιλ. τών ουρανών the formula merely 
common toMatthew. - v. 25. τίς άρα as v. 27. 18:1. - σφοδρά especially to Matthew 
frequent 2:10. 17:6. 23. 18:31.26:22. 27:54. - v. 23. The verse stands in Luke in 
another place (see the second tablet), only it differs here, as Matth, gives it, also by 
the άκολουθήσαντες more fitting here. - V. 29. καί πας, ός. The negative ουδεϊς εστιν 
ός κ. τ. λ. could not find room here, -ένεκεν τού ονόματος μου. Probably the author has 
in mind those who are persecuted as martyrs for the sake of Christianity. - The 
distinction of εν τώ νυν καιρώ and εν τώ αίώνι τώ έρχομένω, is missing here, that: 
εκατοντα- πλασίονα λήψονται, does not seem to refer at all to gain in the world, but is 
intended to be explained by that which follows in the same way: καϊ ζωήν ,,,, 
κληρονομήσει. So it must have been, if v. 28. was to belong to the text.
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b) Luke: v. 18. τί ποιήσας the participial construction he liked. S. to n. 28. the same 
question thus expressed ch. 10:25. - v. 22. πάντα Luke sought this stronger 
expression, probably because the youth was rich, to suit the sacrifice demanded. - v.



25. Attention is to be paid to γάρ, by which a connection is to be made. Cf. Mark, and 
Matt. v. 27. τά αδύνατα κ. τ. λ. different from the others. But Luke writes thus ch.
16:15. τό εν ανθρώποις υψηλόν βδέλυγμα Ινώπιον τού Θεού εστιν - ν. 29. ; ή γονείς 
νενβί 21, 16. - ένεκεν τής βασιλ. τού Θεού comp. 4:49.

(c) Mark agrees more with Luke in the whole pericope. - v. 19. Z μή υποστερήσης - ν. 
22. the words: αρας τόν σταυρόν are suspect as additions. But as much as they 
exclude ooäices, they have been excluded, because now once all kinds of additions 
are imposed on Mark. - v. 21. έν σοι υστερεί, the clause with Luke, the verbum with 
Matthew. Paul Commentary 2 Th. p. 829. accuses the texts of Mark and Luke of 
misunderstanding. "Inasmuch as Jesus is supposed to have said the "One thing thou 
lackest" without cause, (for if that question of Matthew: τί έτι υστερώ ; had not 
preceded it), the whole narrative would take an incorrect turn. Jesus could not claim 
that the rich man really needed to sell his possessions in order to become blessed. 
Only the decision to give up one's wealth is as necessary as it is difficult. Luke, 
therefore, has here an incorrect turn of phrase, which, without light from Matthew (who 
prefaces it with a request for such a declaration), would have to give the whole 
discourse a false view." We think that neither Mark and Luke give an incorrect view, 
nor that a light from Matthew is needed to elucidate the meaning of Jesus. For
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a) In Mark and Luke, too, Jesus does not require the selling of possessions as a 
means to salvation, but the young man is to join him as a promoter of the good 
cause, as Jesus' disciples had done, and to dispose of his possessions in the same 
way as Jesus' disciples had to dn. But the young man was not interested in the good, 
and he who is not, but a slave of sensuality, rejecting the demands of duty, of him 
Jesus says that he is not fit for the kingdom of God,

b) The question put before us in Matthew makes no difference to the meaning of the 
whole. What Jesus, according to Mark and Luke, says in reply to the young man's 
remark that he still lacks one thing, he would have said even without the answer 
inviting: τί ήι υστερώ ; *) — If Mark precedes the words of v. 21 with Luke's question: 
"r/ ap" terr"" not with Matthew's v. 27; this, however, makes a difference in the text. 
According to Mark, Peter only remembers in the name of his fellow disciples that they 
have left everything, and Jesus merely corrects this expression, replying that there is 
actually no question of leaving, since in the furtherance of one's purpose one only 
enters into greater connections - here in this world and in the world to come one has 
to hope for eternal life. In Matthew, however, this correction is regarded as the 
promise of a reward *), and therefore the question, anticipating the answer, is sent



before it. The question is: which is more in keeping with the original version of the 
whole text? - v. 30. Again a tautological expansion, which, however, again serves to 
elucidate the text, like the above in n. 10. 11. - On the vüv before έν τω χαίρω τοντω 
comp. ch. 14:30. σήμερον, Iv τή ννχτϊταντη. Ch. 5:5. διαπαντός , νυχτδς χ. ημέρας. - 
ν. 29. και τον εναγγελίον as un n. 28. Whether v. 31. belongs to Mark must be very 
doubtful in view of the spirit of his Gospel. Perhaps it is the same here as with ch. 10, 
15. (in n. 20.), which verse Mark is also supposed to have taken from Matthew.

*) Fritzsche's commentary wants to find in Mark v. 20. the questioning words of 
Matthew, and also after the words "εν σοι υστερεί" the Matthaean: εί θέλεις 
τέλειος είναι. This is certainly incorrect. It cannot decide the authority of those 
coäices which have been followed here,

b) He from whom the question is derived, τί αρα εαται νμϊν; which Mark ν. 28. 
has not, from him also the question is derived, τί ετι υστερώ; and it is more 
than too probable that this Mark had not with Luke either,

c) That question did not even fit into Mark's text. Mark remarks on the young 
man's explanation: Jesus had his liking for him (he wanted him gladly in his 
company), and therefore said, "One thing thou lackest." The remark 
ήγάπησεν αυτόν, which precedes Jesus' answer, is precisely to show that 
Jesus continued thus to speak, i.e. to sort out the speech with the 
expression: εν σοι υστερεί, was not determined by any ankicipirative 
question of the youth. - How could it fit together: "What do I still lack? and: 
Jesus loved him and said: One thing you still lack. *)

*) One therefore even thought that Jesus' words had to be taken ironically, as if 
he could not speak seriously of his brotherly covenant, which met every faithful 
member's home and family circle. It would even be an irony against the art of 
interpretation to take the words Matth. 19:18. ironically because they are 
figurative.
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3) This piece is the strongest counter-evidence against the assumption of various 
translations from the Hebrew. The speakers express the words of Jesus with the same 
Greek words, even Matth, v. 29. goes back into the Greek text, - only in the historical 
inter- formulas, the inter- remarks of the narrators, is there variation; in the words of 
Jesus only where the same words are augmented by others. For the secondary 
formulas, however, one would not have translated freely from the Hebrew, and the



translation of the same words with other words looks just as little like another 
translation.
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15) n. 36. Mark. 10:33. 34. = Matth. 20:18. 19. = Luk. 13:31 — 33.

Mark. 10:33 (οτι) Ιδού 
άναβαίνομεν εις 
ίεροβόλυμα,

και ο υιός τον ανθρώπου 
παραδοθησεται τοϊς 
άρχιερεΰδι κ. τοϊς 
γραμματεΰσι, και 
χαταχρινοΰσιν αυτόν 
θανάτω κ. παραδώδουδιν 
αυτόν τοϊς εθνεδι.

Matth. 20:18 Ιδού, αναβ.

κ. ό, υιός .... τοϊς 
άρχιερεϋβι κ. γραμματεΰδι 
.... θανάτω. 19. καί 
παραδώσουδιν .... τόί'ς 
εθνεδι είς τό όμπάίξαι κ. 
μαστιγωδαι κ. αταυρώδαι, 
κ. τη τρίτη .... αναΰτηβεται.

Luke 18:31. Ιδού, .... 
ιεροβόλ· (Ο.)

32.παραδοθήαεται γάρ τοϊς 
εθνεβι.

34. καί εμπαίξουσιν αυτω 
κ. μαδτιγώδονδιν αυτόν (κ. 
εμπτΰβουδιν αυτά) κ. 
άποχτενοΰδίν αυτόν, κ. τη 
τρίτη ήμερα αναστήοεται.

κ. έμπαιχθηϋεται (κ. 
υβρισθηαεται κ. 
εμπτυαθσηεται)
33.καί μαβτιγωσαντες 
αποχτενοΰαιν αυτόν, κ· τη 
τρίτη .... άναδτήσεται.

Notes:

1) All copies give the same content in conforming and mostly identically expressed 
sentences, even though Luke here and there places the words in a different 
construction and v. 31. increases the words. Eichhorn, p. 280, remarks: "Extensions are 
found in the paraphrastic Mark and Luke, of which, however, it can no longer be 
determined whether they are by Mark or Luke themselves or by an earlier copyist of 
their common original text. However, it must be possible to determine this.

2) Peculiarities of expression, a) Luke: v. 31. addition: και τελεσΰήσεται πάντα τά 
γεγραμμΐνα δια των προφητών τώ νίω τον άνθρωπον. By the same remark Luke's text 
also differs ch. 21:22. τον τελεσθηναι πάντα τά γεγραμμίνα and 22:36. Hence here v. 32. 
γάρ. We must especially call attention to the example of simplication occurring here v. 
32. whereby the speech is so shortened as if words had fallen into omission through the 
fault of a homoeoteleuton.



Matth, and Mark:

τταραδοθήσεται τοϊς άργιερεναι
Luke ν. 32 παραδοθησεται 
το'ί'ς εθνεοι.κ. γραμματ. — θανατω

κ. παραδώσουσιν αυτόν το'ί'ς εθνεσι.

A very similar example is ch. 19:36. where Luke likewise unites the double: and 
έστρωσαν and τστρώνννον, and omits that which is buried to the first. An example of 
contractions was also o. 15. and u. 16. διά τό μη εχειν Ικμάδα. - ν. 33. the participial 
construction.

(b) Matthew: v. 19. εϊς τό εμττάί’ξαι, comp. 27:31. εις τό στανρώσαι - As here ν. 19. και 
στανρώσαι is chosen as the more definite term, so also ch. 23:34. comp. Luk. 11:49. 
where it is not. -

(c) Mark. V. 33. ο τι. Comp. 1:37. 40. 5:23. 28. 6:14. 35. 7:6. 20. 8:16. (Luk. 9:28. it is 
wrong reading, as it cannot stand with questions and the imperative) 9:31. 11:17. 12:6. 
7. 14:14. 27. 58. 69. 70. 72. (Luke has it with Mark. Luk. 8:40. 21:8.). - v. 34. is 
suspicious of εμτττνσοναιν αντω. The scourging immediately precedes the 
άττοκτανθηναι s. Luk. v. 35. and Matth, v. 19. It seems taken over from Luke, where, 
first inserted by Luke, it stands in its proper place.

3) Here, too, the variations are not special transmissions from a Hebrew text. The 
Hebrew would have to have been added to the Greek in order for it to be translated into 
Greek by the owner of the codex (I).



231

16) n. 39. Mark. 11:2-10. = Luk. 19:30-38. = Matth. 21:2 - 9.

Mark. 11:2 — υπάγετε είς 
την κώμην την κατέναντι 
υμών. κ. ευθέως 
είςπορευόμενοι είς αυτήν 
εύρήσετε πώλον 
δεδεμένον, έφ ον ουδείς 
ανθρώπων έκάθισε' 
λύσαντες αυτόν άγάγετε.

Luk. 19:30 υπάγετε είς την 
κατέναντι κώμην" έν η 
είςπορευόμενοι εύρήσετε 
.... έφ όν ούδείς πώποτε 
ανθρώπων έκάθισε' 
λύσαντες .... άγάγετε.

Matth. 21:2 πορεύθητε είς 
την κώμην την απέναντι 
ύμών, κα'ι ευθέως εύ- 
ρήβετε ( Ο) πώλον μετ’ 
αυτής λύσαντες άγάγετέ 
μοι.

3. καί έάν τις ύμΐν εΐπη τί 
ποιείτε τούτο; είπατε ότι ο 
κύριος αυτού χρείαν έχει 
και ευθέως αυτόν 
άποβτελεΐ ώδε.

31. και έάν τις υμάς έρωτα 
διατί λύετε; ούτως έρεϊτε ότι 
ο κύριος .... εχει.

πορεύθητε είς την κώμην 
την απέναντι ύμών, κα'ι 
ευθέως εύ- ρήβετε ( Ο) 
πώλον μετ’ αυτής λύσαντες 
άγάγετέ μοι.

9. ώσαννά, ευλογημένος δ 
ερχόμενος έν όνόματι 
κυρίου 5 (Ο.) ώσαννά έν 
τοϊς ύψίστοις.

38. ευλογημένος ο έρχο 
μένος βασιλεύς έν όνόματι 
κυρίου, ειρήνη έν ουρανω 
κ. δόξα έν ύφίστοις.

9. ώσαννά τω ύίώ Δαβίδ ’ 
ευλογημένος έν όνόματι 
κυρίου ■ ώσαννά έν τοϊς 
ύψίΐατοις.

Notes:

1) As far as this piece gives information about the words of the order and the execution 
of the same, the mottoes are essentially the same in all copies, according to the extent 
and content of the expression. - The acclamation of the people, although expressed 
with varying mottoes, nevertheless occupies the same place in all texts.

2) Peculiarities of expression:

(a) Luk: v. 30. υπάγετε. Whether Luke should not rather have written πορεύθητε 
(Matth, v. 2.)? Passages will occur to us which prove that in such cases the traditional 
text cannot be relied upon. - v. 31. έρωτά, the more definite word, as Luke also 
elsewhere gives the more definite word for είπεΐν and λέγειν, e. g. 4:38. 8:47. 5:30. 
20:14. - v. 38. βασιλεύς is insertedand does not stand in the original passage Ps. 
118:26. It is probably borrowed from Zach. 9:9. ό βασιλεύς σου έρχεται (comp, also 
John 12:13). From here also comes χαίροντες; comp. Zach. 9:9. χαΐρε θύγατερ Σιών. - 
ειρήνη εν ούρανώ κ. δόξα κ. τ. λ. comp. Luk. 2:24. δόξα εν νψίστοις Θεώ κ. επι γης 
εΐρηνη. - ν. 31. Luke omits: και άποστελεϊ αυτό. He always omits what is self-evident 
as success. So 20:24. omits that the denarius was shown; after 18:17. that Jesus



really blessed the children. Ch. 20:3. the words are missing: I will also tell you by what 
power I do this and so on.
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b) Matthew: v. 2. He makes the allusion to Zach. 9:9. more visible. Hence όνον και 
πώλον, but the explanatory καί of the original text is taken copulatively, and one 
animal is doubled into two. Hence that which is applied by Matthew elsewhere is also 
applied here, comp. 26:29.38. 40. 26:36. 49:31. and αυτόν v. 3. is changed into 
αυτών. We must not wonder, therefore, that here the: εφ δν ούδεις εκάθισε of the 
others does not degenerate.For if the animal intended for riding was the colt, then, if it 
was still a sucking colt, what those words set as a condition understood itself. If it was 
the old ass, the condition set would not have been realizable with regard to such an 
ass. - Although the relation to the Old Testament passage had already been placed in 
the text of 2, it is still specially cited later in 4. p. We had a similar example in u. 16. - 
The citation here differs from the Seventy, as in which the passage reads thus: χαΐρε 
σφόδρα ϋΰγατερ Σιών, κήρυσσε Ούγατερ Ιερουσαλήμ ιδού, ό βασιλεύς σου ερχεται 
δίκαιος κ. σωξων, αυτός πραυς κ. επιβεβηκώς επι υποζύγιον κ. πώλον νέον. (After 
πώλον may have stood in the seventy υιόν όνον or όνον alone, as Justin Mart. dial. c. 
Tryph. § 53. cit.) As Matthew puts επι όνον (instead of υποζύγιον), so also Aquila: επί 
όνου κ. πώλον, Symmachus likewise: επί όνον κ. πώλον. - Two passages are 
combined here. Namely, είπατε τή Ουγατρι Σιών is from Isa. 62:11. Both passages 
could easily be assimilated to each other, since the δνγατήρ Σιών also degenerates in 
the passage of Zacharias, and in both is spoken of the coming of the Saviour. (Isa. 
62:11. Ιδού, σοί ο σωτηρ παραγίνεται.) We also meet with such combinations in Luke.
- v. 9. τω υϊα Δαβίδ. Likewise ch. 21:15.
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c) Mark: v. 10. again an addition with a different turn of the same. The βασιλ. occurs 
here under prosopopoeia also ch. 9:1.

3) The original of the story is again based on what is the same Greek in the texts. At 
least no Syriac Chaldean original is needed to explain the deviation in Matth, v. 2. 
original. (Eichhorn's Introduction, p. 284.)

4) That we have here no particular historical essay is evident from the fact that what is 
narrated is placed in relation to Old Testament allusions, and is thus treated 
dogmatically. —



17) n. 41. Mark. 11:17. = Matth. 21:13. = Luk. 19:46.

Mark. 11:17 γεγραπταΓ οτι 
ο οΐχός μου, οΐχος 
προςευχής χληθήσεται 
(πάΰι τοΐς εθνεσι') υμείς δε 
έποιησατε αυτόν σπηλαιον 
ληστών.

Matth. 21:13 γεγραπται ’ ό 
οΐχός μου .... χληθήΰεται- 
υμείς δε .... λύσεων.

Luk. 19:46 γεγραπταΓ οτι ό 
οΐχος μου .... προςευχής 
Ιστιν ■ υμείς δε αυτόν 
εποιησατε .... ληστών.

Notes:

1) Here it will not occur to anyone to think of a particular essay; and yet in John, who 
does not include it in this last period of the history of Jesus, the narrative is placed in a 
completely different position. It can be seen, then, that the difference in position proves 
nothing for the particularity of what is presented.

2) Peculiarities of expression:

a) Mark, v. 17. gives the Old Testament passage Isa. 56, 7. as it reads, πάαι τοΐς 
εθνεσι is not, therefore, his addition, that anything is to be inferred from it with 
reference to the purpose of his Gospel. But the main thing here is not the purpose of 
the house of prayer for all, but the name of it. That is why the others do not have the 
addition. And indeed
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b) Luke wanted to omit with it also the corresponding χληθήσεται, and therefore puts 
έστί. Nevertheless

c) Matthew v. 13. χληθήσεται retained, so that it seems as if here one wanted to 
surpass the other in accuracy.

18) ν. 42. a) Mark 11:28-33 = Matth. 21:23-27. = Luk. 20:2-8.

Mark 11:28 έν ποια Matth. 21:23 εν ποία Luk. 20:2 εν ποία .... ποιείς



έξουσία ταύτα ποιείς; καί 
τις σοι την έξουσίαν ταυτην 
έδωκεν, ένα ταντα ποιής;

........ ταύ την; ; ή τις ο δούς σοι ταύ .... 
την ;

29.έπερωτήβω υμάς καγώ 
ένα λόγον- άποκρίθητέ μοι, 
και έρώ υμίν,ένποία 
εξουσία ταύτα ποιώ.

24. ερωτήσω υμάς κάγώ 
λόγον ένα, ον εάν είπητέ 
μοι, κάγω υμίν έρώ .... 
ποιώ.

3. ερωτήσω .... ένα λόγον, 
και είπατε μοι.

30. το βάπτισμα, Ιωάννου 
εξ ουρανού ήν, ή εξ 
ανθρώπων; άποκρίθητέ 
μοι.

25. το βάπτισμα Ιωάννου 
πόθεν ήν, εξ ουρανού, ή εξ 
ανθρώπων;

4. το βάπτ. Ιωάννου εξ 
ουρανού .... ανθρώπων;

33. — οουκ οίδα μεν — 
ουδέ εγώ λέγω υμίν, εν 
ποία εξου σία ταύτα ποιώ.

27. — ουκ οίδαμεν — ουδέ 
εγω .... ποιώ.

7. και απεκρίθησαν μη 
ειδέναι πόθεν. — ουδέ εγω 
.... ποιώ.

Notes:

1) A piece which, next to n. 28, most strongly refutes the assumption of different 
translations from the Hebrew, since the harmony of the texts in the Greek expression 
could hardly be more intimate here than it is.

2) The ταύτα (Mark v. 28. Matt, v. 23. Luke v. 2.) is found in all the texts, notwithstanding 
it is referred to differently. For in Mark it looks back to the fact of the cleansing of the 
temple; in Luke it refers to the fact that Jesus is found teaching (Luk 20:1. cf. 19:47.), 
and this relation it has also in Matthew. For Matth, v. 23. διδάσκοντος cannot be deleted 
(Fritzsche's Commentary on Matth.), unless Matthew's account is to be a thoughtless 
one; ταϋτα would then have no relation at all. For it could no longer refer to the 
cleansing of the temple, since this is completely relegated to the background in Matth.
24, 14-26, and the cause of the Pharisees' displeasure with Jesus is not the expulsion 
of the sellers, but the exaltations of praise called to Jesus by the healed. Which relation 
of this r "Lr" is the more correct, that of Mark or of the others? - Matthew goes beyond 
the secondary texts in v. 23-33. It will be as easy to determine here as anywhere else 
whether what he adds is an integral part of the text or not. The appearance of the 
former is present insofar as the analogy of the content with the preceding is 
unmistakable. For it continues about John, and v. 32. sees ουκ επιστεΰσατε back to v.
25.
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3) Peculiarities of expression: There can only be a few of them here.

a) Luke. Concerning v. 2. we only want to remark that he expresses Hct. 4, 7. he 
expresses himself differently: εν ποια δυνάμει ή εν ποιο δνόματι Ιποιήσατε τούτο 
υμείς; and that here, nevertheless, a similarity of speech takes place. On the 
construction και τΙς ό δοΰς σοι κ. τ. λ. comp, above to n. 9. - V. 6. Luke expresses the 
thought of the opponents still more definitely. But this does not belong here, but under 
the neflexion-formulae. v. 7. μή - πόθεν. Luke has often the oratio iollirecla, where the 
others have the äirecta; e. g. ch. 5:14. 8:29. 32. 8:41. - V. 3. lacks words which are 
self-evident. S. above on o. 39. -

(b) Matthew: v. 24. δν εάν είπητε. Matthew is fond of constructing antecedent and 
subsequent clauses; comp. 21:34.40. and other examples at o. 35. - v. 25. πόθεν ήν. 
Thus Matthew loves to suggest disjunctive questions and to form such questions. 
Comp. 27:21. τίνα θέλετε από των δυο κ. τ. λ. Ch. 17:25. από τίνων λαμβάνουοιν χ. τ. 
λ. This is connected with the habit of making questions which are intended to put the 
answer into the mouth. Examples see above 35. - (v. 26. is also the relation of the 
φοβοΰμεθα to the Mark, εφοβοϋντο to be specially noticed).

(c) Mark: v. 28. a tautological addition, like ch. 3:28. 13:19. et al.
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19) n. 42. b. Mark. 12:1-11. = Matth. 21:33-44. = Luk. 20:9-18.

Mark. 12:1 αμπελώνα 
έφύτευΰεν άνθρωπος κ. 
περιέθηχε φραγμόν καί 
ώρυξεν ύπολήνιον και 
ώκοδόμησε πύργον κ. 
έξέδοτο αυτόν γιωργοις και 
άπεδήμησε

Matth. 21:33 άνθρωπος ην 
οικοδεσπότης όστις 
έφΰτευσεν αμπελώνα κ. 
φραγμόν αυτώ περιέθηκε 
κ. ώρυξεν έν αυτώ ληνόν κ. 
εξεδοτο αυτόν γεωργόίς κ. 
απεδημησε.

Luk. 20:9 άνθρωπός τις 
εφύτευαεν αμπελώνα καί 
εξέδοτο αυτόν γεωργοϊς 
και άπεδημηβε χρόνους 
ικανούς.

2. χαΐ άπέΰτειλε προς τους 
γεωργούς τώ χαίρω 
δούλον, ΐνα παρά τών 
γεωργόν λάβη από του 
χαρποΰ τού αμπελώνα

34. οτϊ όέ ηγγιΰεν ό καιρός 
τών χαρπώον, άπέβτειλε 
τούς δούλους αυτού προς 
τούς γεωργούς, λαβεϊν 
τούς καρπούς αυτού.

10. και εν χαιρώ απέστειλε 
προς τούς γεωργούς 
δούλαν, ΐνα από τού 
χαρπού τού αμπελώνας 
δώσιν αυτώ

3. οί δε λαβόντες αυτόν 35. κ. λαβόντες οί γεωργοί οί δε γεωργοί δείραντες



έδειραν κ. άπέστειλαν 
χενόν.

τούς δουλους αυτού, ον 
μεν έδειραν,

εξαπέστειλαν κενόν.

4. και πάλιν άπέστειλε 
προς αυτούς άλλον 
δούλον’ χαιεινον 
έκεφαλίωσαν κ. άπέΰτειλαν 
ήτίμασαν.

ον δέ άπέκτειναν, 11. και προςέθετο πέμψαι 
έτερον δούλον, οί δε 
κακεινον δείραντες κ. 
άτιμάσαντες έξαπέστειλαν 
κενόν.

5. χαί άλλον άπέστειλε5 
χαχεϊνον άπέκτειναν

ον δε έλιθοβόλησαν. 12. καί προςεθετο πέμψαι 
τρίτον ■ οί δέ και τούτον 
τραυματίσαντες έξέβαλον.

και πολλούς άλλους, τούς 
μέν δέροντες τούς δέ 
αποκτείνοντες.

36. πάλιν άπέατειλεν 
άλλους δούλους, πλείονας 
τών πρώτων, κ. έποίησαν 
αυτοΐς ώςαύτως;

6. έτι συν ενα υιόν έχων 
αγαπητόν αύτού, 
άπύστειλε και αυτόν προς 
αυτούς έσχατον, λέγων ότι 
έντραπήσονται τον υιόν 
μου.

37. ύστερον δέ άπεστειλε 
προς αυτούς τον υιόν 
αυτού λέγων" 
έντραπήσονται τον υιόν 
μου,

13. είπε δέ δ κύριος τού 
άμπελώνος5 τί ποιήσω; 
πέμψω τον υίον μου τον 
αγαπητόν 5 ίσως τούτον 
έντραπήσονται.

7. έκεϊνοι δέ οί γεωργοί 
ειπον προς εαυτούς ουτός 
έστιν ο κληρονόμος δεύτε, 
αποκτείνωμεν αυτόν, κ. 
ημών έσται ή κληρονομιά.

38. οί δέ γεωργοί ίδόντες 
τον υιόν εϊπον έν εαυτόί'ς 
ουτός έστιν ο κληρονόμος, 
δεύτε, άποκτείνωμεν αυτόν 
και κατάσχωμεν την 
κληρονομιάν.

14. ίδόντες δέ αυτόν οί 
γεωργοί διαλογίξοντο προς 
εαυτούς, λύγοντες’ ούτος 
.... αυτόν, ίνα ημών 
γύνηται ή κληρονομιά.

8. καί λαβόντες αυτόν 
άπέκτειναν και έξέβαλον 
έξω τού άμπελώνος.

39. καί λαβόντες αυτόν 
έξέβαλον έξω τού 
αμπελώνας κ. άπέκτειναν.

15. καί έκβαλόντες αυτόν 
έξω τού άμπελώνος 
άπέκτειναν.

9. τί ουν ποιήσει ο κύριος 
τού άμπελώνος; έλεύσεται 
κ. απολύσει τούς γεωργούς 
και δώσει τον άμπελώνα 
άλλοις.

40. όταν ουν έλθη ο κύριος 
τ. άμπ., τί ποιήσει τοϊς 
γεωργ. έκείνοις; 41.(0) 
κακούς κακώς απολύσει 
καί τον αμπελώνα 
έκδωσεται άλλοις (0.)

τί ουν ποιήσει αύτοΐς ο 
κύριος τ. άμπελώνος; 16. 
έλεύσεται κ. άπολέσει τούς 
γεωργούς τούτους κ. δώσει 
τον αμπελώνα άλλοις 
( - 0 . )

10. ουδέ την γραφήν 
ταύτην άνύγνωτε' λίθον όν 
άπεδοκίμασαν οί 
οίκοδομούντες, ούτος

42. (0) ουδέποτε άνεγνωτε 
έν ταϊς γραφαϊς ■ λίθον .... 
γωνίας;

17. (0) τί ουν έστι τό 
γεγραμμένον τούτο λίθον 
.... γωνίας;



έγενήθη είς κεφαλήν 
γωνίας;

11. παρά κυρίου αυτή, κ. 
έστι θαυμαστή έν 
όφθαλμοϊς υμών;

παρά κυρίου .... ύμών;

43. (0)

44. (0) 18. (0)
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Notes:

1) This piece is directly connected with the previous one, although each seems to be a 
single unit. The homologue has several moments:

a) Planting and renting of the vineyard,

b) The sending and treatment of the servants,

c) Mission and treatment of the son,

d) Conclusion. - All three writers attach a special conclusion and transitional formula to 
it.

2) Peculiarities of expression:

a) Luke: v. S. he has omitted words, as in v. 16, cf. also above to o. 36. Those omitted 
here cannot have been missing from the play, since the whole is an allusion to Isa.
5:2. where the same words occur: και φραγμόν περιέθηκε και εχαράκωσε και 
εφύτευσε άμπελον, κ. ωκοδομησε πύργον εν μέσω αύτοϋ και προλήνιον ώρνξε εν 
αυτω. It is always noticeable that Luke makes contractions where synonymous 
phrases stand next to each other. Another example will occur above 49. -- χρόνους 
Ικανούς, comp. ch. 8:28. 32. 20:9. act. 9:23. 48. &c. St. - V. 10. is again his expression 
shorter, as v. 15. - v. 11. 12. προςέθετο. Luke wants to express more definitely: he 
continued to send. The προςτίθ. is more frequent in the Acts. - τΐ ποιήσω. A soliloquy 
like Luk. 9:9. - on τί ποιήσω comp. ch. 16:3. - v. 14. δ ιελογ ΐζοντο λέγοντες comp. 5:3. 
εγόγγυζον λέγοντες. - ν. 16.Addition: άκούσαντες δέ είπαν μή γένοιτο. This would be 
just the opposite of what Matthew v. 41. states as the word of the Pharisees. - v. 17. τΐ



έστι τό κ. τ. λ. comp. 21:22. act. 2:16. - ν. 18. is a saying of which no other type is 
known than Dan. 2:34. 35.

(b) Matt. V. 33. οικοδεσπότης, comp. 20:1. Matth, seeks everywhere to define subject 
and object more exactly, as also v. 34. 35. - εν αυτω retained from Isa. 5:2. - V. 34. οτε 
δέ and v. 40. The construction of the sentence in the ante- and post-clause see on o. 
42. a. - τους δούλους as Matth. 22:3. - ν. 35. ον μέν, ον δέ gräcissirendcr; comp. 22:5.
- Matthew thus also mentions three servants, like the Others. - v. 3b. πάλιν άλλους as 
ch. 22:4. - κ. έπ. ώςαύτως comp. 22:26. - ν. 38. εΐπον εν εαυτοις as ch. 9:3. - ν. 41. is 
added for the more exact determination of the άλλοις: οίτινες άποδώσονσιν αυτώ τους 
χαρπους εν τόί'ς χαιροΐς αυτών, which addition it did not need. We shall find enough 
other examples of this kind in other places. - v. 43. 44. I consider to be a later 
interpolation. For v. 43. contrasts too strongly with v. 45: ε'γνωσαν οτι περί αυτών λίγει- 
and ν. 44. must probably have been transferred either from Matth, into Luke, or from 
Luk. into Matthew (the latter is more probable). -
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c) Mark: V. 4. πάλιν άπέστειλε is not from Matth, as it rather corrcspondirt Luk. v. 11. - 
v. 6. is to be seen whether the version of the words has not more signs of originality 
than Luk. v. 15. - v. 9. δώσει with Luk. - Matth, wants the more definite εχδώσει. (The τΐ 
ποιήσει of all the texts is from Isa. 5:5. νυν δέ ευαγγελώ υμϊν, τΐ ποιήσω τώ άμπελώνι 
μου.) - In the passage of the treatment of the servants all the texts vary. Before and v.
6 - 8. Mark agrees with Matthew, v. 9-12. but most with Luke. (At least Luke has here 
the text of Mark under multiplications.) Mark v. 8. the words have probably been 
displaced by an error of the copyists, and the words will have to be placed just as in 
Matthew v. 39.

3) Schleiermach admits that there are no individual sentences before us, and that for 
this reason he feels compelled to adhere to collections. But we ask once more where 
the collections are to come from, if nothing individual to be collected arose?

4) One and the same Greek text runs through the play from beginning to end, and 
different translations are also not to be thought of fern.
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20) n. 43. Mark. 12:14-17. = Matth. 22:16-21. = Luk.20:21-25.



Mark. 12:14 διδάσκαλε, 
οϊδαμεν ότι αληθής εΐ, καί 
ου’ μέλει σοι περί ουδενός’ 
ου’ γάρ βλέπεις είς 
πρόςωπον ανθρώπων, 
αλλ έπ αλήθειας την οδόν 
τον θεού διδάσκεις, έξεστι 
κήνσον καίσαρι δούναι, ή 
ού ; (δώμεν, ή μη δώμεν;)

Matth. 22:16 διδάσκαλε, 
οϊδαμεν .... εί, και την οδόν 
τού θεού έν αλήθεια 
διδάσκεις, κ. ου’ σοι μέλει 
περί ούδενός' ού γάρ 
βλέπεις είς προςωπον 
ανθρώπων. 17. (είπε ουν 
ήμ'ί'ν, τί σοι δοκεϊ) έξεστι 
κήνσον δούναι καίσαρι, ή 
ού;

Luk.20:21 — διδάσκαλε, 
οϊδαμεν ότι όρθώς λέγεις κ. 
διδάσκεις κ. ου λαμβάνεις 
πρόςωπον, άλλ’ έπ’ 
αλήθειας την οδόν τού 
θεού διδάσκεις. 22. έξεστιν 
ήμ'ί'ν καίσαρι φορον δούναι, 
ή ού;

15. — τί με πειράξετε; 
φέρετέ μοι δηνάριον, ϊνα 
ϊδω.

— 17. τί με πειράξετε 
ύποκριταί; έπιδείξατέ μοι τό 
νόμισμα τού κήνσον.

23. — τί με πειράξετε; 
δείξατε μοι δηνάριον.

16. τίνος ή είκών αυτή και 
ή έπιγραφή; — καίσαρος

20.τίνος ή είκών αυτή κ. ή 
επιγραφή; — καίσαρος.

24. τίνος έχει εικόνα κ. 
επιγραφήν; — καίσαρος.

17. — απόδοτε τά 
καίσαρος καίσαρι, κ. τά τού 
θεού τώ θεώ.

21.— απόδοτε ουν τά .... 
τώ θεώ.

25. απόδοτε τοί- νυν τά 
καίσαρος .... τώ θεώ.

Notes:

1) The similarity both in the Greek expression, as well as in the content and in the entire 
form of presentation, could not be more intimate here than it is. Also, as the piece has 
the same position in all of them, it is also crowned by the same general closing formula.

2) Peculiarities of expression:

(a) Luke: v. 21. ότι όρθιος λέγεις. Luk 7:43. 10:28. Here again Luke remains faithful to 
his method of either contracting, or omitting, in the case of tautological phrases of the 
same kind. So here the words are missing: και ου μέλει σοι περί ουδενός. Cf. to η. 42. 
b. Therefore, however, the double διδάσκεις is conspicuous, and since an 
unsuspicious example of such repetition is unlikely to occur again in Luke, one would 
suppose that the words so completely similar to the text of Mark: αλλ' επ' αλήθειας κ. 
τ. λ. were interpolated. A similar example of interpolation in the Luk. from Mark will 
occur to us later. - v, 22. φόρον, comp. 23, 2.
Why did Luke here change with the expression? Since he likewise disjuncts the 
question, and ends with ή ον, as do the others; he must have had a definite text and 
definite given words in mind. He must therefore have chosen the other expression on



purpose. - v. 24. he omitted that the denarius was shown according to the request. S. 
above on n. 39. -

b) Matthew: in Matthew, v. 16, the words which Mark has in his text are placed 
differently. What is the original position? - ον γάρ βλέπεις. It has already been 
remarked above that Matthew is fond of applying the γάρ, but Mark also hath it here. - 
v. 17. ειπέ οννήμΐν. We shall give below a list of the passages where Matthew seeks to 
supplement the sentences by adding words. An example has already been given in n. 
42. b. Matth. 21:41. τί σοι δοκεϊ does not occur in Mark, in Matth, before questions 
very often. S. e.g. 17:25. 18:12. 21:28. 22:42. 26:66. - υποκριτάι", comp, the addition: 
ολιγόπιστοι ch. 8:26. 14:31. - v. 19. τό νόμισμα τον κήνσον, instead of δηνάριον, to 
denote the object as definitely as possible. Hence also the addition: υποκριτάι" v. 18. -

(c) Mark: v. 14. is δώμεν ή μή δώμεν quite according to Mark's habit of expressing 
vivid speech mimetically, comp. atn. 42. a. Mark. 11:30. αποκρίθητέ μοι, and 11:10. 
the doubling to imitate affect. - v. 15. "να Ιδώ, superfluous as n. 42. a. 11:28. ινα ταντα 
ποής. - There are no other words in Mark which do not also occur in the secondary 
texts.

3) The piece is not of a different nature than those that are usually taken for special 
records. But it is obvious that it is not such a record.
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21) n. 44. Mark. 12:19-27. = Matth. 22:23-32. = Luk. 20:27-38.

Mark. 12:19 διδάσκαλε, 
Μωϋσής έγραψεν ήμϊν, οτι 
εαν τίνος αδελφός 
άποθάνη, και καταλίπη 
γυναίκα, και τέκνα μή αφή, 
ΐνα λαβή ό αδελφός αυτού 
την γυναίκα και 
έζαναστήση σπέρμα τώ 
αδελφώ αυτού.

Matth. 22:23 διδάσκαλε, 
Μωϋσής εΐπεν' έάν τις 
άποθάνη μ ή έχων τέκνα, 
έπιγαμβρεύσει δ αδελφός 
αυτοΰ τήν γυναίκα, κ. 
άναστήσει σπέρμα τώ 
αδελφώ αυτού.

Luk. 20:27 διδάσκαλε, 
Μωϋσής έγραψεν ήμϊν, έάν 
τίνος αδελφός άποθάνη 
έχων γυναίκα, κ. ουτος 
άτεχνος άποθαντ), ΐνα 
λαβή ο αδελφός αύτοΰ τήν 
γυναίκα κ. έξαναστήση 
σπέρμα τώ .... αύτοΰ.

20. Επτά αδελφοί ήσαν και 
ό πρώτος έλαβε γυναίκα,

25. Ήσαν δέ παρ’ ήμϊν 
επτά αδελφοί, κ. ο πρώτος

29. Επτά ούν αδελφοί 
ήσαν, χ. ο πρώτος λαβών



και άττοθνησκων ουκ 
άφηκε σπέρμα.

γαμήσας έτελεύτησε, και 
μή ’έχων σπέρμα αφήκε 
τήν γυναίκα αυτού τώ 
αδελφώ αύτοΰ.

γυναίκα άπέθανεν άτεκνος

21.καί ό δεύτερος έλαβεν 
αυτήν, κ. απίθανε, κ. ουδέ 
αυτός άφήκε σπέρμα, καί ο 
τρίτος ώςαύτως’

26. ομοίως κ. ό δεύτερος κ. 
ό τρίτος, έως των έπτα.

30. κ. έλαβεν ο δεύτερος 
τήν γυναίκα κ. ουτος 
άπίθανεν 
άτεκνος-

22.καί έ'λαβον αυτήν οί 
επτά, κ. ούκ αφήκαν 
σπέρμα έσχατη πάντων 
απίθανε καί ή γυνή.

27. ύστερον δέ πάντων 
απίθανε κ. ή γυνή.

31. κ. ο τρίτος έλαβεν 
αύτήν ώςαύ — τως κ. οί 
επτά' ου κατέλιπον τέκνα.

23.Έν τή ούν άναστάσει *) 
τίνος αυτών έσται γυνή; οί 
γάρ επτά έσχον αυτήν 
γυναίκα.

28. Έν τή ούν άναστάσει 
τίνος των επτά έσται γυνή; 
πάντες γάρ έσχον αυτήν.

33. Έν τή ούν άναστασει 
τίνος αυτών γίνεται γυνή; οί 
γάρ επτά έσχον αυτήν 
γυναίκα.

24. — (ου) διά τούτο 
πλανάσθε, μή είδοτες τάς 
γραφάς μηδέ τήν δύναμιν 
τού θεού;

29. Πλανάσθε, μή είδοτες 
.... τού θεού.

Missing 

34. (0).

25. "Οταν γάρ έκ νεκρών 
άναστώσιν, ούτε γαμοΰσιν 
ούτε γαμίσκονται, άλλ’ είσίν 
ως άγγελοι οί έν τοϊς 
ουρανοϊς.

30. Έν γάρ τή άναστάσει 
ούτε γαμοΰσιν ούτε 
γαμίξονται, αλλ ώς άγγελοι 
του θεού έν ουρανώ είβι.

35. οί δέ καταξιωθέντες τού 
αιώνας έκείνου τυχεΐν κ. 
τής άναστάσεως τής έκ 
νεκρών ού’τε γαμοϋβιν 
ούτε έκγα- μίβκονται 36.
(0)

26. Περί δέ των νεκρών ότι 
έγείρονται ονκ άνέγνωτε έν 
τή βίβλω Μωϋσέως έπι τής 
βατόν, ως εΐττεν αντώ ο 
θεός, λέγων' έγώ ο θεός 
Αβραάμ κ. ο θεός Ίβαάκ κ. 
δ θεός ’Ιακώβ;

31. ΠερΊ δέ τής 
αναΰτάβεως τών νεκρών 
ουκ άνέγνωτε τό ρηθέν 
νμΐν υπό τον θεού 
λέγοντος' 32. έγώ είμι .... 
Ιακώβ; ουκ έστιν

37. οτι δε έγείρονται 
οίνεκροίκαι Μωϋβής 
έμήνυβεν έπι τής βατού, 
ώς λέγει κύριον, τον θεόν 
Αβραάμ κ. τον θεόν ’Ισαάκ 
κ. τον θεόν ’Ιακώβ.

27. Ουκ έστιν δ θεός 
νεκρών, άλλα ξώντων. 
ύμεΐς ονν πολύ πλανάσθε.

Ουκ έστιν ο θεός νεκρών, 
άλλα ζώντων.

38. θεός δέ ουκ έστι 
νεκρών, άλλα ξώντων (0).

*) όταν γάρ - άναστώσιν does not belong here, but in the v 25.



Notes:
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1) That the piece is the same in all specimens is taught by sight. The question of the 
Sadducees consists of a premise, a subsumption and a conclusion (or it is concluded 
from the cases that can occur through the Mosaic ordinance of marriage; because it 
cannot be determined which of the several men is entitled to the one wife). Jesus' 
answer is twofold. First, it speaks of what takes place, not both when there is a 
resurrection, but rather when the resurrection has taken place: όταν άναστώσιν οί 
νεκροί Mark; then it is proved that there is a resurrection. All the texts have the same 
form of argumentation and the same order of propositions.

2) Peculiarities of expression:

a) Mark agrees here literally, sometimes with Luke, sometimes with Matthew. Luke 
deviates in the following: v. 28. άτεκνος, as v. 29. 30. not to make the expression more 
Greek; - for Luke hebraisizes more than the others; but because this word is used in 
the Alex, translation, to which Matthew adheres. But because this word is often 
degenerated in the Alex, translation, to which expression the verse has become 
accustomed. - v. 28. the reading seems to be distorted, and, if καί ουτος is to hold 
good, must be read: έάν τίνος αδελφός άποθάνη έχων γυναίκα, και ουτος άτεκνος ή -- 
ν. 29. λαβώνγυναΐκα. Luke uses the particip far more often than Mark. Examples have 
already occurred. S. n. 36. n. 28. v. 34. 35. Luke makes the diction more solemn by 
Hebraisms, as he is wont to do elsewhere, and passages of the kind will still occur. - oi 
υίοι τού αιώνος τούτου comp. ch. 16:8. - καταξιόω comp. ch. 21:36. 7:7. Act. 5:41. - 
γαμοϋσι and γαμοϋσι: resolution of the thought into two propositions opposed to each 
other, comp, above to n. 14. - v. 36. Logical additions, for the best of the argument. - 
The question is: are these really additions to an earlier text? - v. 37. εμήνυσεν ώς, 
comp, above n. 9. on Luk. 6, 4. - v. 38. again an explanatory appositive, which, 
however, must not be misunderstood. -
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b) Matthew: v. 24. He gives the allusion to the Mosaic commandment the form of a 
citation. Hence the future tense, έπιγαμβρεύσει and comp, άναστήσει, above to n. 35., 
and Μωϋσής είπε (instead o f , έγραψε, ΐνα). The expression of the others: λαβείν 
γυναίκα was predeterminated by Deut. 25:5. έάν κατοι- κοΐσιν αδελφοί Ιπϊ τό αυτό καί 
άπο&άνη εις εξ αυτών, σπέρμα δέ μή ή αυτώ *), ούκ έσται ή γυνή τού τετελευ- τηκότος 
έ'ξω άνδ'ρι μή εγγίζοντΓ ο αδελφός τού άνδρός αυτής - ληψεται αυτήν έαυτώ γυναίκα.



So As but the neighbouring texts borrow from this passage only the main content, and 
that: έξαναστήση σπέρμα τώ αδελφώ elsewhere, so also Matthew has his 
επιγαμβρεύσει from another passage, and that from the same, which also seems to 
have preceded those, and to which a very natural association of the Jews led, as it 
mentions a special case of the law contained in the first, namely Gen. 38:8. και 
γάμβρευσον αυτήν, καί άνα- στήσεις σπέρμα τώ αδελφώ σου. (Bon here, therefore, is 
alsoof Matthew: άναστήσεις σπέρμα and that: έξαναστήσης σπέρμα of the others). 
(Else also Deut. 25:8. αναστήσεις τό όνομα τω άδελφου αντον and Isa. 66:22. occurs 
connected with σπέρμα). - v. 25. παρ' ήμϊν supplementary, according to Matthew wise. 
- v. 26. epitomizing, comp. ch. 24:10. 26:18. - v. 28. τίνος τών επτά, is again to give 
more definiteness to the expression - v. 31 τό ρηθέν frequent in Matth, cf. 1:22. 3:3. 
8:17. 12:17. 13:35. 21:4. 26:9. 27:35. etc. St. -

*) Hence Luk. v. 28. καί ουτος άτεκνος ή (not: άποθάνψ.)
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(c) Mark: nothing peculiar is to be distinguished from him, except the constant 
expression: άφιέναι σπέρμα v. 19. 21. Up to v. 23. he harmonizes more with Luke, 
thenceforth more with Matthew. - v. 24. the ou(before διά τούτο) is just as wrong as ch. 
11:17. and Matth. 24:2. Perhaps instead of ου διά τούτο is to be read: ρυκ όίδατε, ότι 
πλανάσθε — ; To this fits v. 27. the assurance repeated again at the conclusion, which 
refers back to thee expressed in another form. - v. 22. ro/urA as ch. 12, 6.

3) How would one think here of various translations from the Hebrew?

221 n. 46. Mark. 12:35-37. = Luk. 20:41-44. = Matth. 22:42-45.

Mark. 12:35 πώς λέγουσιν 
οί γραμματείς ότι ό χριστός 
υιός έστι Δαβίδ;

Luk. 20:41 πώς λέγουσι 
τον χριστόν υιόν Δαβίδ 
είναι;

Matth. 22:42 τΐύμϊν δοκεϊ 
περί τού χριστού; τίνος 
υιός έστι;

36. αυτός γαρ Δαβίδ είπεν 
έν πνεύματι άγιου λέγει ο 
κύριος τώ κυρίου μου' 
κάθου έκ δεξιών μου, εοος 
άν θώ τους έχθροΰςσου 
υποποδίου τών ποδών 
σου.

42. και αυτός Δαβίδ λέγει 
έν βίβλου ψαλμών' είπεν ό 
κύριος .... τών ποδών σου.

—  τού Δαβίδ. 43. — πώς 
ούν ΔαβΊδ έν πνεύματι 
κύριον αυτόν καλεϊ; λέγουν' 
44. είπεν ό κύριος τώ 
κυρίου μου καθου .... τουν 
ποδών σον.



37. Αυτός ούν Δαβίδ λέγει 
αυτόν κύριον" και ποθεν 
υιός αυτού έστι;

44. Δαβίδ ούν κύριον 
αυτόν καλεϊ’ και πώς υιός 
αυτού εσιι;

45. Εί ουν Δαβίδ καλεΓ 
αυτόν κύριον, πώξ υιός 
αυτου εστι;
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Notes:

1) If Matthew seems to give a quite different relation than his neighbours, we must at 
least remember that his text has exactly the same elements as the texts of those. But 
here the question is: who had the original text? All the speakers leave it unclear in what 
respect and with what intention Jesus actually raised the question- This much is clear: 
Jesus rebukes this common conception of the Messiah, that he is thought of merely as 
the Son of David*). According to the interpreters who would like to make Matthew an 
original writer, he has said something very different from what the others are supposed 
to have said. We do not accept all such nhetoric and sophistry, and in fact claim the 
opposite, since we know Matthew's way of presenting things quite well. We shall speak 
of this in a moment.

*) This passage points as well as that in u. 42. b. "The stone which the builders 
rc." to an extension of the kingdom of God, in which Judea remains just as little 
the centre as it is important for the Messiah to be a descendant of David. (It 
seems that Jesus himself does not want this to be the criterion of the Messiah).

2) Peculiarities of presentation:

(a) Matthew: v. 42. τί νμΐν δοκεΐ κ. τ. λ. Spelling of Matthew. S. to n. 43. Matthew 
resolves the question, πώς λέγονσιν, ότι ό χριστός τϊός έστι Δαβίδ (Mark ν. 35.) into 
two constituent parts:

a) let the opponents themselves say that he is David's son. Then shall

β) to argue against it, as in the other texts. To effect the first, Matthew, according to 
his custom, forms a question, putting the answer into the mouth, as it were 
anticipating it: τίνος νίός έστι; answer: τού Δαβίδ, samples of such questions we 
have cited above at n. 35. 35. Matthew also likes to form dialogues, even though the 
others have none. See, e. g., at n. 35. Matth. 19, 18. Here λέγει ιιντοΐς, and n. 42. a. 
Matth. 21:41 λίγονσιν αυτώ, are inserted in the same way as in the present passage 
v. 42. The second part, the refutation of the assertion, consists of no other 
raisonnement than that of the secondary texts. - v. 43. πώς ούν - comp. n. 14.



(where Matthew 12:26. is also enlarged to put on the final: πώς ovv). (As to έν 
πνεΰματι, we only remember that έν does not mean: per, but that the idiom is 
derived from: είναι έν πνεΰματι, and that therefore the ίγίω appended to Mark, v. 36. 
should hardly be correct. Something else, for example, is βαπτίζειν έν πνεΰματι 
άγ'ίώ, which Mark, however, wrote. - The άγιον piety would gladly put everywhere, as 
in the headings of the Gospels). - v. 45. ει ουν χ. τ. λ. On this inferential ει comp, at 
n. 35 Matthew. It must be examined more closely what could have induced Matthew 
to give a special turn to Jesus' utterance, and to turn it into a question to the 
Pharisees.
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b) Luke: v. 41. Brevity, which turns into incomprehensibility, is found in Luke in several 
places. For examples see above n. 14. - v. 42. έν βιβλίο ψαλμων as Act. 1:20.

3) Whoever notices the methodical nature of Matthew's deviations will not want to 
declare his text to be a special translation from the Hebrew.

23) n. 47. Mark 12:38-40. = Luke 20:46. 47. = Matth. 23:2-6. re.

Mark 12:38 βλέπετε από 
τών γραμματέων, τών 
θελόντων έν οτολαϊς περι­
πατάν, χαι φιλουντων 
ασπασμούς έν ταΐς 
άγοραΐς,

Luke 20:46 προςέχετε από 
τών γραμματέων, τών θελ. 
.... άγοραΐς

Matth. 23:2 —οί 
γραμματείς κ. οί φαρισαϊοι 
— κατα δε τα έργα αυτών 
μη ποιείτε 6. φιλοΰσί τε *)

39. χαϊ πρωτοκαθεδρίας έν 
ταΐς συναγωγαΐς κ. 
πρωτοκλισίας έν τοΐς 
δείπνρις.

.... εν τοΐς δειπνοις. την πρωτοκλισίαν έν τοΐς 
δείπνοις κ. τάς 
πρωτοκαθεδρίας έν ταΐς 
συναγωγαΐς κ. τούς 
ασπασμούς έν ταΐς 
αγοράίς —

40. οί κατεσθίοντες τούς 
όίκονς τών χηρών και 
προφαΰει μακρά 
προςεύχομενοι, ουτοι 
λήγονται περισσότερον 
κρίμα.

47. οϊ κατεσθΐουσι τάς 
οικίας τών χηρών κ. 
προφασει μακρά 
προςεύχονται- ούτοι 
περισσότερον κρίμα 
λήψονται.

(Ο,) ν, 8 -  39. ;



*) Fritzsche's Comment, on d. St. : quando sumimus praecessisse πάντα όέ τά 
έργα et πλατννουσι δέ, ea res hie, ubi in eodern argumento pergitur, efflagitat 
φιλοθσι δέ. δέ alone would be quite inappropriate here for this very reason. It is to 
be read: πλατύ- νουσι (without δέ) τά φυλακτήρια - φιλονβι τε κ. τ. λ. (φιλονβι δέ 
would begin something new without being something different from what 
immediately preceded it. - The τε occurs also elsewhere in Matthew. Matth.
27:48. 22:10.
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Notes:

1) The piece has special importance for the question: whether Mark borrows his text 
from one of the two neighbours or from both at the same time. (Fritzsche's commentary 
on Mark says b. d. St. p. 547. "Nam cum Marcus h. I. singula paene verba a Luca 
20:45-47. mutuatus sit etc." - But at least we cannot judge so hastily before we have 
waited for other proofs).

2) Peculiarities of expression:

a) Mark: v. 38. He always prefixes βλέπετε άπό where others say προσέχετε, and the 
latter does not occur with him at all. (S. Luk. 12, 1. Matth. 16, 6. comp. Mark. 8, 15. - 
Luk. 21, 34. comp. Mark. 13, 33. - Matth. 10, 17. comp. Mark. 13, 9.) - v. 40. the 
construction of the words deviates from Luke. Fritzsche's commentary correctly 
observes in this passage of Mark, that of kaTSoOiovTsg is not an anacoluth (though 
anacoluths are not without example in Mark), but the nominative to the following: ούτοι 
λήιρονται. But for the same reason, "καί" before cannot be deleted, as the 
commentary wants." και ante προφίσει orationem reddit hiulcam" the oratio becomes 
rather hiulca when κατεσθίοντες is drawn to λήψονται, and the particip. 
προςενχόμενοι again to be a nearer determination to κατεσθίοντες, and thus to be 
translated: They that devour widows' goods, pretending (under pretence) to make long 
prayers. But this is not the sense either, If the words so belonged together; Luke would 
probably also have written: οί κατεσθίουσι προφάσει - προςευχόμενοι - προφάσει 
means here not: under pretence, but: with pretence, with dissimulation, and each 
particip is thus by itself: those who eat widows' houses, and with dissimulation make 
long prayers, these will (the more hypocritical they are) receive the more severe 
punishment.
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b) Matthew. - For the transition to the parallel words, we have contrasted the βλέπετε 
and προςέχετε with those words which, preceding those, also contain a warning. Much 
of what is interwoven here in Matthew is found elsewhere in Luke. See the second 
table above.

3) Here Eichhorn (Einleit. p. 292.) urges nothing even of various translations from the 
Hebrew.

24) n. 49. Mark. 13:2-32. = Matth. 24:2-36. = Luk. 21:6-33.

A long discourse in answer to a question raised by the disciples. The answer is written 
in such a way that it gives hints and suggestions about the conduct that Jesus' disciples 
and the followers of the true Messiah in general should adopt during the time period of 
concern. There are several of these hints and suggestions. - Therefore, for the sake of 
an easy overview, we want to arrange the whole piece according to certain sections and 
paragraphs.
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Question of the disciples

Mark 13:2 βλέπεις ταύτας 
τάς μεγάλος οίκοδομιάς;

Matth. 24:2 βλέπετε πάντα 
τούτα;

Luke 21:6 ταύτα θεωρείτε;

ού μή άφεθή λίθος επί 
λίθω ος ού μή καταλυθή.

ου μή άφεθή ωδε λίθος έπΐ 
λίθω, ος ού καταλυθήσεται.

ελεύσονται ήμέραι έν αϊς 
ούκ άφεθήσεται λίθος επι 
.... ος ού καταλυθήσεται.

4. είπε ήμϊν, πότε τούτα 
έσται και τί τό σημεΐον όταν 
μέλλη πάντα τούτα 
συντελεΐσθαι;

3. είπε ήμϊν, πότε ταύτα 
έσται και τί τό σημεΐον (τής 
σής παρουσίας καί τής 
συντέλειας τον αίύνος;

7. διδάσκαλε, πότε ουν 
ταύτα έσται κ. τί τό σημεΐον 
ίίταν μέλλη ταύτα γίνεσθαι;

Notes:

1) All copies divide the question into two parts. This is the usual way of presentation. S. 
the remarks on n. 9. in Mark. 2:7.

2) Peculiarities of expression:



(a) Matthew: v. 2. άμήν λέγω υμϊν. Matthaeus has this here alone, as in n. 35. Matth. 
19:23. - ωδε such insertions Matth, very often applies, in order to leave nothing 
wanting for the definiteness of the expression. Comp. ch. 12:2. οί μαθηταί σου. 9:11. ό 
διδάσκαλος υμών. 18:4. εϊ θέλεις. 19:26. τούτο. 21:2. μετ' αυτής, ν. 9. τώ νίώ Δαβίδ. 
21:25. ήμϊν. 26:22. είμι κύριε; here 24:5. ό χριστός. 6. όράτε u. α. St. - ν. 3. τής 
συντέλειας τού αιώνος, an expression which only degenerates in Matthew, and is 
important according to the passages wherein it occurs. Cf. ch. 13:39. 40. 49. 28:20. 
Just so the expression: παρουσία - cf. 24:27. 37. 39. (In which passages Matthew thus 
differs from Luke. Matth. 24:27. cf. Luk. 17:24. - Matth. 24:39. cf. Luk. 17:27.) The 
question here put by Matthew is directed with its discriminating definiteness to the 
nature of Christ's answer, which develops later in the text, and is one of the 
anticipatory questions, as they have already occurred to us in the sections n. 16. n.
35. n. 46. - This question itself raises the question of whether the disciples could really 
have asked it in this way, and we ask that this be noted. For from this depends the 
judgement about the originality of the texts. We predict that Bertholdt's Ehristology 
cannot give a decision here. -
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b) Luke: we have departed v. 6. from the ordinary reading: ταϋτα α θεωρείτε, 
ελενσονται κ. τ. λ. for the following reasons:

a) Does the emphasis in this anomalous construction of the words: ελενσονται 
ήμέραι κ. τ. λ. entirely lost.

β) It requires but a slight bending to make Luke's text equal to the others.

γ) So also those motes, beginning a solemn assurance of an unexpected thing, 
really regain their emphasis. - V. 7. γΐνεσθαι, comp. v. 28. 31. 36. -

(c) Mark: v. 4. σνντελεΐσθαι, differing from Matth, and Luk. -. 
comp. Dan. 12:6. έως πότε τό πέρας ών εύρηκας τών θαυμάσιων; (parenthetical: I 
translate: when will the all be performed, brought to completion? - not: when the all, 
i.e. this building there, is destroyed? partly so that the πάντα ταϋτα goes to the same, 
as in the formula: ταϋτα έσται, partly because of v. 7. τό τέλος, partly finally because 
the question: what is the sign that the all there is destroyed, would not even fit. For the 
sign of it would be that manual labour would be applied to the destruction.The correct 
sense is to be determined, lest it appear before other proofs as if Mark had copied his 
συντελεϊσθαι from the quite heterogeneous Matthaean: συντέλεια τοϋ αϊώνοςΙ).



3) The different expression of the question is therefore not a consequence of different 
translations. If one or the other of us has deviated, the deviation was not determined by 
the original. (This against Eichhorn Einleit. p. 294.).
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Jesus' answer. First hint:

Beware of false messiahs.

Mark ν. 5. βλέπετε, μή τις 
υμάς πλανήση-

Math. ν. 4. βλέπετε, μή .... 
πλανήση'

Luk. ν. 8. βλέπετε, μή 
πλανη&ήτε'

6. πολλοί γάρ έλεύσονται 
έπι τώ όνόματΐ μου 
λέγοντες' ότι έγώ είμι, καί 
πολλούς πλανήσουσιν.

5. πολλοί γάρ .... ότι έγώ 
είμι (δ χριστός) κα ί.... 
πλανήσουσιν.

πολλοί γαρ .... ότι έγω είμι 
(καί δ καιρός ήγγικε) μή 
ούν πορευθήτε όπίσω 
αυτών.

Notes:

1) What Jesus says here, he says once and for all, according to the prelude of the 
whole speech, concerning what he has to say about false Messiahs. We must therefore 
note here that the passage in Matthew, Matth, v. 23=27, which is interwoven into our 
piece, is nothing other than the present passage, modified. For Luke has this 
modification in a quite different place. See Luke 17::23. 24. Matthew has here only 
incorporated some peculiarities, namely 24:24. then v. 26. words, which are only 
tautological repetition of Matth, v. 23. Luk. ch. 17:23. and just as structured, compare 
namely:

Luke 17:23 καί έροΰσιν' 
ίδου ώδ ε, ή ιδού έκεΤ μη 
άπέλθητε, μηδε διώξητε.

Matth. 24:23 τότε έαν τις 
υμΐν εΐπη' ίδου ώδε δ 
χριστός, η ώδε' μή 
πιστεΰσητε.

Matth. 24:26 έάν ούν 
εϊπωσιν ύμΐν ιδού έν τη 
έρήμω έστί’ μή έξέλθητε ■ 
ίδου έν τοϊς ταμείοις' μή 
πιστεύσητε.

Then Matth, v. 27, falls into the interrupted text of Luke. Cf. Matth, v. 27. and Luk 17:24. 
ωςπερ γάρ ή αστραπή κ. τ. λ.



(b) Luke either formed that passage ch. 17:23. 24. after the present one (Mark 13:5. 6. 
- Luk. 21:8.), or had another recension of the same passage before him. For the 
passages Luk. 17:23. μή άπέλθητε μηδέ διωξητε, and Luk. here (21:8.) μή ουν 
πορευθήτε όττίσω αυτών (Matth, has here 24:23. and 26. both times μή πιστεύσητε), 
are quite alike. - If Mark is said to have the words of Jesus analogous to our own here, 
v. 22, 23, then we may certainly regard them, according to the spirit of Mark's Gospel, 
as an interpolation made later in the text. With regard to Matthew, however, we cannot 
yet judge whether the interpolation was either already made by an author of the entire 
Gospel of Matthew or only by the hand of a later interpolator. We would like to note 
this here in passing. -
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2) Peculiarities of expression: a) Matth, v. 4. He here puts βλέπετε, as usually Mark, 
who always puts it when the others have προςέχετε. Cf. above to n. 47. in Mark. - v. 5. 
πολλοί γάρ. Why does not Matthew's text here give to πολλοί the provision 
ψευδόχριστοι and ψευδοπροφήται as v. 24? πολλοί so here like Mark. - είμί added ό 
χριστός. Cf. the remarks on v. 2.

b) Luk. v. 9. - είμί καί κ. τ. λ. a connection by a καί where the others have only one. 
Comp. 5:3. 6:4. 8. 8:5. 17. 45. 9:12. 19:38. - μή άπέλθητε μηδέ διωξητε - comp. 17:23. 
μή άπέλθητε μηδέ διωξητε. -

c) From Mark nothing is to be distinguished.

Second hint:

Don't tremble at the first movements.

Mark v.7 "Οταν δέ 
άκουσητε πολέμους και 
ακοάς πολέμων, μή 
θροεϊσθε' δει γάρ γενέσθαι, 
αλλ’ ούπω τό τέλος.

Matth, ν.6 μελλήσετε δέ 
άκοΰειν πολέμους .... 
πολέμων, (όράτε) μή 
θροεϊσθε ■ δει γάρ 
γενέσθαι, αλλ’ οϋπω έστϊ 
τό τέλος.

Luke ν.9 "Οταν δέ 
ακοΰσητε πολέμους κ. 
ακαταστασίας, μή πτοθήτε' 
δεΐγάρ ταΰτα γενέσθαι 
πρώτον, άλλ ούκ ευθέως 
τό τέλος.

8. Έγερθήσεται γάρ έθνος 
έπΐ έ'θνος κ. βασιλεία έπι

7.Έγερθήσεται .... έσονται 
λιμοί κ. σεισμοί κατά

10. — έγερθήσεται .... 
βασιλείαν.



βασιλείαν κ. έσονται 
σεισμοί κατα τοπον και 
λιμοί καί ταραχαί.

τόπους.

9. άρχοί ώδίνων ταΰτα. 8. πάντα δε ταΰτα αρχή 
ωδίνων.

11. σεισμοί τε μεγάλοι κατά 
τόπους κ. λιμοί και λοιμοί 
έσονται. (0).
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Notes:

Peculiarities of expression:

1) Luke: v. 9. He still repeats άκοΰσητε, not άκοάς πολέμων because he does not like 
to put the same words twice. S. at n. 10. and n. 34. - πτοηθήτε comp. 24, 37. - 
Addition: φόβητρά τε και σημεία άπ ουρανού μεγάλα έσται. Luke has taken pains at all 
to complete the account of the horrorsS. v. 23. 24-26.

(b) Matth.: v. 7. we could already suppose that he would insert the: εστί. S. above at v. 
2. and there at the same time about the όρατε v. 6. - All texts have here had the 
passage Jerem. 6, 24. before them: ήκοΰσαμεν την ακοήν αυτών (comp, όταν 
άκοΰσητε άκοάς) παρελυθησαν αϊχεϊρες ήμϊν, θλίψις κατ- ίσχυεν ημών, ωδίνες (comp, 
άρχαι ώδίνων) ώς τικτοίσης.

Third hint:

Trust in assistance in trial.

Mark 13:9 βλέπετε 
δε ύμείς εαυτ. 
παραδώ σουσι γαρ 
υμάς είς συνέδρια 
και εν συναγωγαίς 
δαρήσεσθε κ. επί 
ηγεμόνων κ. 
βασιλέων
σταθήσεσθε ένεκεν 
εμού εις μαρτύριον

Matth 10:17 
προςέχετε δέ από 
τών ανθρώπων ■ 
παραδώσουσι γάρ 
.... συνέδρια, και έν 
ταΐς συναγωγαίς 
μαστιγώσουσιν 
υμάς. 18. κ. έπι 
ηγεμόνας δέ κ. 
βασιλείς άχθήσεσθε

Matth 24:9 τότε 
παραδώσουσιν 
υμάς είς θλίηιιν, (κ. 
άποκτενοΰσιν υμάς.

14. και
κηρυχθήσεται τούτο 
τό εύαγγέλιαν τής 
βασιλείας έν όλη τή 
οικουμένη είς

Luk 21:12 προ δέ 
τούτων απάντων 
έπιβαλοΰσιν έφ’ 
υμάς τάς χεΐρας 
παραδιδόντες εις 
τάς συναγωγάς κ. 
φύλακας κ. 
ηγεμόνας ένεκεν 
του ονοματος μου.



αυτοϊς.

10. και εις πάντα τά 
έθνη δεΐ πρώτον 
κηρυχθήναι τό 
ευαγγέλιον.

ένεκεν έμοΰ είς 
μαρτύριαν αυτοΐς 
και τοΐς έθνεαι.

μαρτυρίαν πάσι τοΐς 
έθνεσι.

13. Άποβήσεται δέ 
ύμΐν είς μαρτύριαν.
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Mark Matthew Matthew Cf Luke Luke

11. "Οταν δέ 
άγωσιν υμάς 
παραδιδοντες, 
μή
προμεριμνάτε 
τί λαλήσητε' 
άλλ’ ο έάν 
δοθή νμΐν έν 
εκείνη τή ώρα, 
τούτο λαλεΐτε ■ 
ού γάρ έστε 
ύμεΐς οί 
λαλούντες, 
άλλα τό 
πνεύμα τό 
άγιον.

19. "Οταν δέ 
παραδιδώσιν 
υμάς, μή 
μεριμνάτε πώς 
ή τίλαλήσητε' 
δοθήσεταιγάρ 
ύμΐν έν έκείνη 
τή ωρα τί 
λαλήσητε’

20. ου γάρ 
ύμεΐς έστε οί 
λαλούντες, 
αλλά τό 
πνεύμα τού 
πατρος υμών 
τό λαλούν έν 
ύμΐν.

missing at 24:9 12:11. Όταν δέ 
προςφέρωσιν 
ύμάς είς τάς 
συναγωγάς κ. 
τάς έξουσίας, 
μή μεριμνάτε, 
πώς
άπολογήσησθε 
ή τί εϊπητε ■ τό 
γάρ πνεύμα 
άγιον διδάξει 
ύμάς έν αυτή 
τή ώρα ά δει 
είπεΐν.

21:14. θέσθε 
συν είς τάς 
καρδίας ύμών, 
μή προμελετάν 
άπολογηθήναι. 
15. έχω χδρ 
δώσω ύμΐν 
στόμα κ. 
σοφίαν, ή ού 
δυνήσονται 
άντειπεΐν ή 
αντιστήναι 
πάντες οί 
άντικείμενοι 
ύμΐν.

12. παραδώσει 
δέ αδελφός 
αδελφόν είς 
θάνατον και 
πατήρ τέ- κνον, 
και
έπαναστήσοντ 
αι τέκνα έπι 
γονείς κ. 
θανατώσουσιν 
αυτούς.

21. παραδώσει 
δε .... αυτούς.

10. καί τότε
σκανδαλισθησ
ονται πολλοί κ.
άλλήλους
παραδώσουσι
κ. μισήσουσιν
άλλήλους.

cf. Luk. 12:53. 
διαμερισθήσετ 
αι πατήρ έφ 
νίώ, κ. υιός έπι 
πατρί, μήτηρ 
έπι θυγατρί, κ. 
θυγατήρ έπι 
μητρί, πενθερά 
έπι την νύμφην 
αύτής, κ. 
νύμφη έπι την 
πενθεράν 
αύτής.

16.
παραδοθήσεσθ 
εδέκαϊ ύπό 
γονέων κ. 
αδελφών κ. 
συγγενών κ. 
φίλων, κ. 
θανατώσουσιν 
έξ ύμών.

13. καί έσεσθε 
μισούμενοι 
ύπό πάντων

22. κ. έσεσθε 
μισούμενοι .... 
ουτος

From ν. 9. κ. 
έσεσθε
μισούμενοι ....

17. Κ. έ'σεσθε 
μισούμενοι .... 
μου.



διά τό άνομα 
μου.

σωθήσεται. μου.

ο δέ ύπομείνας 
είς τέλος ούτος 
αωθήσεται.

13. ο δέ 
ύπομείνας .... 
σωθήΰεται.

19. έν τή 
ύπομονή ύμών 
κτήσεσθε τάς 
φυχάς ύμών.

Notes:

1) We have here compared with the texts of our pericope quite similar passages which 
are found elsewhere in Matthew (10:17 f.) and Luke (12:11.)· Certainly it must attract 
attention that

a) only these passages are similar to the text of Mark, and that 
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b) the very writers who have placed the same verses elsewhere, here vary partly 
against each other, partly against Mark.

2) There are some interpolations here. For

a) the verses are quite certain: Matth, v. 11. 12. are to be deleted. For

a) the words are merely tautological repetitions of what has been said before in the 
text. Namely, v. 11. corresponds entirely to the above v. 5. as can also be seen from 
the same expression: και πολλονς πλανήσουσι. Compare also v. 24. (which verse, 
as noticed, is also interpolation), v. 12. is quite identical with v. 10.

β) If these verses be deleted; so v. 13. ό δέ υπομείνας κ. occurs, τ. λ. is connected 
with the μισεΐσθαι (Matth, v. 10.) just as it is in the text of Mark (Mark v. 13.) and 
Matth. 10, 22. and the connection of the words is then, here as there, the same. ("He 
who, in spite of the experience of hatred of man, perseveres in the Christian creed, 
is the same.)

y) There are many interpolations, especially in Matth. Recall from n. 35. Matth. 19,
19. καί αγαπήσεις κ. τ. λ. from η. 42. b. to Matth. 21, 43.

(b) Luk. 21, 18. is also interpolated.



a) The verse contradicts the preceding words (v. 16.) και θανατώσονσιν εξ υμών, 
downright. It seems to be from Luk 12, 7, to which it is an explanation. Compare the 
analogical explanations:

Luke 12:6 καί έν έξ αυτών ούκ έστιν 
έπιλεληβμένον ένώπιον τού Θεού.

Matth. 10:29 έξ αυτών ου ττεσεΐται έττϊ τήν 
γήν. Against it:

Matth. 10:30 υμών δέ και αΐ τρίχες τής 
κεφαλής ήριθμημέναι εΐσί. So also Luk. 
12:7 ήρίθμηνται, but differently in Luk. in 
our passage, namely:)

Luke 21:18 καί θρ'ιξ εκ τής κεφαλής υμών 
ου’ μή άπόληται.

β) If the verse be here deleted; the words of constant perseverance (Luk. v. 19.) 
likewise enter into connection with the μισεϊσθαι, as in Mark. *)

*) Incidentally an exegetical remark: from the parallel passage Matth. 10:18. it 
follows, as here Mark v. 9. that εις μαρτύρων is to be understood. For what Matth. 
10:18. is είς μαρτύριαν τόί'ς εθνεσι, Mark. 13:10. κηρυχθήβεται είς τά έθνη 
therefore μαρτύριαν is one with κήρυγμα, and the sense of είς μαρτύριαν, is 
accordingly: ut edere de me testimonium possitis, which is also according to the 
words Luk. 21:13. (So not aptly Fritzsche's comment, on Matth, at Matth. 24:14. 
ut rei notitiam habeant - Matth. 10:18. he again explains it differently:ut sibi 
testimonium habeant vestrae mentis imperterritae. - It goes without saying that 
the words in both passages must mean the same thing, and we would not 
believe it if we were assured of the opposite.
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3) Peculiarities of expression:

a) Matth. - The whole passage about trusting in the help of the court is omitted here, 
and has been incorporated into the Jn- struction to the disciples to be sent out (Matth. 
Ch. 10.). Whether now here Matth, v. 9. it be fitting that άποκτενοΰσιν υμάς should 
correspond to the: έσεσθε μισούμενοι, let it be decided. - According to Matth. 10:17. 
just as according to Mark. 13:10. the verse Matth. 24:14. should have been placed 
here between Matth, v. 9. and 10. How is it that it was pushed down so far? - This will 
probably be shown, and also where the words heredity at the end of v. 14. και τότε ηξει 
τό τέλος. -

(b) Luk.: ν. 12. Ιττιβαλοϋσιν τάς χεϊρας, comp. 22:53. - ν. 13. he makes a new 
paragraph for the sake of comprehensibility. - The parthy v. 14 -19. bears very strong



traces of his style of writing. - v, 14. θέσθε - καρδίας comp. 9:44. and formulae like 
2:19. Act. 19:21. - απολογηθηναι. This word has of the Evangelists only Luke. S.
12:11. Act. 19:33. 24:10. 25:8. 26:1. 2. 24. - On the words v. 15. σοφίαν, ή ου -- 
άντιστήναι comp, of Stephen Act. 6:10. - στόμα as in the Alex. Mouthing or frank 
speech i. q. παρρησία *) - (but does not occur again in Luk.). - άντειπεϊν Act. 4:14. - oi 
άντικειμενοι ch. 13:17. - v. 16. Why does it not also say here that the children will be 
raised against the parents? - v. 19. The parallel passage shows that not χτήβασθε, but 
χτήσεσθε, ought to be read. - χτήσασθε cannot have vim future here, as Kühnöl's 
commentary on d. St. wants, whether it may also be suitable in other connections. - In 
passing, one sees here that Luke does not avoid Hebraisms, but on the contrary 
makes use of them in solemn expression. -

*) Wahl's clavis does not have this meaning.
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c) Mark: v. 9. βλέπετε, common to him. - Instead of σταθήσεσθε, several codd. 
άχθήσεσθε, s. Griesb. from the parallel passage Matth. 10, 17. which we have 
excavated above. -

4) We have here a new proof that no different translations from the Hebrew are to be 
thought of. Or are we to believe that one and the same author - Matthew here and ch. 
10:17 f. and Luke here and ch. 12:11 - made various Greek translations, and in the 
translation of one passage consulted Mark himself or a Greek translation similar to his 
text? or even that there were already Hebrew originals which dislocated the passages in 
different places as Luke and Matthew did? Eichhorn's introduction, p. 295, remarks: 
"There are so many traces of the common auxiliary scripture in the translation that it is 
not necessary to mark them" (quite naturally; for there are far more traces of a common 
Greek text than of any other text, of the last there are none at all), "but the case writing 
already followed more the Hebrew text, which came into Matthew's and Mark's hand, 
than that which Luke used." (So it must certainly seem, because Luke has expressed 
the text according to his manner of writing, v. 12-19. But where is the proof that he had 
a Hebrew one? The exact opposite would be the case, namely, that Mark's and Luke's 
Hebrew cockex must have been much more similar to each other in essential points - 
especially in the part of the text just mentioned - than the alleged cockex of Mark and 
Matthew. How many cockices are there to be, if every deviation of our writings is to be 
relegated to codices)?



Fourth hint:
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Admonition to flee during the siege of the city 
(and before the end that immediately follows).

Mark v. 14 Όταν δέ ϊδητε τό 
βδέλυγμα τής έρημωσεως 
έστως όπου ου δει, τότε οί 
έν τή Ίουδαία φευγέτωσαν 
είς τά όρη-

Matth, ν. 15 15. "Οταν ούν 
ϊδητε .... έρημώσεως (τό 
ρηθέν διά Δανιήλ τοΰ 
προφήτου,) έστώς έντόπω 
άγίω ■ (ό αναγινώσκων 
νοείτω 16. τότε ο ί .... τά 
όρη’

Luke ν.20 "Οταν δέ ϊδητε 
κυκλουμένην υπό 
στρατοπέδων τήν 
Ιερουσαλήμ καϊ γνώτε οτι 
ήγγικεν ή έρήμωσις αύτής’

21. τότε οί έν τή .... ορη’

15. ό δε έπϊ τού δώματος 
μή καταβατω (είς τήν 
οικίαν) άραί τι έκ τής οικίας 
αύτοΰ·

17. ό έπϊ τοΰ .... μή 
καταβαινέτω άραι .... 
αύτοΰ-

και οί έν μέσω αυτής 
έκχωρείτωσαν, καί οί έν 
ταϊς χώραις5 μή 
είςερχέσθωσαν είς αυτήν.

16. κ. ό είς τον αγρόν ών, 
μή έπιΰτρεψάτω είς τα 
οττίσω, άραιτό ίμάτιον 
αυτοΰ.

18. καί ό έν τώ άγρω, μή 
.... άραι τά ίματια αύτοΰ.

22. (0.)

17. Ούαϊ δέ ταϊς έν γαΰτρϊ 
έχούσαις, καί ταϊς 
θηλαζούσαις έν έκείναις 
ταϊς ήμέραις.

19. Ουαϊ δέ .... έν έκείναις 
ταϊς ήμέραις.

23. Ούαϊ δέ .... ήμέραις-

18. Προςεύχεσ&ε δέ, ΐνα 
μή γένηται ή φυγή υμών 
χειμώνος'

20. Προςεύχεσθε δε .... 
γειμώνος (μηδέ σαββάτου

19. έσονται γάρ αί ήμέραι 
έκεΐναι θλί- ψις, οΐα ου 
γέγονε το- σαύτη άπ αρχής 
κτίσεως, ής έκτισεν ό Θεός, 
έως τοΰ νΰν, καί ού μή 
γένηται.

21. έαται γάρ τότε θλίψις, 
οΐα ού γέγονεν απ’ αρχής 
κοβμου έως τοΰ νΰν, ουδ 
ουδ μή γένηται.

έ'σται γάρ ανάγκη μεγάλη 
έπϊ τής γης κ. οργή τώ λαω 
τουτω (24. 0.)

21. Καί εί μή ό κύριος 
έκολόβωσε τας ημέρας, 
ούκ αν έσω- θη πάσα 
σαρξ- αλλά διά τους 
έκλεκτούς οϋς έξελέξατο,

22. Καϊ εί μή
έκολοβώθησαν αί ήμέραι 
έκεΐναι, ούκ άν .... δια δέ 
τους έκλεκτούς 
κολοβωθήσονται αί ήμέραι

missing.



έκολόβωσε τάς ημέρας. έκεϊναι.
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Notes:

1) Here Matthew and Mark agree almost word for word. - The interpolation Matth, v. 23 - 
28. has been discussed above. However, if we leave it undecided whether it originates 
from the editor of the Gospel of Matthew himself or from the hand of a later author, we 
dare to assert more decisively that the same verses of Mark, v. 21 - 23, are to be 
referred from Mark. He is more consistent with his text than the others, and is not in the 
habit of taking up what only presents itself. The reasons for the exclusion of the 
smuggled-in text are as follows:

[a] it is, especially in the form it takes in Matthew, nothing other than another recension 
of the same warning already given above. Matth, v. 5. Mark, v. 6. Luk, v. 8. We have 
noted this about these verses above. -

b) Jesus counsels to flee before the siege is made (Mark 14-17), and is so sure that 
those to whom he speaks will follow this counsel that he only recommends to them the 
prayer that this flight may not take place in the winter. (Mark 18. Matth 20.) How then 
could Jesus continue to speak of Mark 22 as if He expected His own to be there on 
the scene of the calamity at the time when the means of salvation would be tried, that 
is, at the time which they should not wait for, in order to be deceived by false 
Messiahs? The rare Matth, v. 22. catches up, but something that is no longer 
expected,

c) The assimilation of this part of the text to the earlier text was only caused by the 
Matth, v. 22: τους εκλεκτούς. Compare v. 24, ει δυνατόν τους εκλεκτούς.

(d) If the interpolation be effaced; Mark. v. 24. the speech-increasing: άλλ' εν Ικείναις 
ταΐς ήμεραις μετά την θλίψιν κ. τ. λ. with the preceding words v. 19:20. only in a natural 
connection, which makes it all the more palpable that what belongs together is made 
clear by the words v. 23. appended to the interjection: Ιδού ττροείρηκα ίμΐν πάντα is 
forcibly severed. *) Alone there is still an interpolation here in the Mark, the more exact 
designation of which may be of importance. We mean the words Mark v. 14: o 
άναγινώσκην νοείτω which are given by all the codicibus, and the:T0 ρήθεν διά Δανιήλ 
τον προφή- τον which present only some of them. **) We cannot by any means admit 
that these words are charged to Mark, since they are a visible interpolation.



*) With the authority of our codices, we shall not wish to strike down the criticism 
justified here, if we but think of the single pericope Mark. 16:9, and to passages 
such as Mark. 10:24. and the verse 9:12-13. in order to say nothing of the others.

**) In Fritzsche's commentary on Mark, these words - interpolated from Matthew - 
are virtually excluded from the text, as is the case in n. 35. with Mark. 10:19. with 
the words of Matthew: τί ετι υστερώ, and ibid. v. 21. with the words: εί θέλεις 
τέλειος είναι. Cf. the remark, to n. 35. the commentator once wants Mark to write 
out Matthew and Luke, asserting that he who does not see this is blind (ilium 
caecutire). One sees so much here with bright eyes, that in our case the 
acceptance of a part for any hypothesis can also shift the standpoint of criticism.
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a) Bon the latter: τό ρηθέν διά κ. τ. λ. it is hardly necessary to say anything about 
them. They express the formula which, above all other expressions, is appropriated to 
Matthew alone and exclusively. For to τό ρηθεν comp. 3:3. 4:14. &c. St. S. at n. 44. as 
to διά του προφήτου comp. 4:14. 8:37. 21:5. Mark, as will be shown in more detail 
elsewhere, does not even have anything in common with the less conspicuous 
peculiarities of Matthean diction, let alone with such, and the words would therefore 
have to be excluded from Mark's text, even if all coclicos had them, how much more 
so, since some, which are otherwise counted among the best, really do not have 
them, especially since it is also impossible to see why, if they belonged to Mark as well 
as to Matthew, they should have been omitted from Mark. - To ascribe the cause of the 
omission to a homoeoteleuton, - as is found here in ερημώσεως and εστώς Statt, -, 
remains a tolerable maxim in such cases only if one may assume that the copyists did 
not have a passage in mind as the copyists of the Gospels must have remembered it if 
it had been the joint text of two evangelists. It is a well-known fact that one evangelist 
has sought to make the other equal rather than unequal.
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b) The words: δ αναγινώσκων κ. τ. λ. are

α) not genuine, if those are not, since they are indisputably connected with the 
citation. - For the very passage of Daniel was to be read, and so the invitation to 
"read" must also have been connected with the indication of what was to be read. 
Otherwise the αναγινώσκων would also have no subject, since it cannot be drawn



directly to βδέλυγμα έρημώσεως. It is therefore already a mistake if (in most codd.) 
the ο αναγινώσκων is offered as text without that citation. But now there are also

β) the isolated words: ο άναγινώσκων κ. τ. λ. are not even in their proper place.
What should this mean: If you see the βδέλ. standing where ks should not stand, 
who ran it, (what then ran?) let him take notice! When you see it standing there, the 
text does not want you to read it first, but to flee: the words, therefore, if they are to 
mean anything, ought to be placed with the words: τό ρηθέν προφήτου but not here, 
here.

γ) If the same words, together with the citation from Mark, are omitted, it remains 
that Mark also speaks of the βδελ. ερημ. according to Daniel, but without formally 
citing him. And just this - a new argument - is Mark's habit. (Cf. Mark. 1:6. the 
allusion to the description of Elijah. - Mark. 4:12. the allusion to the words of lesaias. 
- Mark, 11:2. the allusion to Zachar. 9:9. where Matthew also first switches on the 
citation, as in n. 16,) -

δ) If Daniel is not eulogized for the words of Jesus, the author presupposes that 
Jesus used an expression that was already understandable to the disciples. And this 
presupposition is already in accordance with the structure of the words; let their 
composition be explained psychologically! "When you shall see X standing where it 
ought not to stand;" (on this circumstance lies the tone); - do not these words 
presuppose that the subject X was already known? If it had depended on the 
designation of the subject, the words should have received the reverse position: 
when ye shall see standing in the holy place (or: where it shall not stand) that X of 
which Daniel speaks rc. (here it would be fitting: he that ran it, take notice!) - thus: 
εάν εν τόπω άγιοι υμείς ΐύητε έστώς τά βόίλ. τής ερημ. But this is not how the words 
are written. --Really, however, could also
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ε) the expression be accepted as intelligible, since it is only a predicate at all, and 
nothing distinct in concreto. - What was in fact meant by couciLlum is given by the 
text of Jesus' speech itself. The flight is to be taken even before the storming of the 
city. So the βδέλ. ερημ must be an appearance which precedes this storming, or is 
an omen of it; whereupon Luke may well prepare the right interpretation, when he 
lets us think of the Roman army (as it were of the eagle flying towards the scene of 
the desolation, compare Luk 17:37.). Now the position of the words is also quite 
correct: when you see the image of the unclean bird (flying towards stink and ashes) 
in the place where nothing unclean is supposed to be, then rc. -



2) Peculiarities of expression:

a) Luke: in v. 20 we believe that it is not read "forerun, could: rare - for the räri, which 
belongs to the apodosis, only follows from it, and to put the same word twice is 
contrary to Luke's custom. We think it right: καί γνώτε: when ye see Jerusalem 
besieged, and so may conclude that there is also desolation; then rc. - Thus it is 
according to the context, and Luke then connects the Roman army and the έρήμιοσις 
into one term, as the Nebentcrte, who also construct the βδέλυγμα ερημώσεως from 
two terms. - Incidentally, the passage is important in order to correctly assess the 
mutual relationship of the texts. (We compare with it Luk. 20, 8. 22, 53. passages 
which stand in a similar relation to their parallels). Of equal importance in this respect 
is the immediately following v. 21, which is similar in structure to the adjacent ones, 
but is divided into other sentences. But comp. Luk. 17:31. - v. 22, τοϋ τελεσθήναι 
comp. Luk. 18:31. n. 36.) - v. 23. It will seem as if this exclamation did not belong to 
Luke's text except εσται ανάγκη. For why should the prophesied misery here be 
thought great only in relation to the pregnant and nursing women? It is something else 
in the secondary texts, where the flight is mentioned here. - v. 24. πάτονμένη after 
Dan. 8:13. άχρι κ. τ. λ. Luk. 4:13. 17:27. Act. 3:21. and many a. St. It occurs in Matth, 
only once, (but only in a place curious also in other respects chap. 24:38.) and in Mark 
never, Why does Luke mention nothing of the flight to be taken? -
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(b) Matthew: v. 15. τό ρηθέν κ. τ. λ.. S. note 1. - rüTE instead Mark v. 14, όπου ον δεΐ 
sets, Matthew always uses a noineo where Mark makes use of a periphrasis. S. above 
Matth. 8:4. τό δώρον δ προςΐταξε (Mark, περί καθαρισμόν ά προςέτ, Mark. 1:44.) 
Matth. 17:9. τό όραμα (Mark, 9:9. ά ειδον) Matth.3:4. τό ένδνμα. - άγίω comp. ch. 8:4.
- ν. 20. μηδέ σαββάτον. Did Matthew add this, or did Mark omit it? This passage 
belongs among those which must be specially noted. - v. 21. where Mark hebraiseth, 
Matthew hath almost always the Greek expression, comp. Matt. v. 29. and Mark v. 24. 
(It is always adduced in proof of the contrary, Matt. 3:4. είχε τό ένδυμα comp. Mark.
1:6. ήν ένδεδυμένος κ. τ, λ. But Mark has not changed anything here, but the 
expression is fashioned after 2, Kings 1:8. and perhaps only changed by Matthew).

(c) Mark: - v. 15. μηδέ είςελθέτω an addition here just as suspicious, as the similar v.
11. μηδέ μελετάτε is unächt. *) - V. 20. ους έξελέξατο comp. 3:28, οσας αν 
βλαςφημήσωσιν and here ν. 19. ής έκτισεν ό Θεός. (It is noteworthy, however, that 
even the copyists have sometimes conformed the passages according to such 
peculiarities. Thus Mark. 12:23. after εν τή ovv άναστάσει the όταν άναστώσιν is



certainly omitted, for only the following argument of Jesus himself lays weight on the 
distinction between όταν άναστώσιν and between the itself as a fact).

*) v, 18, η φυγή cannot be omitted (Fritzsche's Kom-mentar zum Mark, at d. St.), 
because.

(a) the mere'i'va μή γένηταιτ would have no relation at all, since it cannot be 
connected with v. 17,

b) v. 18. looks back to v. 14. from where the thought is continued to v. 17,

c) Mark is in the habit of repeating words for the sake of certainty, even if they 
have already been said shortly before. How could he have left an indeterminacy 
here? But the noun φυγή is here likewise drawn from φενγέτωσαν v. 14, and is 
the return of the speech to "this" word.

(d) Two texts, which agree so exactly in other respects, will truly not differ here.
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Fifth hint:

Comfort and rescue after the capture of the city.

Mark 24 Άλλ' έν έκείναις 
ταϊς ήμέραις μετά τήν 
θλίψιν έκείνην ό ήλιος 
σκοτισθήσεται καί ή σελήνη 
ου δώσει τό φέγγος αυτής ■

Matth 29 Ευθέως δέ μετά 
τήν θλίψιν τών ημερών 
έκείνων ό ήλιος 
σκοτισθήσεται καϊ ή σελ. 
.... αυτής.

Luke 25 Καϊ έσται σημεία 
έν ήλίω

καϊ σελήνη

25. και οί αστέρες τού 
ουρανού εσονται 
έκπίπτοντες, καϊ αί 
δυνάμεις αί έν τοΐς 
ουρανοΐς σαλευθήσονται.

καί οί αστέρες πεσοΰνται 
από τού ουρανού καί αί 
δυνάμεις τών ουρανών 
σαλευθήσονται.

καϊ άστροις’
(0.) 26. (0.)
αί γάρ δυνάμεις τών ούρ. 
σαλευθήσονται.

26. Καί τότε όψονται τον 
υιόν τού ανθρώπου 
έρχόμενον μετά δυνάμεως 
πολλής καϊ δόζης'

30. Καϊ τότε (0.) — 
όψονται τον υιόν τ. άνθρ. 
έρχόμενον έπϊ τών 
νεφελών τού ουρανού μετά

27. Καϊτότεοψονται τόν .... 
έρχόμενον έν νεφέλη μετά 
δυνάμ. καϊ δοξης πολλής



δυνάμεως κ. δόξης πολλής

27. και (τότε) άττοστελεϊ 
τους αγγέλους αύτοΰ και 
έπισυνάξει τούς έκλεκτούς 
αύτοΰ έκ τών τεσσάρων 
ανέμων απ άκρου γης έως 
άκρου ουρανού.

31. καί άποστελεϊ τούς 
αγγέλους αύτοΰ (μετά 
σαλπιγγος φωνής 
μεγάλης) καί έπι- 
συνάξουσι .... ανέμων απ 
άκρων ουρανών έως 
άκρων αυτών.

28. άρχομένων δε τούτων 
γίνεσ&αι άνακνψατε κ. 
έπάρατε τάς κεφαλας ύμών 
■ διότι έγγέζει ή 
άπολύτρωσις ύμών.
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Notes:

1) Concerning the sense: By the fact that Luke v. 24. is inserted with an anticipation of 
the later success: "και αίχμαλωτισθήσονται - και Ιερουσαλήμ εσται πατουμένη υπό 
εθνών - εθνών" which would presuppose the destruction, the appearance is produced 
as if chap. 21:25. is a still later one, and as if in Luke what is connected in the others 
(the future of Christ and the destruction of Jerusalem) should be more definitely 
separated. Luke, however, gives the passage this appearance without wanting to, by 
remaining faithful to his method of writing. Compare Luk. 9:36. και αυτοί έσίγησαν και 
ουδενι απήγγειλαν εν εκείναις ταΐς ήμέραις. Here, too, the following day, of which 
something is reported to continue the previous narrative, is ignored, as if εκεϊναι αί 
ήμίραι lay between the face on the mountain and the day when the epileptic boy was 
cured, which the author does not want. - It is just as there in our passage; the 
destruction of Jerusalem and the coming of Christ remain as well connected in the 
following description beginning with v. 25 in Luke as in the others. Attention must be 
paid to this, and we make a note of it, so that nothing may be inferred from our passage, 
in the bed test of the time when the Gospel of Luke might have been written. (This 
against the wager, Introduction to the N. T. p. 182.)

2) Peculiarities of expression:

a) Luke: v. 25. What is expressed of changes in the sun, in the moon, in the stars in 
Mark, and Matt, in special, equally divided, sentences, Luke draws together. We have 
already drawn attention to this peculiarity several times above. S. above on n. 42. b. - 
επί τής γής for the sake of symmetry, because signs in heaven were spoken of, and 
according to the guidance of Old Testament passages, as Joel 2:30. comp. Act. 2:19. - 
συνοχή, the verb συνεχειν and συνίχεσθαι, occurs very often in Luke, 
occurs very often in Luke. Luk. 4:38. 8:37. 45. 12:51. 19:43. Act. 7: 57. 18:5. 23: 8. - εν 
απορία and ήχοΰσης θαλάσσης. Luke had here the passage in remembrance Isa.



5:30. και βοήσει δί αυτούς τή ήμερα εκείνη ως φωνή θαλάσσης κυμαινοΰσης' καί 
επιβλέψονται εις την γην, καί ιδού σκότος σκληρόν εν τή απορία *) αυτών. - ν. 26. Luke 
falls back into the communal text. It remains to be seen whether the homonymous 
words are as appropriate in him as in the others. - v. 28. is like a factual statement in 
relation to the parallel texts, έγγίζει refers to v. 20. and v. 31. - άπολύτρωσις 2:38.
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(b) Matthew: v. 30. τό σημεΐον comp. v. 3. τί τό σημεϊον τής παρουσίας; - The ν. 30. 
added to the corresponding text: και τότε κόφονται πάσαι αϊ φυλαί τής γής have the 
reputation of being taken from Apoc. 1:7,

c) Mark: He agrees v. 24. 25. 27. with Matthew mostly literally, though not so 
consistently, but v. 26. quite literally with Luke. - Why does not Mark give the painting 
Matth, v. 30. κόψονται πάσαι αϊ φυλαί τής γής and ν. 31. μετά σάλπιγγοςϊ? -

3) Here again we have no different translations of one original, but if there should be 
translations, we should have to presuppose several originals, for which there is no 
reason at all.

*) απορία: Wahlii clav.: defectus vel inopia consilii Luk. 21:25. It rather means 
(and here especially) the lack of a way out. Hence dabeistehl there σκότος, here 
αυνοχή. - They are crowded about, that they find no way out. For this see ch. 
19:43, 44.
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An antitype or parable of success and its omens.

Mark v. 28 Άπό δέ τής 
αυχής μάθετε τήν 
παραβολήν όταν αυτής 
ήδη ο κλάδος απαλός 
γένηται και έκφυη τά 
φύλλα, γινώσχεται, ότι 
εγγύς τό θέρος έστίν-

Matth. 32 Άπό δέ τής 
συχής ..., όταν ήδη ό 
χλάδος αυτής γένηται 
απαλός χ. τά φύλλα έχφυη, 
γινώΰχεται, .... τό θέρος.

Luke 29 ϊδετε τήν συχήν κ. 
πάντα τά δένδρα ' όταν 
προβάλωσιν ήδη,

γινώσχεται, ότι έγγύς τό 
θέρος έστι

29. Ούτω καί ύμεΐς, όταν 
ταΰτα ϊδητε γινόμενα,

33. Ουτω .... ϊδητεπαντα 
ταΰτα, .... θύραις.

31. ούτω κ.'ύμεΐς, όταν 
ϊδητε ταΰτα γινόμενα,



γινώσχετε, ότι έγγύς έστιν 
έττϊ θύραις.

γινώσχετε, ότι έγγύς έστιν 
ή βασ. τού Θεού.

30. ’Αμήν λέγω ύμϊν, ότι ου 
μή παρέλθη ή γενεά αύτη, 
μέχρις ου παντα ταΰτα 
γένηται.

34. ’Αμήν „ ύμϊν, ού μή 
παρέλθη .... αύτη, έως 
άν-πάντα ταΰτα γένηται.

32. ’Αμήν λέγω ύμϊν, ότι .... 
αύτη, έως άν πάντα 
γένηται.

31. Ό ουρανός κ. ή γή 
παρελεύΰεται, οί δέ λόγοι 
μου ού μή παρέλθωσι.

35. Ό ουρανός .... 
παρέλθωσι.

33. Ό ουρανός .... 
παρελευσονται, οί δέ .... 
παρέλθωσι.

32. Περί δέ τής ημέρας 
έχείνης ή ώρας ούδεϊς 
όίδεν, ουδέ οί άγγελοι οί έν 
τώ ούρανω (ουδέ ό υιός), 
εί μή ο πατήρ.

36. Περί δέ .... έχείνης καί 
ώρας .... άγγελοι των 
ουρανών, εί μή ό πατήρ 
μου.

missing

Notes:

1) Even in the parable, an addition to the main content of the discourse, there is a single 
Greek text, and not only Mark and Matthew, but also Matthew and Luke, agree.

2) Peculiarities of expression:

a) Luke: v. 29. He does not let the speaker notice, but he himself notices that a 
similitude is given.
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Είπε παραβολήν. So according to his habit ch. 5:56. 12:16. 13:6. 14:7. 15:3. 18:1.
19:4. Already v. 28. is judiciously set up according to the parable. - The words: 
βλέποντες άφ εαυτών could already, since the following γινώσκετε is to be changed 
into γινώσκεται, be deleted without waiting for their defense by codices. This is done 
with all the more reason, since cod. D. cant, really expels them. - v. 31. The added: ή 
βασιλεία τοϋ θεού relates to the other texts like explanation. - Why does Luke omit the 
remark that the day and hour are not known, and is this remark necessary for the text 
itself or not? -

b) Matthew and Mark do not differ here in expression, only Mark, v. 32. is added: ουδέ 
ό υιός. Is this really an integral part of the text of Mark?



Exhortation to be vigilant. Parables:

Mark 33 βλέπετε, Matth. Luke 34 προςέχετε δέ 
έαυτδίς —

αγρυπνείτε κ. 
προςεύχεσθε.

36. άγρυπνεϊσθε ούν, έν 
παντι καιρώ δεόμενοι —

35. γρηγορεΐτεούν' ουκ 
όίδατε γαρ ποτέ ό κύριος 
τής οικίας έρχεται.

42. γρηγορεΐτε ούν, ότι ουκ 
όίδατε, ποια ώρα ό κύριος 
ύμών έρχεται, (Vergl. Kap. 
25:13. γρηγορεΐτε ούν, ότι 
ουκ όίδατε την ημέραν 
ούδ'ε την ώραν.)

34. ώς άνθρωπος 
απόδημος —

:14. ώςπερ γάρ άνθρωπος 
άποδημών —

Notes:

1) All presenters, then, by linking exhortations to vigilance, give both special expression 
and special support to the moral precept.
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A peculiar circumstance. For how could one of the narrators, if he believes he must 
adhere to the general with the others, shape the particular according to his own will?

2) Peculiarities of representation: We have here

a) to look at the communal.

a) Luke. - Mark and Luke begin with the injunction: beware, watch; - the expression 
βλέπετε is in Mark always where the others put προςέχετε. Luke, however, draws 
the cautionary word: προςέχετε into a special context: προςέχετε μή κ. τ. λ. and of 
what he indicates that one should beware, neither Mark, nor Matthew, say anything. 
- On this he turns again to the general warning which Mark expresses: be watchful 
and pray! *) But to this he again adds that why should prayer be made? (Luk. v. 36. 
"κα καταξιωθήτε έκφνγεΐν ταντα πάντα μέλλοντα γίνεσθαι και σταθήναι έμπροσθεν 
τον υιοϋ τον άνθρωπον, words which have quite the stamp of fine writing about



them. - Comp. Luk. 20:35. 7:3.) - ώς παγϊς κ. τ. λ. from Isa. 24:17. παγϊς έφ νμας 
τους ένοικοϋντας έπι τής γής. - Paul's comment on Luk 21:35: "Probably citation 
from an unknown scripture of that time." - The citation begins as early as v. 34. 
αιφνίδιος έφ υμάς (πιστή ή ήμέρα εκείνη, comp. 1 Thess. 5:3. αιφνίδιος αυτόί'ς 
έφίσταται όλεθρος. Luk. ν. 36. also έκφνγεΐν alludes to it. Cf. 1 Thess. 5:3. και ου μή 
έκφΰγωσιν. - Mark has nothing of this.

(ß) Matthew and Mark merely urge us to be watchful, because we do not know when 
the time will come, and they explain this by means of mountain stories. The 
exhortation with which Mark begins, v. 33, and to which he returns again after his 
comparison, v. 35, is also found twice in Matthew, as it is expressed in the last 
passage, but each time after quite different citations. (The passages are marked 
above in the column Matth,).

*) We, however, consider the καί προςενχεαθαι Mark v. 33. with Millius to be 
interpolation from Luke. For Mark speaks only of watchfulness, as is evident both 
from the reason of exhortation appended to v. 34. and from the repetition of v. 35.
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b) The particular: 

a) Matthew:

x) The first comparison from which the exhortation to watchfulness is derived, 
Matth, v. 37-39. is found Luk, 17:26. 27. (Here also in relation to the indefiniteness 
of the time.)

n) Matth, v. 40. 41. is found in the discourse Luk. 17:35. (though Matth, v. 40. is 
peculiar to Matthew alone).

]) Matth, v. 43-51. is found in Luke chap. 12:39 - 46. -

t) The following parable of the ten virgins, Matth. 25:1 -13. is in Matthew alone. - 
This is followed by

n) the parable of a traveller from afar, Matth. 25:14 - 30, with which cf. Luk. 19, 12 - 
27. Here Matthew begins the third comparison almost in the same way (25:14.) as 
Mark begins his only comparison here (v. 34.) (see the columns). - The following 
description of the judgement (Matth. 25:31 - 46.) is again in Matthew alone. - The



question is: does all this apparatus belong here, and why does Mark have none of 
it? or how is it that he begins his comparison in the same way as Matthew begins 
his third, without agreeing with Matthew in the content of the comparison?

ß) Luke warns against worry and luxurious living (without using parables). In the 
conformation of his words, he probably also remembers the days of Noah, as 
described by him in chap. 17:26, and the difference between him and Matthew then 
consists only in the fact that the latter directly states what he, Luke, has in mind. -

y) Mark: in the area of his last words v. 36. there is another strange coincidence. 
Compare.

Mark. 36. ο δέ ύμΐν λέγω, πασι λέγω Luk. 12, 41. κύριε, προς ήμάς τήν
γρηγορεϊτε. παραβολήν ταύτην (of the returning

Lord.) λέγεις, ή και προς πάντας;
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25) η. 53. Mark. 14:12 — 15. = Luk. 22:8 —12. = Matth. 26:17. 18.

Mark 14:12. που θέλεις 
άπελθόντες ετοιμασωμεν, 
ϊνα φαγης τό πάσχα;

Luke 22:8 πορευθέντες 
ετοιμάσατε ήμϊν το πασχα, 
ΐνα φάγωμεν. 9. ποΰ θέλεις 
έτοιμάσωμεν;

Matth. 26:17 ποΰ θέλεις 
έτοιμάσωμέν σοιφαγεΐν τό 
πάσχα;

13. υπάγετε είς την πάλιν, 
και απαντήσει ύμΐν 
άνθρωπος κεράμιον 
υδατος βαστάζουν’ 
ακολουθήσατε αύτώ’

Ιδού είςελθοντων ύμφν είς 
την πολιν συναντήσει ύμΐν 
άνθρ..... αυτω

18. ύπάγετε είς την πόλιν 
προς τον δείνα,

14. και όπου έάν είςέλθη, 
είπατε τώ οικοδεσπότη ■

είς την οικίαν, ού 
είςπορεύεταΐ 11. και έρεΐτε 
τώ οικοδεσπότη τής οικίας

και είπατε αυτώ

ότι ό διδάσκαλος λέγει πού 
έστι τό καταλυμα, οπού τό 
πάσχα μετά τών μαθητών 
μου φάγω;

λέγει σοι ό διδάσκαλος ποΰ 
έστι .... φάγω;

ό διδάσκαλος λέγει ό 
καιρός μου εγγύς έστι 
πρός σε ποιώ τό πάσχα 
μετά τών μαθητών μου;

15. και αυτός υμΐν δείξει 12. κάκεΐνος ύμΐν δείξει missing



ανάγαιον μέγα έστρωμένον 
έτοιμον *) έκεΐ ετοιμάσατε 
ημΐν.

ανάγαιον μέγα έστρωμένον 
έκεΐ ετοιμάσατε.

*) One will take offence at this έτοιμον, even if one does not dare to exclude it.

a) έστρωμένον is already έτοιμον, and what should lie in έτοιμον more than in 
this, of which ανάγαιον would probably not be the subject,

(b) It is not probable that the words kroAo; and ετοιμάζω should have been used 
in such succession of heterogeneous things-whether by the speaker, or by him 
who makes him speak, and in such a way that the words should come together 
so accidentally from one already accomplished, and one which alone is to be 
mentioned as the first to be accomplished. Matthai remarks: Si ea omnia in 
Marco expungenda sunt, quae vel redundare, vel quodammodo repuguare 
videntur, aut ea etiam, quae caeteri evangelistae omiserunt, (no one will 
demand this!) multa profecto alia sunt expungenda. But one can also say that if 
everything is to be excluded that is folded into the text of Mark in the 
manuscripts, then the ordinary text must still be made far more eloquent than it 
is in very many places. - Although Mark now and then gives himself the 
appearance of not sparing words, he has no psychological inaccuracies 
anywhere.

Notes:

1) Eichhorn (Introduction, p. 296) remarks: "The message of Jesus' commission to order 
the Passover is shortest in Matthew. Mark and Luke have presented it more definitely, 
as is to be expected from a revised edition of a rough draft." - We leave it undecided 
whether Matthew's Relation, compared with the others, is to be called a rough draft, and 
the others a development of it. In particular, however, the question arises whether 
Matthew did not also have the same text that was expressed by the secondary 
speakers. And this must be able to be decided.

2) Peculiarities of expression:

a) Luke: v. 8. 9. speech and counter-speech as distinguished from the secondary texts 
also ch. 8:46. Why might Luke here begin with the command of Jesus, instead of with 
the question of the disciples? - v. 10. the participial construction. S. above at n. 28. 35. 
a. St. - The words ου εϊςττορίΰεται are connected differently in Luke than in Mark. -



(b) Matt, v, 18. The expression: πρός σε ποιώ κ. τ. λ. hangs together with the other: 
πρός τόν δείνα. For an appointment was made with a certain man. Hence here: Words 
of remembrance: now the time has come, and there: that the man is not designated 
further. In the other texts, too, the question is best explained by the presupposition of a 
previous appointment. -

c) Mark. How is it that he agrees with Matthew only from the beginning to the words: 
υπάγετε είς τήν πάλιν, and then not, but with Luke, and with Luke not at the 
beginning? -

3) Not even the slightest trace of different translations.
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26) n. 53. Mark. 14:18—25. = Matth. 26:21—29. = Luk.22:15—25.

Mark 13:18 αμήν λέγω 
ύμϊν, ότι εις εξ υμών 
παραδώσει με *)

Matth 26:21 άμή ν λέγω 
ύμίν, ότι εις εξ υμών .... με.

Luke 22:15,16 (0.) 21. 
πλήν ιδού, ή χειρ τον 
παραδιδοντος με μετ’ έμοΰ 
έπϊ τής τραπέξης.

19. μήτι εγώ ; 22. μήτι έγώ ειμι, κύριε; 23. Κ. ήρξαντο συξητεΐν 
προς εαυτούς, τό τις άρα 
είη έξ αυτών ο τούτο 
μέλλων πρασσειν.

20. εις έκ τών δώδεκα ό 
έμβαπτόμενος μετ' έμοΰ είς 
τό τρυβλίον.

23. ό έμβάψας μει έμοΰ έν 
τώ τρυβλίω τήν χεΐρα, 
ουτός με παραδώσει.

21. Ό μέν υιός τού 
ανθρώπου υπάγει καθώς 
γέγραπται περί αύτοΰ" ούαϊ 
δέ τώ άνθρώπω έκείνω δί 
ού ο υιός τού ανθρώπου 
παραδίδοται

24. Ό μέν υιός τ. ανθρ. 
υπάγει καθώς .... 
παραδίδοται'

22. Κ. ό μέν υιός τ. ανθρ. 
πορεύεται κατά τό 
ώρισμένον ’ πλήν οΰαΐτώ 
ανθρώπω έκείνω δί ού 
παραδίδοται.

καλόν ην αύτώ, εί ούκ 
έγεννήθη ό άνθρωπος 
έκεΐνος.

καλόν .... έκεΐνος.

22. — λάβετε ■ τούτο έστι 26. λάβετε τούτο έστι τό 19. — τοΰτό έστι το σώμα



τό σώμα μου. σώμα μου. μου τό υπέρ υμών 
διδομενον.

23. — καί έπιον έξ αύτοΰ 
πάντες.

27. — πίετε έξ αυτού 
πάντες.

17. λάβετε τούτο κ. 
διαμερίσατε έαυτόί'ς.

24. τούτο έστι τό αΐμά μον, 
τό τής καινής διαθήκης τό 
περί πολλών έκχυνόμενον.

28. τούτο γαρ έστι τό αίμα 
μου τό .... έκχυνόμενον 
(είς άφεσιν αμαρτιών).

25. Αμήν λέγω ύμϊν, ότι 
ούκέτι μή πιω έκ τοΰ 
γεννήματος τής αμπέλου, 
έως τής ημέρας έκείνης, 
όταν αυτό πίνω καινόν έν 
τή βασιλεία τοΰ θεού.

29. Λέγω δέ υμΐν, οτι ου μή 
πιω απ’ άρτι έκ τούτον τού
γενν..... πίνω μεθ’ υμών
καινόν έν τή βασ. τού 
πατρός μου.

18. Λέγω γάρ ύμΐν, οτι ού 
μή πίω από τοΰ 
γεννήματος τής αμπέλου, 
έως ότου ή βασιλ. τού θεού 
έλθη.

*) The words: ό έσθίων μετ' έμοΰ must in any case be deleted. For the v. so. 
following say the same thing, and yet should be the more exact designation. 
Thus those words cannot find room, if one were to burden the Mark as much as 
one wishes.
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Notes:

1) We have already explained above in a note to the first part what we consider to be 
the original text of Luke. After what was excluded there, what remains is what is placed 
here next to the other texts. Nothing is left out but what is found in Paul. What remains 
consists of the elements of the other texts, the only difference being that in Luke 
transpositions are made (first the ceremonial drinking is mentioned, and only then the 
symbolic breaking of the bread. The betrayer is spoken of last). Luke also has Jesus 
express the assurance at the beginning of the meal, v. 15, that he had a longing for this 
meal and that it would be his last meal, instead of giving the same assurance in the 
other passages only at the presentation of the cup *).

*) Schleierm. op. cit. p. 281. "If the speaker let Christ say, when he took the cup, 
that he would drink no more of it (Luk. v. 18.), why does he not determine 
beforehand the precise moment, when the Passover lamb was offered, whether 
Christ said, in relation to the Passover, that he would eat no more of it, or at the 
first distribution of the bread, and more in relation to the bread? Anyone who 
wanted to be more scheming would have helped here." Here the serious thinker



must not have been attentive at all to the text he criticised, or - 1 do not know how 
to judge - he must have forgotten himself. Does not Luke, precisely in order to 
maintain the symmetry of the account, expressly assure Jesus, as he did with the 
cup in relation to drinking, so also with the Passover lamb in relation to eating, 
that this was his last meal? v. 15. 16. and could it not really be concluded from 
this that Luke was indeed writing in Christ?

2) Peculiarities of expression:

(a) Luk: v. 15. επιθυμία, επεθύμησα Luke uses hebraisms in a solemn style. Cf. here 
v. 21. and u. 49. ch. 21:14. 19. - 20:35. 36. - 22:31. u. a. St. - προ τον με παθεΐν. Ch. 
2:21. .Act. 23:15. - (v. 16. πληρωθή I cannot think is the right reading, and rather 
believe that βρωθή must be read, έξ αύτοΰ is not Luke's way of writing either. - No 
codex is more attentive to the manner of writing of the evangelists than cod. L,. and 
one has to pay much attention to what he takes offence at). V. 22. πορεύεσθαι Luke 
very often puts instead of the other υπάγειν. Passages are given above. - κατά τό 
ώρισμίνον Act. 2:23. - δί ον παραδίδοται. Luke does not repeat the oomen as the 
others do, comp. ch. 5:37. v. 23. Luke himself often tells where the others indicate the 
ipsissima verba. Examples have already been given. Cf. also ch. 8:42. with the 
parallel st. - τό τις εϊή in this connection the construction usual to Luke; comp. 8:9. 
18:36. and many others - v. 19. λάβετε is not repeated, because it already occurred v. 
17. - έως ότον v. 15. 18. comp. 13:8. 15:8. - Combinations of a similar kind to this, 
where the utterances of the same subjects are put together v. 23. 24. will meet us with 
several more in Luke. -

b) Matthew. - Here again we notice textual additions which would not be necessary v. 
22. to έγώ (είμί, κύριε-) and v. 23. the quite unnecessary: ουτος με παραδώσει. Other 
examples have been given above n. 42. n. 43. Comp, also 16:20. 24:2. (S. n. 49.) The 
verse 25. I cannot possibly regard as anything but interpolation. (It is in the class of 
passages: Matt. 21:43. ch. 24:11. 12.) "For that Judas now, when Jesus had just 
pronounced his woe! upon the traitor, should have asked, I cannot believe him to do 
so." (Paul Comment. 3rd Th. p. 573.) - V. 29. βασιλ-τοϋ πατρός μου. Again, 
exclusively peculiar to Matthew as 12:50. 25:34. 18:10. - μεθυμων here buried as 
26:38. 40. μεθ' έμοΰ -.

(c) Mark here agrees literally with Matthew. Why here? and why did he deviate from 
him in the previous piece? But he has not the additions here either: Matth. 22. 23. 28. 
29. and not the verse: Matth, v. 25.
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3) Only Luke could be assumed here to have translated a special text from the Hebrew, 
but this assumption will soon be dispelled if one is to assume at the same time that the 
translator nevertheless wrote for v. 22. and some parts of v. 19. For these verses only, I 
also used the Greek translation on which the other texts are based.

27) n. 54. Mark. 14:32-49. = Matth. 26:36-55. = Luk. 22:40-53.

Mark 14:32 — καθίσατε 
ώδε, έως ττροςεύξωμαι.

Matth. 26:36 — καθίσατε 
αυτού, έως ού (άπελθών) 
προςεύξωμαι (έκεΐ.)

προςεύχεσθε μή είςελθείν 
είς πειρασμόν.34.— περίλυπος έστιν ή 

ψυχή μου έως θανάτου, 
μείνατε ώδε και γρηγορεΐτε.

38. — περίλυπος .... 
γρηγαρεϊτε (μετ’ έμού.)

36.— άββά, δ πατήρ, 
πάντα δυνατά σοι 
παρένεγκε τό ποτηριον απ 
έμού τούτο άλλ’ ού τί έγώ 
θέλω, άλλα τί συ.

39. — πάτερ μου, εί 
δυνατόν έστι, παρελθέτω 
άπ έμού τό ποτήριον τούτο 
πλην ούχ ώς έγώ θέλω, 
άλλ’ ώς σύ.

42. πατερ, εί βου- λει, 
παρενέγκε τό πο- τήρ. 
τούτο απ’ έμού" πλήν μή τδ 
θέλημά μου, άλλα τό σόν 
γενέσθω.

37. Σίμων, καθεύδεις; ουκ 
ϊσχυσας μίαν ώραν 
ΥΡήγορήσαι;

40. ούτως ουκ Ισχύσατε 
μίαν ώραν γρηγορήσαι (μετ 
έμού);

46. τΐ καθεύδετε;

38. γρηγορεΐτε κ. 
προςεύχεσθε, 'ίνα μή 
είςέλθητε είς πειρασμόν

41. γρηγορεΐτε .... 
πειρασμόν

άναστάντες προςεύχεσθε, 
ένα μή .... πειρασμόν.

τδ μεν πνεύμα πρόθυμον, 
ή δέ σαρξ ασθενής.

το μεν πν..... ασθενής 42.
(0.)

missing

41. καθεύδετε τδ λοιπόν 
και αναπαυεσθε; απέχει, 
ήλθεν ή ώρα ιδού, 
παραδίδοται ό υιός τον 
άνθρώπου είς τάς χεΐρας 
τών αμαρτωλών.

45. καθεύδετε τό λοιπόν κ. 
άναπ.; ίδου, ήγγικεν ή ώρα 
και ο υιός τ. άνθρ. 
παραδίδοται εις χεΐρας 
άμαρτωλών.

Jesus' words to the 
captors: v. 48 ωρ Επί 
ληστην έξήλθετε μετά 
μαχαιριάν κ. ξύλων

55. ώς έπι .... συνλλαβεΐν
με’

52. ώς έπι ληστήν 
έξεληλύθατε μετά 
μαχαιρών κ, ξύλων



συλλαβεΐν με

49. καθ’ ημέραν ή μην 
προς ύμάς έν τώ ίερώ 
διδάσκων, κ. ούκ 
έκρατήσατέ με, άλλ’ ΐνα 
πληρωθώσιν αί γραφαί.

καθ’ ήμέραν προς ύμάς 
έκαθεξόμην διδάσκων έν 
τώ ίερώ, κ. ούκ έκρατήσατέ 
με. 56. τούτο δέ όλον 
γέγονεν, ΐνα πληρωθ. αί 
γραφαι τών προφητών.

53. καθ’ ημέραν όντος μου 
μεθ’ ύμών έν τώ ίερώ, ουκ 
έξετείνατε τάς χεϊρας έπ 
έμέ' άλλ’ αύτη ύμών έστιν ή 
ώρα κ. ή έξουσία τού 
σκότους,
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Notes:

1) As the comparison shows, many things are missing here in Luke, viz.

a) The circumstance that Jesus divides the disciples, and takes only three of them 
with him - probably into the garden (comp. Joh. 18:1. and v. 4. έξελθών) - (Mark v. 33. 
Matth, v. 37.), but leaves the others at some distance before the garden.

b) That Jesus, after turning back from prayer to the three disciples and awakening 
them from sleep, returns again to prayer, and from it again to the sleep-drunk 
disciples, then leaves them the third time to pray again, and then comes again to 
awaken them from sleep, because the betrayer is near. So the drawing of the 
sleep-drunk state of the disciples is missing, and so are the words that Jesus speaks 
to the disciples each time he returns, although Luke, like the others, notes that Judas 
came with the crowd έτι αυτού λαλοΰντος v. 47. Eichhorn calls what Matthew and Mark 
give in more detail extensions of the earlier text. But with equal justification it could 
also be said that Luke's shorter message is an abbreviation of the earlier text. - It goes 
without saying that the verdict on this should not remain undecided, least of all since 
Luke shows an effort to complete the account instead of abbreviating it. For the note 
he inserted in verses 43-45, that Jesus was strengthened by an angel from heaven in 
the midst of the greatest fear, is not given by the other speakers, nor are the words in 
verses 48-49 (of Judas and Jesus).
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2) Peculiarities of expression:

(a) Luk.: v. 40. μή είςελθεϊν comp, to n. 42. n. v. 46. alone is the construction of the 
others. *) - v. 42. If we read τταρινεγκεΐν connected with βοΰλει; the expression with 
lack of apodosis has its analogue at ch. 19:42 - v. 47. We call this passage important



in order to be able to judge whether Luke had abbreviated or not. - v. 51. Luke omits 
συλλαβεΐν με. Cf. 20:24. at η. 43. - v. 53. μεθ νμών corresponds to this, that, according 
to Luke, even priests are there to take Jesus captive; (comp. v. 51.) - αλλ' αύτη υμών 
.... τον σκότους. This clearer expression relates to Mark's text as ch. 20:6. (πας ό λαός 
- προφήτην είναι) and 21:20. (όταν δέ ϊδητε κυκλουμένην κ. τ. λ.) relate to their 
parallels. (By the way, σκότος is to be taken entirely in the physical sense, and neither 
ironically, nor tropically. - That it was dark is also shown by Joh. 18:3.) -.

*) But it can be seen here that in both constructions the idea is modified. -

(b) Matth.: v. 38. μετ έμοΰ, as v. 40. v. 47. the τού λαοϋ appended to πρεσβΰτεροι 
(comp. 27:1.) - v. 55. the graphic: εκαθεζόμην - v. 56. the one belonging to γραφαί; τών 
προφήτοιν and the one belonging to έ'φυγον ο μαθηταΐ also the ουτωος v. 40. - All this 
Mark, notwithstanding that in all other respects he agrees literally with Matthew, has 
nevertheless not. Such additions to Matthew's text have already been demonstrated 
above. S. at n. 53 - v. 39, Matthew expresses the motto of Jesus somewhat differently 
than Mark. It remains to be seen which of the two has the more correct expression. - 
Compare 15:28. v. 56, τοντο δέ ολον the formula common to Matthew.
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Why does Mark differ from this?

c) Mark.: v. 36. πάντα δνν. σοι cf. 10:27. πάντα γάρ δυνατά έστι παρά τώ Θεώ. — 
άββά ό πατήρ. From the peculiarity of Mark, the aram. Sometimes citing words with 
the accompanying Greek translation, we have already somewhere concluded that he 
was not in the condition of a translator. — It is not entirely unimportant that Matthew 
always has only the Greek words, except for chap. 27:46. ήλί, ήλί κ. τ. λ. As always, 
Mark avoids the πλήν, which both of the sub-texts have (only once, but as a preposit. 
he has chap. 12:32). 41. (By the way, καθεύδετε τό λοιπόν means sleep afterwards 
when this act is over, *) during the time that follows this — as it were appended.

*) Fritzscher commentary, on the Mark, at St. τό (τό λοιπόν) est 
exterminandum, praesertim quum Matth. 26:45. pauci libri deleant, quos e 
Marco corruptos esse patet. — Everyone stands without glasses, so that one 
and the same reading must be maintained in both places, i.e. either λοιπόν, or 
τό λοιπόν. But λοιπόν cannot stand anywhere, so τό must stand λοιπόν. — cf. 
Apollod, άπεΐπεν αυτοί τό λοιπόν είς την πόλιν είςιέναι. (i.e. once again in the 
future except this time) —in posterum tempus τό λοιπόν in these phrases does 
not mean. —



28) n. 55. Mark. 14:60-64. = Matth. 26:62-65. = Luk. 22:66-71.

Mark 14:60 ουκ άποκρίνη 
ουδέν; τί αυτοί σου 
καταμαρτυροΰσιν ! **)

Matth 26:62 ουδέν 
άποκρίνη; τί αυτοί σου 
καταμαρτυρουσιν !

Luke 22:66

61. σύ εΐό χριστός, ό υιός 
του ευλογητού;

63. έξορκίξω σε κατά τού 
Θεού τού ξώντος, ΐνα ήμϊν 
εΐπης εί σύ εί ό χριστός, ό 
υιός τού Θεού.

εί σύ εί ο χριστός, είπε 
ήμΐν.
67. έάν ύμΐν εΐπω, ου 
μηπιστεύσητε' 68. έάν δέ 
και έρωτήσω, ού μή 
άποκριθήτέ μοι ή 
Απολύσετε.

62. εγω είμι, 64. αύ είπας,

καί όψεσθε τον υιόν τού 
ανθρώπου καθήμενον έκ 
δεξιών τής δυνάμεως και 
έρ- χόμενον μετά τών 
νεφελών τού ουρανού.

πλήν λέγω ύμΐν, απ’ άρτι 
όφεαθε τον υιόν τ. άνθρ. 
καθήμενον έκ δεξιών .... 
έρχόμενον έπΐ τών 
νεφελών τού ουρανού.

69. Από τού νύν έσται ό 
υιός τ. άνθρ. καθήμενος έκ 
δεξιών τής δυνάμεως τού 
Θεού. 70. σύ ούν εΐό υιός 
τού Θεού; 71. ύμεΐς λέγετε, 
ότι έγώ είμι,·—

63. τί έτι χρείαν έχομεν 
μαρτύρων;
64. η’κούσατε τής 
βλαςφημίας, τί ύμΐν 
φαίνεται;

65. έβλαςφήμησε ’ τί έτι 
.... μαρτύρων; ϊδε, νύν 
ήκούσατε την βλαςφημίαν 
αυτού ■
66. τΐ ύμΐν δοκεΐ;

τί έτι χρείαν έχομεν 
μαρτυρίας; αύτοί γάρ 
ήκούσαμεν από τού 
στόματος αυτού.

**) Frische: Comment, to the Matth, b. d. St. interpungirt: ονδέν άποκρίνη, τί 
αυτοί - καταμαρτυρονσι; (as if τί, as otherwise, stood for o, or for ών) and 
declares: nihilne respondes, car isti adversus te testimonium edant? - without 
any sense. How then could Jesus answer why those testified? - they must have 
their own causes. The commentator means: in the matter of why rc. But this 
would have to be expressed here: ουδεν άποκρίνη προς ά οντοι - 
καταμαρτυροΰβιν, and that composition, if it should express this, would be 
contrary to language. The same is true of the passage in Mark. Ahn- lieh is 
Mark. 15:4.
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Notes:



1) That Luke combines the verhör at night and the verhör on the following morning (v. 
66) has already been noted. - Why does he say nothing about the false witnesses who 
appeared? - The question addressed to Jesus does not sound like an interrogation, 
but like a mere enquiry (v. 66). Jesus' answer has the form of an ordinary 
conversation. Thus the question to Jesus does not occur first: συ εΐ δ χριστός; as in 
Mark, and Matt, but this question develops only after Jesus has dropped the utterance 
69. which is therefore prefixed. Cf. also Jerem. 38, 15, which passage the author 
probably had in mind here. - Also, the statement of Jesus himself (v. 69) is worded 
differently in Luke. The words: όψεσθε τον υιόν τ. άνθρ. ερχόμενον επί - τού ουρανού 
(s, Mark, and Matth.) are missing. Mark and Matthew have one and the same relation.
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2) Peculiarities of expression:

(a) Matth.: v. 63. at the words: ει σύ εϊ ό χριστός - τού Θεού Matth, has the apposition 
of Mark: ό υιός τού ευλογητού. It could not, however, be added for convenience if 
preceded (which again Mark has not) by έξορκίζω σε κατά τού Θεού τού ζώντος. (On 
the last words see Matt. 16:16.) - v. 65. see 9:3. ούτος βλαςγημεΐ. - Therefore the 
words are put differently, and ήκονσατε construed with τήν βλαςγ. i.e. you have 
heard the blasphemy as a fact (as much as οτι έβλαςγήμησε, but Mark: τής 
βλαςφημΐας i.e. the blasphemy according to its content and sense).

b) Luke: (Incidental to v. 68. εάν δέ και έρωτήσω - it seems to me that the author 
here aims at Jesus' - ch. 20:41 - 44. mentioned,- counter-question, why then the 
Messiah should be David's son.) v. 71. άπό τ. στόματος, άπό for εκ according to 
Luke's mode of writing. -

c) Mark: v. 62. again he has not πλήν, - not even v. 64. the τ ΐ- δοκεϊ so frequently 
occurring in Matth. - Which will be the more original word here? - He also indirectly 
says v. 64. κατίκριναν αυτόν είναι ένοχον θανάτου instead of the Matthaean ένοχος 
θανάτου εστί. But Matth, retains his habit of making dialogues, comp, at n. 35. In 
μαρτύρων Mark v. 63. and Matth v. 65. we have still to remark, that Luke, as he 
mentions no false witnesses here at all, so also does not use this word, but puts for 
it Luk v. 71: - μαρτυρίας (consistently).

3) Eichhorn (Introduction, p. 299) remarks: "In the first draft of the description of Jesus' 
life, there was a message about the interrogation of Jesus. (This is inferred from the 
fact that Luke reports nothing of this interrogation in the place where the others report 
it). "The following copyists were to enter it." (So the original author had relied on them



and did not want to report anything about the interrogation, even though he believed 
he had to give an account of Jesus' accusation before Pilate?) "We have two 
inscriptions of this from different hands, each edited in its own way. In the copy that 
later fell into Mark's and Matthew's hands, the narrative of the ransom (?) was newly 
edited, inserted immediately after the news of Jesus' imprisonment; in the copy that 
Luke used, it came after the denial of Peter, and now either Luke himself or someone 
else before him simultaneously reworked the whole section of Jesus' interrogation 
before the Synod (note: but this is supposed to have already been edited in its own 
way?) and before Pilate." We note here that, just as the original author would indeed 
have expected too much from the copyists, our critic also relies too heavily on the 
approval of his readers in his assertions. And such a thing could have been written on 
the off chance of the day!
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29) n. 56. Mark. 15:2-14. = Matth. 27:11-23. = Luk. 23:3-23.

Jesus' interrogation before Pilatus.

Mark 15:2 σι ει ό βασιλεύς 
τών ’Ιουδαίων; — σύ 
λέγεις.

Matth. 27:11 Όύ .... 
Ιουδαίων; — ’σύ λέγεις.

Luke 23:2 (0)
3. συ εΐ .... Ιουδαίων; — 
ού λέγεις.

ν. 9. θέλετε άττολύσω ύμΐν 
τον βασιλέα τών Ιουδαίων;

17. (τίνα) θέλετε απολύσω 
ύμΐν (Βαραββάν, ή) Ιησοΰν 
τον λεγόμενον χριστόν;

(Cf. ν. 16. παιδεύσας ούν 
αυτόν άπολύσω.)

(ν. 11. οί δέ αρχιερείς 
άνέσεισαν τον όχλον, ΐνα 
μάλλον τον Βαραββάν 
άπολύση αυτοΐς.)

(20. οί δέ αρχιερείς κ. οί 
πρεσβύτεροι έπεισαν τούς 
όχλους, ΐνα αίτήσωνται τον 
Βαραββάν, τον δέ Ίησούν 
άπολέσωσιν.)

18. αϊρε τούτον, απόλυσον 
δέ ήμΐν Βαραββάν.

12. τί ούν θέλετε ποιήσω 
τον βασιλέα τών 
’ίαυδαίων; *)

22. τί ούν ποιήσω Ίησρύν, 
τον λεγόμενον χριστόν;

(20. Παλιν ούν ό Πιλάτος 
προςεφώνησε, θέλων 
άπολύσαι τον Ιησούν.)

13. σταύρωσαν αυτόν. 22. — σταυρωθήτω. 21. σταύρωσαν, 
σταύρωσαν αυτόν.

14. τί γάρ κακόν έποίησεν; 23. τί γάρ κακόν έποίησεν; 22. τί γάρ κακόν έποίησεν 
όντας;



(οί δέ περισσώς έκραξαν) (οί όέ περισσώς έκραξαν 
σταύρωσαν αυτόν. λέγοντες)· σταυρωθήτω.

23- (οί δέ έπέκειντο 
φωναϊς μεγάλαις 
αίτούμενοι αυτόν 
σταυρωθήναι.)

*) The words ον λέγετε are an addition not to be tolerated,

a) The Jews had not called Jesus the King of the Jews, but accused Jesus 
because he called himself so. - Pilate therefore could not have so expressed 
himself,

b) It is a different matter when it is written: τον λεγόμενον (οδεεε ον λέγετε) 
χριστόν i.e. whom you wisely call Messiah according to your language, (ov 
λέγετε would thus refer only to the Hebrew expression.) Thus is Matth, v. 22. 
written, and this passage may have been in the mind of the copyists. It is 
therefore no coincidence that this insertion is missing in several manuscripts. 
S. Griesb.
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2) idiosyncrasies in expression:

a) Luk.: He formed v. 2. himself. -- λίγοντα εαυτόν χριστόν - είναι comp, the 
participial λίγων in Act. 21:21. λίγων μή ττεριτεμνειν αυτούς τά τέκνα. 19:26. λίγων ότι 
ούκ είσι Θεοί κ. τ. λ. Act. 17:7. βασιλέα λεγοντες έτερον είναι, Ίησοϋν. - τούτον ευρό 
μεν comp. Act. 24:5. εν ράντες γάρ τον άνδρα τούτον λοιμον. - φόρον όιδόναι comp. 
Luk. 20:22. - όιαστρίφειν comp. Act. 13:8. 10. 20:30. - ν. 18. αϊ'ρε τούτον. Same Act. 
22:22. - ν. 20. προςεφώνησε comp. , ch. 13:12. and επιφωνεΐν here ν. 21. also Act. 
22:24.-In the question v. 22. Luke himself remarks that it was the third. He has 
therefore the same order as the others. - v. 23. εττίκειντο comp, the same word ch. 
5:1. By mentioning among the criers v. 23. also the αρχιερείς, he certifies the nullity 
of the indication Mark. v. 11. Matth, v. 20. -

(b) Matth.: he intends v. 17. to make the question more definite. Thus it appears as if 
Pilate, by placing Barabbas in the choice, had himself brought about the request 
against his will. According to the other texts it is not so. Rather, the context in Mark is 
formed in this way: Pilate, as one comes to ask for the return of a prisoner, asks: You 
certainly want to have the king of the Jews released? But against his expectations 
the answer is: no, but Barabbas. Now Pilate asks: what shall I do then with the King 
of the Jews? - The question is whether Matthew did not also have this text, or



whether his account was the original one. - As to the form of the disjunctive 
question, compare Matthew above n. 42. a. ch. 21:25. - v. 22. λεγουσιν αυτω 
common to Matthew; comp. e.g.. E. g. 21:41. 42. In the present passage it can be 
directly proved that another word must have stood in the original text. -

c) Mark. - v. 3. it seems as if the words had fallen out: καί ου δεν άπεκρίνατο. Similar 
indeed is ch. 14:60. but there is something different in the message there. Jesus let 
the witnesses speak against each other without saying a word. There the question of 
the text might follow, ουκ άποκρίνη ουδίν; though no ουδόν άπεκρίνατο or άπεκρίθη 
of the narrator preceded it. - Here, however, the ουκέτι v. 5. also seems to reclaim 
what has fallen away.

*  *

*
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These, then, were the passages from which we have to select data, according to their 
nature and order. According to what we have already explained above, we had more 
than one reason why we arranged them one after the other in this way, although we 
could have used one of the printed synopses, of which we have several, as is well 
known, as a basis for the future cases of the tert citations. It was important to us that the 
readers should have the extracts, to which our argumentation in this part of the 
investigation will first adhere, separated from the rest of the textual apparatus, and that 
they should have them completely together, because the argumentation must go into 
detail. However, as the notes placed under them will show, we have at the same time 
drawn other advantages from the list, in that we have not only made it easier for 
ourselves to prove some special facts, but have also, by noting those passages that are 
particularly important for our investigation, enabled the examining reader to follow the 
traces of the course that the investigation will take, and to judge, according to the 
measure given, whether we have fulfilled our task or not. By the way, we ask again for 
attention to the textual purifications we have made, especially in Mark, from whose terte 
we have made interpolations, in n. 32. Mark. 9:35. and verses 38. and 39. (which we 
have at least called obscure,) - further n. 35. mark. 10, 24. τέκνα, πώς - ειςιλ&εϊν - n. 49. 
Mark. 13:21 - 23. and have eliminated false readings in o. 35. and n. 53. *) - And so we 
now proceed to the business, which, after these preparations, is first incumbent on us, 
of developing from the parallel redeterts set up, the Data, inserted in themselves to 
explain their relation'sscs. Just one more brief explanation.

*) We seem to have been too worldly in what has gone before, or in the whole 
space that our investigation occupies at all; So we have to remark that in laying



out the work we have taken special care not to set too narrow boundaries, and 
that in this investigation we do not stick with that oratorical "yet there" would lead 
us too far." "If any point is left undiscussed, or doubts creep back anywhere, the 
whole discussion is in vain. Many a man who has used that phrase would have 
omitted to advance his conjectures and fantasies on the subject, if only he had 
that at the same time want to discuss what he said would have led him too far 
away and that it was not in his task.
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After what has been said above, the dilemma is posed with regard to the result in 
general: either our writers had a common model (in individual collections or in a 
manuscript as a whole), or each later one of them used the earlier one. If we now set 
individual collections, we have an exterior, as if we set an original. But if we make the 
latter the basis, then we have something more than an exterior in general, namely, we 
have in addition a whole, and this, that it is an exterior, is included. The latter 
hypothesis, then, goes further, and it will therefore have to be considered first and 
foremost. The main question, then, would be: Can our writers have drawn from an 
original writing? Now we cannot determine in advance, if they based their presentation 
of history on such a manuscript, what use they will have made of it, or ought to have 
made of it. But presupposing such a thing, they will

a) just as the original writing itself was an identical thing, special signs of identity will 
also have been imprinted on the representations formed according to its type, such 
signs which, even under variations and inequalities, point back to the original image, 
and we shall therefore have to see first of all whether we discover such signs,

b) What the original has communicated as a speech will have been a whole, or, if like 
some of the speeches cited in our writings, it was part of a historical narrative, it will 
have had a certain moment in it. Accordingly, in the case of the genre of speeches 
which, according to the purpose of our narrators, are themselves to be whole, we shall 
have to see whether, after the distinctions which we may have to make in them, they 
really retain so much content that they can be taken for relations of an original writing, 
and in the case of those speeches that are not only given in a shorter form, but are 
also merely parts and intermediary parts of a given historical account, it will depend on 
whether they are found in our copies at least in the same place of the relation. What

c) as for the general agreement that will have to be found in our writings under this 
presupposition, the agreement will have to be the predominant and preponderant one 
before the deviations, or there will sometimes have to be agreement where one does



not expect it because of the other deviations. Furthermore, under the same condition, 
it is to be expected,

d) that the deviations which the authors have allowed themselves will still be able to 
stand with the relationship in which they are supposed to have placed themselves to 
an original manuscript, i.e. that they will not entirely annul the authority which the 
authors, by drawing from a foreign source of history, must themselves have conceded 
to it. All these are conditions of the possibility ofthat presupposition. They do not, of 
course, prove the reality of the assumed fact itself, even if corresponding assumptions 
can be made in our writings. But we must, if we wish to search for data, start from 
something, and will therefore most conveniently start first from the possible, or make 
the basis of the investigation in such a way that we first look to the conditions of 
possibility of the assumed cases.

e) We have to deal with several hypotheses at the same time. The first, from the 
original, is directly opposed by the other, which does not seek the condition of the 
agreement in question outside our evangelists; the latter must be disproved if the 
former is to hold. Therefore, while something is being selected for the former, that 
must at the same time be taken into account which the latter argues against it, - one 
hypothesis will limit the advantages of the other. We shall therefore proceed best in 
such a way that we limit our data one after the other, and thus proceed in a developing 
manner; consequently also, by starting, as we said before, from the possible, we shall 
begin in such a way that we shall at the same time gradually diminish the possibility of 
what is on the opposite side, and then continue the limitation of the opposites until the 
final either-or emerges. This is the plan of the following investigation.
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b) Listing of Data.

First Datum:

Just as there is not a single speech in which there are not variations of expression or 
changes in the textual measure at one or the other place of the specimens, so there is 
not a single speech in which, in the directly connected parts of the speech that has 
begun, either all three speakers at the same time, or at least two against one, are 
harmonised either literally or in thought. Also, as a rule, the agreement is only 
interrupted at different places in the relation.

a) If our writers had the given type, which was either an original used by them in 
common or the work of one of their secondary writers, - purely expressed; then the 
copies would everywhere have the same expression and the same measure. This is 
not the case. They deviate here and there in both respects, and their deviations can 
therefore be divided into quantitative (i.e. increases and decreases in text) and 
phraseological (i.e. variations in expression). But just as there is no play that is given 
with a consistent verbal difference between the copies, there is also no play with such 
a degree of agreement that there is not a deviation of one kind or another (quantitative 
or phraseological) here or there in one or the other copy. - One should not be 
surprised at this; on the contrary, the opposite case would be astonishing. For if the 
copies corresponded verbatim throughout, the writers would have merely copied the 
original, and one would not see for what purpose and with what intention. If this is not 
to be presupposed, and therefore not to be established as a postulate, that the writers 
would have had to slavishly bind themselves to the borlage they may have had; then 
neither, in the case of their using a foreign writing, is a continuous literal harmony 
among them to be expected or demanded, nor, if one had the writing of another before 
him, a complete equality of the copy with the presupposed original, although in the 
examination of the "latter" hypothesis this postulate has commonly been assumed. We 
say, then, that a consistent literal conformity of the copies is not to be expected 
everywhere. But now, assuming an original, s prior! it is also to be assumed that the 
writers who based their relations on it will not only agree with each other in some way, 
but to the extent that the agreement would prevail over the deviations. At the very 
least, such a relationship only provides the premise from which a used original can be 
inferred. This is what our datum refers to.
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b) Literal correspondence is found in the three copies of each speech



a) almost universally in the following: n. 8. 9. 28. 41.42. 43. (Here in long text 
passages.) But where the literal agreement is not a universal one, nevertheless

β) as a rule, two agree against the third, and this relationship appears to be

x) more extensively in the following passages:
n. 15. Matth, and Mark, against Luk. 8:22.
n. 16. Mark. 4:21 - 25. (Luk. 8:16 -18.) against Matth. -
n. 28. Mark. 8:32. 3S. (Matth. 16:22. 23.) against Luk. 9:22. -
n. 32. Mark. 9:36. 37. (Luk. 9:48.) against Matth. 10:5.; then Mark. 9:42- 46. (Matth.
18:6 - 9.) against Luk. -
n. 53. Mark. 14:13-16. (Luk. 22:10 -13.) against Matth. 26:17. 18. - 
n. 49. Mark. 13:18-23. (Matth. 24, 20 - 24.) against Luke; then Mark. 13:10-12. 
Luk. 21:14 -16. (Real-Harmony) against Matthew (but comp. Matth. 10:17 - 21.) - 
n. 54. Mark. 14:26 - 42. (Matth. 26:30 - 46.) against Luke - passages where two 
hold that which the third excludes.
In other passages, what the third adds to the text is excluded by two; see n. 20. n. 
32. n. 35. n. 47. (in all these the dissenter is Matthew.) - n. 44. (dissenting Luke), or 
two agree in expression against the third, as n. 14. 15. 16. 28. 35. 42. b. 47. 53.

n) On a smaller scale, the following passages show us the relationship (with
quantitative deviations):
n. 31. 34. (in both of which Luke deviates)
n. 34. deviating there, Matthew and others (with mere variations of expression) 
n. 8. 10. and others, and the passages, not all of which can be listed here, where 
the deviations concern only a small part of the sentences, and while one begins to 
vary, the others remain in agreement. We must also note here that it is sufficient for 
the expression to correspond if the sentences correspond only in form and 
construction, even if the words are not quite the same. (Compare, for example, n.
9, Mark 2:7, with Luke 5:28, n. 16, n. 43.) We shall find, however, that in almost 
every new sentence of one and the other copy, words are found which occur in the 
parallel place of the other, and where this is not the case, and the one copy varies 
entirely in the same place, the relation of correspondence nevertheless takes place 
in the other copies. (The rare exceptions will be discussed below).
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c) We said earlier that it is not surprising that deviations occur in our copies. This is 
indeed true; but what matters in the whole matter is how the deviating and the 
concordant in the parallel texts relate to each other, and here, of course, the 
deviations, compared with the concordant parts of the text, reveal many striking 
things. While sentences that could be expressed in very different ways fall into the 
agreement here and there, elsewhere the authors use their own expressions in 
secondary parts of the speech, and sometimes they change only this or that word in 
the sentence, without the change being considered an improvement, or it being 
possible to see why the improvement should have been limited to such a small matter. 
See, e. g., n. 8. and compare Matt. 8:4. with the parallelst, or in n. 9. the words by 
which the bed of the sick is signified: κλίνη, κλινίάιον, κράββατος n. 10. the νγιαίνοντες 
Luk. 5:32. and v. 36. theipcmou καινόν, in the same piece Matth. 9:17. ουδέ βάλλουσι 
and ρήγνυνται οί ασκοί and the επιρρίπτει of Mark 2:21. - in n. 20. of Mark (6:11.) τον 
χοϋν against the common τον κονιορτόν of the others. So further, in n. 28. the ευρήσει 
Matth. 16:25. against the σώσει of the others, in n. 41. the εστΐ chosen by Luke 19:46. 
instead of the χληθήσεται of the others, which is nevertheless according to the 
passage cited. However, we will not have to look at the relationship in the small and 
individual at first, but will rather have to direct our attention to the mutual relationship 
of the pieces in the large. The following remark also belongs here:
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d) that unity exists in general alongside the deviations, and how it exists in the main.
To speak of additions in general, these usually only occur between the common text, 
or they are appendices and additions to the same - on the whole, what the additions of 
words and phrases between words and phrases with the same wording are on the 
small scale. Where the text is shortened in the other copy, it nevertheless continues 
with the neighbouring one on what follows what has been left out. In the same way, 
after the variation of the expression, the homophonous resumes. - Thus the unity 
recedes in the one specimen, while it emerges in the others, and by the individual 
referents making changes and interferences here and there, "the relation, which 
originally had only one expression, imparts to all three that they all have something in 
unison. Thus it will be noticed in the comparison. It is as if an objective and a 
subjective were separated. And so it is also an essential characteristic of the 
phenomenon that, as we noted last, the literal agreement is only very rarely 
interrupted in one and the same place of the parallel texts, and as a rule only in 
different places of the relation. This is a main circumstance. One becomes aware of 
the difference that lies in the presupposed relationship when our authors are 
supposed to have used an original that has not yet been revised, and when they are 
supposed to have used the more complete work of the other. This was indicated here,



although the significance of the circumstance can only be fully revealed when we look 
deeper into the area of relations. The observation explained here, however, requires 
an even more circumstantial expression. We have not even been able to take a 
merely superficial look at the preliminary correspondence of our referents without at 
the same time perceiving a peculiar relation of the latter to one another, concerning 
the consistency with which they maintain the correspondence. Since it is at the same 
time a question here whether the concordant elements of one gospel have not flowed 
into the other, we shall have to present this relationship in particular as a special 
quality of the harmony described here.

293

Second Datum:

The relation of the speakers to each other is this, that

a) Mark's text always participates in the agreement, either by harmonizing with the 
other two at the same time or with one of them, sometimes with this and sometimes 
with that, and that

b) Matthew and Luke, when it comes to whole sentences, do not agree with each 
other unless Mark agrees with both at the same time. The only exceptions are in the 
passages above 1 and 14.
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a) At the previous data, passages have been cited where two of the speakers record 
what the third drops, or exclude what the third adds to the text. As we have seen, one of 
these two is always Mark, and

(a) this his alternation with the fellow-testators often falls into one and the same piece 
of discourse. E.g. 16 Mark. (4:21 - 25.) keeps here with Luke (8:16 - 18.), which 
excludes Matthew, and v. 30 - 32. with Matthew (13:31. 32.), which Luke drops. 
Likewise n. 28. n. 32. n. 49. He refers

ß) with one of the other two, not only according to the same order of thought, but also 
usually with the same expression,

aa) The more and the further Luke varies in expression from Matthew, the more 
exactly Mark harmonises with Matthew. See n. 15. n. 16. (in the parable Matth. 13:2



- 9. compare the parallels, in the same piece Matth, v. 19 - 23. compare the 
parallels). - n. 36. n. 42. n. 44. n. 49. n. 53. n. 54. - But this is not always the case. 
Sometimes he harmonises more with Luke throughout; e.g. n. 28. n. 35. n. 47. It is 
striking that he

bb) in the first part of the narrative, which is divided into two parts, n. 53, he mostly 
gives the words of Luke (Luk. 22:10-13.), and in the other part he agrees with 
Matthew alone (Matth. 26:20-29.), that he

cc) continues the speech with one of the others, sometimes in literal agreement, as 
in n. 28. with Matthew, n. 34. with Luke, sometimes only partly in literal agreement, 
as in n. 32. with Matthew, sometimes entirely varying, as in n. 42 b. with Luke (20:11. 
12.) and n. 49. with Luk. 21:12-16, and that in one and the same perlope he 
sometimes excludes something from the referent with which he continues and 
prolongs the speech in relation to the other, as in n. 32. As his relation as a whole 
unites the parts and quanta of the secondary relations, so also some of his 
sentences and verses unite the elements of the parallel passages, which vary in 
expression, as if they were composed of them. And it is again striking that, when he 
has long been in agreement with one of them, he uses some words, indeed often 
only one word, with the one from which he had previously deviated, and then 
deviates again, and that, where he himself had previously varied and deviated from 
both, he sometimes joins none in particular, but only shares certain words with them. 
We do not want to list the passages of this kind individually, since more details will 
be given on another occasion below. (See, for example, n. 10.)
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b) If we exclude the pericopes η. 1 and n. 14, there is no passage in which Matthew and 
Luke express multi-membered sentences in the same way without Mark also 
harmonising them. Only in n. 42 b. Matthew (21:44.) and Luke (20:18.) have an identical 
verse, which is not found in Mark - the verse: χαι ό πεσών έττϊ τον λίθον τοϋτον - 
λικμήσει αυτόν. But in the matter of this verse Griesbach will probably have to be 
believed, who thinks it an interpolation made in Matthew. This passage will therefore be 
omitted, and then only those remain where the unison of the two others, in which Mark 
does not participate, consists only in one or a pair of words or in a phrase. We will 
record these passages here at once:

n. 10 Matth. 9:16. ουδε’ις δέ Luke 5:36. ουδεφ Mark. 2:21. ούδείς
έπι βάλλει. έπιβάλλει. έπιρράπτει.



9:17. εί δέ εί δέ. 5:37. εί δέ μήγε. 2:22. εί δέ μή.

n. 15 12:47. έξω εστήκασι. 8:20. εστήκασι έξω. 3:32. Omits έστήχασι.

n. 16 13:8. τά μυστήρια. 8:10. τά μυστήρια. 4:11. τό μυστήριον.

n. 20 10:10. μηδέ ράβδον. 9:3. μήτε ράβδον. 6:8. εί μή ράβδον 
μόνον.

10:4. μηδέ άργύριον. — 3. μηδέ άργύριον. 6:9. μή — χαλκόν.

10:11. εις ήν δ’ αν — 9:4. είς ήν άν — 6:10. όπου έάν .... είς

10:14. έξερχόμενοι τής 
ττόλεως έκείνης.

9:9. έξερχόμενοι από τής 
πόλεως έχείνης.

6:11. έκπορευόμενοι 
έχεΐθεν.

n. 28 16:12. έν τή τρίτη ημέρα 
εγερθήναι.

9:22. the same. 8:33. μετά τρεις 
ημέρας άναστήναι.

16:26. τί γάρ ωφελείται 
άνθρωπος

9:24. the same. 8:36. τί γάρ ωφελήσει 
άνθρωπον

n. 36 15:22. μέλλει 
παραδίδοΰθαι.

9:44. the same. 9:31. παραδίδοται.

n. 39 21:3. έρεϊτε— 19:31. ούτως έρεϊτε — 11:2. είπατε —

n. 44 21:27. ύστερον δέ 
πάντων.

29:32. ύστερον- 12:22. έσχάτη πάντων.

n. 46 22:45. χαλεΐ αυτόν 
χυριον.

20:44. the same. 12:37. λέγει αύτον 
χΰριον.

n. 49 24:2. ος ου 
ηαταλνθήσεται.

21:6. the same. 13:2. ος ου’ μή 
χαταλυθή.

Cf. still 
n. 30

17:17. ώ γενεά άπιστος 
κ. διεστραμμένη

9:41. the same. 9:19. ώ γενεά άπιστος.
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c) The datum given here draws attention to Mark, and makes one inclined either to 
deduce the corresponding relations of the others from him, or to deduce his from those. 
Particularly the latter has seemed acceptable, as we believe, partly because it can be 
related to the brevity of Mark's Gospel in relation to the others, that this Gospel, both 
according to the composition of its relations and according to the number of its



narratives, partly because, on the assumption of this case, one could refer to something 
obvious for a hypothesis, and partly because one believed that this would save one the 
trouble of discussing the mutual relationship of our texts in greater depth. If Matthew 
and Luke should have drawn from a common source, the hypothesis mentioned above 
cuts off the presupposition that this source could have been Mark, who, according to it, 
first drew from them, and in this respect it is certainly important. If it is false, we must 
refute it the more thoroughly, the easier it presents itself, and shows the whole object of 
investigation in a completely different light to the one in which it is seen from another 
point of view. It must at least be admitted that the other view, to which Mark rather 
appears as the source of the others, has just as much merit. For as the latter makes 
Mark dependent on the others, because he agrees almost universally either with both or 
with one of them, so the latter can plead that those two now also agree with him 
alternately, and do not themselves agree with each other in the pieces of the first tablet, 
without the text expressed in agreement also appearing in Mark. - The slight exceptions 
to this rule considered above can perhaps be eliminated by one kind of explanation, and 
the great ones noted above perhaps decide nothing against it. Thus our attention will 
always have to be directed to Mark. The hypothesis of a jointly used original will be 
facilitated if the former premise of Mark is found to be unacceptable, and there will then 
be none more likely to be opposed to it than the latter, which, instead of subordinating 
Mark to the others, rather superordinates him.
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The following datum, however, will determine the relationship more precisely, or at least 
cause us to consider it further.

Third Datum:

If, however, Mark does not begin and carry out the relation without agreeing in 
expression with one of the secondary speakers, then these, too, without his 
interposition, agree either literally in series of sentences after one another, or else in the 
thoughts expressed and in the connection of these with one another, and the parts of 
the relation falling into agreement and the variations and deviations running under them 
relate to one another in such a way that the agreement results as the essential, and the 
deviations appear as the accidental.
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a) If Mark's relation consisted of propositions which, according to their expression or 
content, were contained only in the two secondary relations of one, and Mark thus



sieved out of agreement with one secondary referent into agreement with the other; 
then his text could certainly be taken for the result of the secondary texts. But this is not 
the case, not by a long shot, according to the interrelationship of the parallel 
representations, and this must be noted here.

a) Even without Mark's interposition, Matthew and Luke agree word for word through 
long series of sentences, and it was precisely this relationship that was to be 
illustrated above by the list of the passages one after the other. Just consider the 
passages n. 8 - 11. n. 16. (Luk. 8:5.) - in n. 20. Matth. 10:14. Luk. 9:5. - in n. 28. Matth. 
16:21. 24. 25. Luk. 9:22. 23. 24. n. 32. and thus go through all up to n. 49. and also 
further.

ß) The literal agreement is also not usually interrupted without being renewed again, 
or without echoes of the other relation being heard. See n. 9. - in n. 16. Luk. 8:6. 
(Matth. 13:5. 6.) - in n. 42 b. Luk. 20:8. - in n. 42 b. Luk. 20:16. - especially in n. 49. 
Luk. 21: 23. 30 - 33. (compare Matth. 24:32-35. where the texts resolve into complete 
harmony after previous disharmony). - It is therefore not quite true what is commonly 
said, that Mark is the mediator of the common agreement, and that the texts come 
together by uniting in Mark's text, or that the harmony is conditioned by him. - 
However, in some pericopes, as we have seen, there are textual parts which Mark has 
in common only with one of the neighbouring texts. He also appropriates the specially 
composed expression of the sentences, where the secondary relations differ from 
each other as a result, with one against the other (e.g., in n. 8. E. g. in n. 8. Matth. 8:4. 
ηροςενεγχε τό όώρον ο προςέταξί Μωϋσής εις μαρτύριαν αυτοΐς. Luk. 5:14. (and with 
him Mark) ττροςένεγχε περί τον καθαρισμού σου καθώς (Mark, α) προςέταξε κ. τ λ.
But what will follow from such and similar passages? For our datum makes another 
remark, which must be sent in advance as a more general one to other discussions:
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b) The parallel texts, which are harmonious with each other even without Mark's 
attunement, should actually be completely harmonious with each other. Already

a) their layout and version is the same in general, and this becomes all the clearer 
when one may separate out and separate from the copies what is added to them. If 
now, in the parallel series of thoughts, whole lexical periods occur with the same 
expression, what must be considered accidental, the deviation or the coincidence? 
Consider



ß) the deviations, how here and there the concordant turns, and after bends and 
manifold transitions comes together again; they give so many samples of the authors' 
ability to change the representation, and to form it in the most diverse ways, that one 
well notices that they could, if they had wanted to, have formed the texts much 
differently, and made them far more dissimilar to one another, than they are in fact.
The authors, however, have kept themselves within bounds, and the constraint under 
which they have submitted themselves becomes only the more conspicuous when one 
compares the sameness that has escaped from none of the conforming relations with 
the deviations to their own and free representation. The deviations - if they are 
involuntary, as they undeniably can only be in very many places; so they can only be 
brought into play all the less against the rest. If they are intentional, as they may well 
be from time to time, - then the endeavour underlies them to express even more 
precisely, or to bring into a firmer and more natural connection, precisely that which is 
expressed in the secondary texts. The fact that the deviations are accidental is often 
shown by

y) the place they occupy in the text next to the "concordant", in that they are placed 
between what is literally the same, here as an interpolation to explain what has gone 
before, there as the varying expression of the same thing that stands in its place in the 
neighbouring texts. Here we can explain examples in the "greater" by examples in the 
"lesser".
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In a minor way, we notice that our writers sometimes begin sentences in parallel 
passages with identical words, but vary in the execution of them: the identical word 
thus begins the sentence or periods to which it belongs, but does not complete them. 
Often the dependent words are the homophones, and the word by which the individual 
words are united to form the sentence is the non-homophone, or the word which, 
expressing a modality, cannot occur at all without being connected with a definite 
sentence, is the fixed word, and the main parts of the sentence to be connected with it 
are subject to change. - See, e. g., n. 15. The fixed thing is: ή μητηρ καί οι αδελφοί 
σου εξω. To this each narrator puts something different, Matthew: εστήκασι, ζητοϋντές 
σοι λαλήσαι. Luke: εστήκασι ϊδεΐν σε θίλοντες. Mark : ζητοϋσι σε. - η. 16. (Matth.
13:19.) έρχεται - και - καρδία. To this the writers put the subject withdifferent words, 
Matthew: ό πονηρός, Luke: ό διάβολος, Mark: ό σατανάς. The verbum is also different. 
Matthew puts: αρπάζει, Mark and Luke: αίρει. - So also the designation of the object, 
in Matthew it says: τό εσπαρμίνον, in Mark: τον λόγον τον εσπαρμίνον, in Luke: τόν 
λόγον. - Matthew and Mark connect καρδία with εσπαρμίνον, Luke with αίρει. We do 
not want to cite all the passages of this kind here. How easy it is to make the remark



here that the homonymous moths indisputably belong to the root of the sentence 
expression found in our copies, and that these words, where they were first used, 
must have stood in a certain connection with certain other words by which the 
sentence was filled out and completed! That original which presented the one words 
must also have been able to present the others belonging to the full sentence, and the 
referents which express different things at the same place must have deviated one 
and the other from the definite expression given. Here we have, in a rejuvenated 
sense, what pericopes represent on the whole with the alternating word parallelism of 
their series of sentences and periods. If the copies of the pieces begin with identical 
sentences, but vary in the middle, and indeed, as usually happens, vary only in the 
expression of the identical; must we not also assume that in the varying intermediate 
parts the original gave a certain expression, and had certain middle sentences, 
through which the preceding, still preserved in agreement, and the following, just as 
preserved, were put into context, as well as it is now in context in the various copies? 
Pericopes that occur in such a form are especially the piece above 49 (about the 
destruction of the temple). The beginning (first and second verse, s. above under the 
listed speeches of 49.) is completely identical in the copies up to Matth. 24:9; - at the 
third verse the texts go out of harmony, at the fourth Matthew and Mark agree on 
Luke, at the fifth Matthew and Luke interrupt the harmony at different places. The 
three-part harmony begins again in the parable of the fig tree, which is actually only an 
appendix to the whole. Would it be likely that only here and in the beginning of the 
piece the original measure would have been given, without in the middle? Another 
pericope of this kind is n. 42. b. Here the copies of the conclusion from the parable 
supply the identical text, and likewise of the first sentences of the parable. Now, in the 
middle section, at the mention of the servants sent out and the treatment meted out to 
them, where the copies vary, must the original not have had certain sentences in a 
certain version, and must the variations therefore not have deviated from the original? 
The same will apply to n. 44. 44, where one of the texts is drawn together at the point 
where the others partly vary in expression. In the last part of the Sadducee question, 
they all agree word for word; in the following answer of Jesus, Luke forms Jesus' 
speech differently from the others, but towards the end he also returns to the same 
sentences as the others, retaining over-voiced words with the other texts: must not the 
deviation here be accidental, and the agreement the essential? In those passages 
where the sentences continue a reflection that has already begun, as is the case in 
the pieces n. 44. and n. 49., the fragmentary agreement that still exists, especially in 
conjunctions and the transitional particles - such as n. 49. όταν δέ ιδητε, — καί τότε — 
et al. a much clearer proof that what is in agreement still contains fragments of a text 
which, in the specimens, could rather be thoroughly harmonious than not. — We have 
to make one more remark.



δ) Our speakers usually preface the relation to be begun with summary preliminary 
remarks on the occasion and the relationship which the speech has had. In this way, 
they themselves separate what is their own, their authorial speech, from what is 
foreign to them. But in doing so, they sometimes communicate to the readers, to a 
greater degree, the feeling that the thing to be referred to has really been a fetter for 
them, limiting the writer's arbitrariness. How easily the first words of the speaker could 
have been woven together with the narrator's own words into the expression of 
indirect speech! but it is as if one had resisted the link with the other. Thus the 
sentences oppose each other in n. 36. where Mark, after his preliminary statement 
that Jesus had said what he would encounter, then begins the relation with the ότι 
preceding it thus: ιδού άναβαίνομεν κ. τ. λ. But like Mark, the secondary speakers, 
guarding themselves, begin to weave the verba ipsissima into their own words. Matth. 
20:9. Luk. 18:38. - The same remark prompts in n. 34. Luk. 18:15. with its βρέφη and 
ηαιδία v. 16. (S. above Annot. to the piece p. 222.) At times we find also.

ε) the same motte in different places; could not the sentences parallel to each other 
have the same expression all the more readily? Examples of such transpositions, in 
which the original words have mostly remained intact, are given in the following 
passages: n. 11. Mark. 2:26. Luk. 6:4. Matth. 12:4. (Mark places the motte: καί εδωκε 
και τοϊς ούν αύτώ ονσι ηαφ ονς ουκ έξεστι - τοϊς ίερεϋοι. Luke prefixes them to these 
last moths, and in Matthew they are woven into the same.), n. 43. there are Matth. 
22:16. the words: την οδόν τού θεόν διδάσκεις in a in a different order than in the side 
texts. (We should like to remark in passing that sometimes the reflerion formulas of 
the narrators are also displaced in this way; e.g. the concluding remark in n. 41. Mark. 
11:18. πας ο όχλος Ε'ξεπλήσσετο Επι τή διδαχή αύτοΰ, which in the same place Luke 
19:48. expresses differently, is in Matthew literally so in n. 44. Matth. 22:33. - The 
formula: ούδείς ούκετι Ετόλμα αυτόν επερωτήσαι has all three writers in different 
places, Mark ch. 12:34. Luke in the next preceding piece ch. 20:40. and Matthew in 
the next following ch. 22:46. *). From all these remarks it will follow that the literal 
harmonies of our texts are of earlier origin than the disharmonies, and that the 
common elements are older than the particularly distinctive ones. If, however, in the 
passages where Matthew and Luke harmonize literally, no direct connection of Mark 
with one or the other of these two is recognized, how can it now be proved that such a 
connection must take place where the third speaker happens not to agree, whether or 
not he could agree? This is the controversial point to which attention should be drawn 
here.
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*) The word prefix Mark. 12:8. and Matth. 8:26. seem to be errors in the copy.



c) But now that we have proved our datum, we must admit that it still does not take us 
very far. The following is made clear, to be sure:

a) The three parallel relations can by all means agree literally, and where the opposite 
case finds Sratt, and the one referent gives a different expression than the two others 
that agree, there is the greatest probability that the deviation from the norm that has 
occurred is to be presupposed on his side, and where all three differ, there at least two 
must have deviated from the norm.

ß) A certain original expression must be assumed for each passage on the first table, 
and where there is no literal harmony, there is a deviation from the norm. Thus, for 
example, one cannot say that Mark coincides with the other two in that which was 
most marked in the oral contract. In the oral presentation, as we have seen in the first 
part of our investigation, nothing else of the content and form of our pieces was 
marked, because they did not lie, as they are, in the circle of the oral presentation, and 
in that written presentation which first comprised them, everything was marked, so that 
the difference of the copies can only be based on a deviation from a given.
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y) The assertion is put in check that Mark must have borrowed from one of his fellow 
speakers what he has in common with them in the content and expression of his 
exposition. For if our representations cannot be based on more than one original, - 
which is sufficiently evident from the sameness of the parallel relations in their layout, 
in the division, connection and position of their individual sentences, and in the 
delimitation of the parts of the whole against the others, and of the whole against other 
things that do not belong to i t ; - so the possibility remains that what Mark is said to 
have taken from one of the neighbours could have been in an earlier work, both in the 
quantity of the content and the form of the expression. - This is what, like that, is 
brought to light by our datum. But some things still remain undeveloped.

x) Even if it turns out that without a deviation having occurred, the relation could not 
even have degenerated into a duplicity, and thus the difference between two 
referents must in any case be based on deviation, nevertheless, among the three, 
one may have been formed like the other, which precisely does not give the original 
but the deviating form, by the redactors or recensors, or, as Mark is supposed to 
have done, may have formed itself like the one and the other reserter, thus both the 
deviating and the original. There is as yet no certainty as to which of the two differing 
forms is that of the norm and that of the deviation.



n) Even if the possibility is proved that all three copies could have been taken from 
one original, nothing is more proved than this possibility, since the existing 
agreement of the texts, from which the unity of a type is inferred, can also be based 
on the fact that one of Matthew and Luke copied the other, and therefore, if this were 
the case, and they had no source apart from themselves, Mark must have borrowed 
the elements of his text from them. Thus, if the reality of an original writing outside of 
Matthew and Luke is to be demonstrated, and thus it is to be proved even more 
clearly that Mark, instead of drawing from those two, could rather have drawn from 
this one, the negative would have to be corroborated first and foremost, that 
Matthew and Luke did not have the elements of agreement one from the other. But 
again, in reference to this, so much follows from our datum that this must not 
necessarily be assumed beforehand. In order to proceed further, it goes without 
saying that we must make a more precise comparison of the texts within the 
individual pieces themselves. The following is general datum on this.
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Fourth Datum:

Far sooner than it can be shown that, where only two of the speakers agree completely, 
this agreement is due to only one of them, it can not only be assumed, but also proved 
by the expressions of the style of writing, that, where the third does not agree with the 
two, he has deviated from the given type.

a) As has been mentioned, Mark always has something special in common with one of 
his neighbours, and this special thing he is said to have borrowed from the one with 
whom he has it in common. - Whatever ease or difficulty this opinion may have, it not 
only does not explain the fact of the literal agreement between Matthew and Luke in 
itself, but also leaves the circumstance that this special agreement of Mark with those, 
even within the pericopes, is a changing one, and must sometimes be only an exchange 
of trifles from one text for the other, as an effect of arbitrariness. It can be assumed with 
equal justification that all three speakers drew from one and the same source. This 
hypothesis explains both the actual literal correspondence of all three texts and the 
relationship of the correspondence to the interruption, as well as the circumstance on 
which the former hypothesis is based. This special circumstance finds its explanation 
when it may be assumed that where only two harmonize with each other, the one who 
does not harmonize with them at the same time deviates from the given type. This has 
been postulated above as a fact (Dat. 3.). It is therefore still necessary that it be proved 
as a fact, and it must be proved if the question whether Matthew and Luke, instead of



having used a foreign scripture, are not rather in direct connection with each other, and 
Mark must have borrowed from both, is to be brought nearer to its decision.

b) This proof, however, must, depending on the reasons for the deviation, also seek out 
traces of various influences that have passed over to the text. First of all, if it can be 
asserted that one or the other speaker has deviated, this must be probable from the 
consistency of his manner of writing and from the method of his diction. For

a) the reason for him to express himself in a particular way must have been in his 
method, if not in all deviations, but especially where they consist in a change of 
expression;

ß) secondly, however, if a sameness and a habituality are perceived in this, then that 
which differs from the communal of the other texts as a particular really appears as an 
individual, which could not occur without having something distinguishing, and in this it 
will be

y) thirdly, at the same time as a deviation from the other, if, as a particular expression, 
it nevertheless expresses in matter the same thing that is the content of the other. - 
Now, from the mutual relationship of our texts, insofar as it often represents only a 
difference lying in the expression and not in the expressed content, it can indeed be 
proved that where two speakers agree against the third, the latter, according to its 
peculiar mode of expression, has deviated. We would have to give this proof here, and 
it would have to go into detail. But precisely because it must go into detail, that is why 
we have already given it, in that for this very reason we have accompanied the series 
of speeches listed above with notes, which had the particular purpose of drawing 
attention to the traces of the characteristic and methodical in the diction of our authors. 
We therefore refer back here to those notes, and only remind you of the following at 
this point, if something needs to be added about the conclusiveness of that evidence:
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a) The peculiar mode of expression of the individual writers only appears in the 
deviations, but not in what is in agreement. This might seem very natural. But we 
mean by it something that is not so natural. How is it that each of our writers, but 
especially Matthew and Luke, have certain favourite expressions, accustomed 
phrases, even ways of constructing things, which have not occurred anywhere in the 
whole area of literal agreement, but have remained the private property of these 
writers? We will mention only a few, since more detailed lists will be given 
elsewhere. Who does not remember the formulas that occur so frequently in



Matthew: ή βασιλεία τών ουρανών - ό πατήρ μου (υμών) ό εν τοΐς ουρανοΐς - τΐ σοι 
(υμΐν) δοκεΐ; of the δία τούτο etc. which so often links the sentences, a. ? The other 
two exclude all these expressions, and where Matthew wants to introduce them into 
the parallel pieces, he keeps them to himself. Luke's use of language is particularly 
evident in the Acts of the Apostles and in the mass of those passages which are 
placed between the scripts of the first tablet in his Gospel. The very words which 
occur most frequently here, favourite words of the writer, such as έτερος, επιστάτα, 
δέομαι, υποστρέφω, formulas like: είπε δε (και) παραβολήν (which he also uses in n. 
10. ch. 5, 30. and in n. 49. ch. 21, 19.), constructions such as that of r/x and r- with 
the optative (when the question is placed in the soul of another; e. g. in n. 16. ch.
8:9. in n. 32. ch. 9:46. comp. 18:6.), etc.-it is just these which the literal parallelism 
does not take up, but leaves to Luke alone. Now, as we have seen, the peculiarity 
appears not only in the particular expression of the same ideas, and in the choice of 
phrases, but also in the treatment of the content of the sentences, and in the 
connection of the sentences. Samples of this have been found where, in the case of 
Matthew, e.g. in his way of forming anticipatory questions (see the notes to n. 35. 
and p. 246. 250.), disjunctive questions (see notes to n. 42. a. p. 235.), inferential 
sentences (see notes to n. 35. n. 42. a. n. 42. b. n. 46.), providing the sentences with 
grammatical fillings (see above p. 250.) and so on. (see above, p. 250), etc., and in 
Luke's case, for example, his way of simplifying and contracting sentences (see p. 
198, p. 201), but sometimes also of copulating where the others express only a word 
or a concept (p. 253), the conformable passages have been compared with each 
other. But where do these peculiarities present themselves, in the concordance of 
the texts or in the divergence?

308

b) We are not yet talking about the quantitative differences in content. But attention 
must also be drawn to something in the context of these. Namely, sometimes the 
writer who adds textual augmentations somewhere already makes certain allusions 
to them in the preceding verses belonging to the parallelism, or he adds a 
modification to words that follow later and fall into this parallelism, which is related to 
the preceding textual augmentation, perhaps only in a distant way, sometimes in 
such a way that this relationship can only be noticed by paying close attention to the 
context. How is it, then, that this allusion and this modification are not found in the 
secondary texts, although they would certainly have been included in the copy that 
would have been made of this modified text, even if the larger insertion had been 
omitted? A few examples of this may be given. In n. 16, Matthew praises the 
disciples for seeing and hearing. (Ch. 13:16. 17.) The parallel texts do not have this. 
But the formula with which (v. 18.) the interpretation of the parable is passed over is



connected with these words woven into Matthew: νμεϊς ovv ακούσατε τήν 
παραβολήν (τού σπείρον- τος). A transitional formula to the interpretation of the 
parable was also needed by the other relations. Why is this one not found in them? 
One more example out of many others: in n. 57. the words of the angel to the 
women who came to the tomb of Jesus are thus expressed: in Luke ch. 24:5. τί 
ζητείτε τον ζώντα κ, τ. λ. In Mark words precede: (16:6.) μή εκθαμβεϊσθε, Ίησονν 
ζητείτε κ. τ. λ. In Matthew the expression is still more succinct: (28:5.) μή φοβεΐσθε 
νμεϊς, οίύα γάρ οτι Ίησοϋν - ζητείτε. How Mark's words could easily have taken on 
the same modification! But of Matth, νμεϊς and the οίύα γάρ, besides binding the 
sentence, have their special meaning, νμεϊς is a "Distinctive" against the 
grave-keepers, who were stricken with terror, and by the οίύα γάρ the angel is to 
signify why the women should have no such impression to fear from him as he made 
on those keepers. Matthew therefore has the expression alone, as he has the 
mention of the keepers alone. - An example from Luke in n. 10. Here the other texts 
suggest those cases where the old and the new are mixed together and destroy 
each other. Luke 5:39. gives another example of a case where the old and the new 
do not go together either: whoever suddenly drinks new wine out of old wine does 
not like the new wine, which he might have liked if he had not immediately waved it 
over the old. This example, which is only intended to be the example of a 
disproportion in general, is alluded to beforehand by the addition which Luke makes 
to the garment at the mention of the old and the new: (v. 36.) και τώ παλαιώ ου 
συμφωνεί. (He also wants to distinguish two things here, namely, one is: the new 
from the old does harm, the other: it does not agree and stings against each other). 
How many readers read this addition of Luke without thinking of the allusion to v. 39! 
and would not a copy made according to Luke have excluded at least these words, 
even if it omitted the 39th verse? But the words are found in the secondary texts as 
little as this verse. (Cf. note above, p. 187.) And so the corresponding texts often 
exclude very faint allusions to the characteristic style of writing of the individual 
writers, even if they occur in the most diverse places, with a consistency that would 
not be explicable at all if these relations were not earlier drafts independent of our 
individual speakers.
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c) If one were to suggest that it is precisely the author who, deviating from the 
others, expresses his own way of writing and remains faithful to his mode of 
expression, who shows himself before the others to be the original and independent 
one, from whom, therefore, the first draft and the first formation of the account itself 
can be derived, then we have to answer this objection with the following.



κ) The original writers would be Matthew and Luke. But were the common 
relations their own products, or first formed by them; whence then in the individual 
pericopes their literal agreement, and that even where they vary within them, yet 
they agree in the ideas, and place these in the same order? (The quantitative 
textual differences cannot be asserted, since these, where they are multiplications, 
are yet only the multiplications of an earlier text, and where they are diminutions, 
they are likewise the diminutions of a given text). They express, let us say, the 
same ideas one after the other, but even where their ostensible originality enters, 
namely in the variation, it does not last long, but is sometimes withdrawn after a 
few lines at one and the same point of the development of thought into the 
common bounds, and compelled to join in the unified expression. See the pieces n. 
The writers may be original, but they are not original as creators or authors of the 
representation, but as singers of the song that has already been written. One may 
only compare the reviews of some pieces, such as n. 9 -12. n. 35, in order to 
realise immediately that the pieces themselves are older than the variations in the 
representations.

n) How is it to be explained at all when the two writers, as mentioned, express the 
same ideas with different words? The ideas must have been borrowed from 
somewhere, and in order to be borrowed, they must already have their specific 
expression. It would

]) the strange case would also arise that the varying authors would only be original 
at different points in the same play, sometimes at the beginning, but not in the 
middle and at the end, or at the end and at the beginning, but not in the middle. 
One given thing, then, always remains, but by it it will be possible to tell whether 
the other has belonged to it or not, and this all the more easily if that pretended 
originality consists in nothing but variation of expression. - So much here about the 
deviation, insofar as it turns out to be on the account of the individual writers, and 
indeed, what has just been casually remarked, on their account, without being 
proof of their originality. Let us now turn to what is in agreement, What can the 
individual cases, where Mark in a pericope has this or that expression in common 
with Matthew or Luke, decide in favour of the assertion that he takes what is in 
agreement from the latter? What, for example, What, for instance, can be inferred 
with certainty from the fact that Mark, in n. 8, has the expression περί τον 
καθαρισμόν σου (Mark 1:44.) in common with Luke 5:14. has in common, though it 
is to be seen on the side that Matthew has a principal part of the sentence at the 
same point of relation, viz. the προςίνεγκε, and then the further ηροςέταξε Μωϋσής



belonging to the sentence also, and that the deviating ro following from προςΐνεγκε 
with him is just that word which, according to a habitual phrase (s. p. 181.) could 
easily occur to him, and if it can finally be noticed that, while the others deviate 
from him and agree with "one" of them, these therefore show no sign of individual 
spelling in their agreement? But so it is almost universally, - almost in all places, 
where the third deviates, and thus only two agree, it can be proved how and why 
the other deviated. But we must
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c) and, in particular, to draw attention to the relationship, which has already been 
mentioned above, that sometimes, where Mark and one of the secondary speakers 
deliver the speech alone, their relationship does not harmonise literally. Just as, then, 
the writers in the same speech and in the use of the same formulas do not signal each 
other by signs of their own style of writing, so also their relations do not agree to a 
special harmony when two narrators, continuing the speech, separate themselves from 
the third, but here, too, we perceive peculiarities of diction as the cause of the texts' not 
having the same expression, so that the reason for the harmony, but rather for the 
disharmony, is not to be sought in the individual speakers.

d) From this, then, we draw the following conclusion: the cases of mere two-part 
harmony do not prove any particular dependence of the concurring speakers on one 
another; rather, it is to be assumed that they concur because the third, had he not 
changed, would also concur with them. This is the datum that emerges from the text 
itself. - Just as, then, Marcus does not depend directly on the other two, so the harmony 
between them will not lie in the fact that they themselves depend directly on one 
another.

But is this now also quite irrefutably proven? It will be objected that this argument is still 
circular, in that the deviations of Matthew and Luke are held up against what Mark has 
in common with " - new, and of which the question is whether it is not an accidental 
composition from their own text. However, this objection also has a semblance, at least 
that by which it is refuted has not yet emerged with complete clarity. - Therefore, if the 
discussion is to become completely clear, we shall have to present the One from which 
we have deviated more precisely in its distinction from the individual, and also to 
separate the text of Mark from the others by a sharper distinction. - Since we are now 
dealing with the question of whether, apart from our texts, there was a special original 
that could have been used as a basis for them, we will first have to take into account 
that which is important in so far as it could be opposed to this presupposition. Above we 
mentioned the circumstance that the correspondence of our texts is usually interrupted



at different places, and noted how explicable this was if the representations of the 
speakers were based on a single original. What is the significance of the fact that the 
harmony of the texts is sometimes interrupted at one and the same place?
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Fifth Datum:

Where, in one and the same place, the copies differ from each other in expression or 
content, the origin of the differences is partly due to different reasons, and their 
simultaneous occurrence is accidental, and partly the traces of a certain original text 
can still be perceived in these differences.

a) This datum must be exhibited in our line of thought, if the one opposition to the 
other is not to undeservedly either receive a confirmation or lose a support. The 
hypothesis that all our evangelists have drawn from one and the same source has, as 
already noted, its direct opposition in the other: Matthew and Luke did not draw from 
another source, but are directly connected, and Mark, therefore, who agrees with each 
of them alternately, has borrowed what is in agreement from them. - Against the 
second of these hypotheses, the observation has been made that the agreement of all 
three referents is the essential, and the deviation of the same only accidental, and that 
therefore, if variations take place, these variations are in all probability deviations from 
a given, and the latter has not only been assumed, but even proved to be a fact from 
the writing style of the authors. - But it could be argued against the conclusion that we 
are caught in a circle, because the deviations are always judged according to what 
Mark has in common with one of the two others, that is, according to that of which it is 
precisely the question whether Mark did not first take it from Matthew and Luke. And 
so there is no proof that Matthew and Luke, if they differ from each other, either in 
expression or in content, must have deviated from a foreign standard; nor is it 
necessary to assume this, since it is quite conceivable that their relations came into 
being in which the coincidence in expression was no less accidental than the mutual 
deviations, and the literal agreement could take place without the one referent being 
directly connected with the other, or if this was the case, being prevented from 
developing the relation in particular. For one may only remain with the idea that the 
two writers, Matthew and Luke, first put into a definite form what had been given 
before them in another kind of tradition with unequal formation of the individual parts, 
with partly more, partly less, definite expression. For, therefore, even the one could 
borrow from the other what was consistent, if its expression was not riormised by 
tradition, and yet form the rest of the relation especially according to the sense of the 
indeterminate tradition, and consequently each could create a representation for



himself, from which Mark then composed his own. This opinion, we say, could be 
exhibited, and it demands a thorough examination. In the first part of our investigation, 
we have already taken the basis of this opinion, insofar as it is based on legend and 
tradition. Also, in the same division of the parallel relations lies a counter-evidence 
against them, as we have recalled in the present investigation at the third datum. But 
to support it, which would disturb us so much here in our broad investigation and in 
the specific consideration of the text, precisely those passages could serve, or be 
used as instances, in relation to which we have just now established the new datum. - 
According to a critical canon, if the manuscripts each make special additions to certain 
passages of the text, and give these additions a different position, it is concluded from 
the latter that they are completely foreign to the original, and that the latter contained 
nothing of them. The same could be concluded here from the passages in the relation 
where our copies all three deviate from each other at the same time. One could 
conclude that the relation had no definite expression here, and if this were admitted, 
and according to this some main element of the connection had to be lost, one could 
further conclude that our narratives had no definite connection at all before they were 
written down by Matthew and Luke, and that they therefore probably did not exist as 
written representations. But even if these passages were not used to argue against a 
written original text, and we had nothing to fear from the hypothesis which seeks to 
maintain the originality of Matthew and Luke, even if a written original text were 
assumed as the basis of our relation, something could be inferred from these 
passages, in accordance with the aforementioned critical canon, about the nature of 
this text, which would be just as inconsistent with the truth. Thus, for example, 
Eichhorn, although he presupposes an original for our Gospels, nevertheless wanted 
to limit the original of their passages mostly only to that which is expressed in our texts 
with corresponding words, and to explain that which deviates - to which the deviations 
mentioned here especially belong - for later additions or elaborations, which the 
original received by chance from foreign hands. A kind of inspection that leaves the 
original with no other idea than that of a crude, incoherent draft, and is therefore more 
of a hindrance than a benefit to the premise itself, if it does not outright nullify it.
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b) Let us therefore examine more closely the examples that occur of how the referents 
sometimes diverge in one and the same place. The datum is that the deviations in each 
copy are due to a different cause, and that therefore the deviation of one copy for the 
other, and the simultaneous departure of all from one and the same passage for the 
original itself, is accidental. An example is given in n. 10. Matth. 9:10. with the parallel 
passages (admittedly such an example, which in another respect is also not an 
example). The copies ask a question in the same place, which has received different



turns of phrase. However, the same text is used, and the changes occur in different 
places of it, and between different words. Matthew changes the subject. Luke increases 
the words of the predicate, and exchanges the end words of the question for another 
phrase. The deviations have a different reason. Both Matthew and Luke want to bring 
unity and coherence into the sentences, but they do it in a different way - Matthew, by 
making those about whom the question is asked the questioners themselves, Luke, by 
taking the occasion for the question about not fasting from the fact that Jesus' disciples 
were partaking of a banquet on that day (cf. note above, p. 186.) Both authors, however, 
deviate from each other with Mark precisely in the point for which they change the 
question. According to Luke, the questioners are not the disciples of John themselves; 
according to Matthew, the non-fasting on this day is not meant. The text which does not 
take part in any of these changes, and yet has corresponding words, lies in the middle 
as the proof that there could have been an original text which was free from the 
modifications which make the difference of the parallel texts, and yet had a certain 
expression. - n. 16. the transition to the interpretation of the parable Matth. 13:18. Mark. 
4:13. Luk. 8:11. is made differently by each narrator. The reason why all three differ is 
found in each copy. In Matthew, Jesus' speech moves from the secret praise of the 
enlightened disciples to the communication of the mystery contained in the parable; in 
Mark, Jesus, at the request of the disciples, makes up for what they themselves had not 
yet found, but should have found. In Luke, the interpretation is given immediately 
without any further preface. Since Luke does not regard the parable as an exercise in 
reflection, but as a given practical teaching (see above, p. 103), he does not preface the 
interpretation with such a statement by Jesus about the disciples' failure to understand, 
as Mark does, and Matthew is even less able to do so. His beatitude, however, which 
prevents him from doing so, excludes both the secondary texts, and in the theoretical 
relation of the parable Mark and Matthew agree against Luke overcin. Would not the 
harmony of the texts be even more harmonious if Matthew had not excluded what the 
others do not have, and Luke had not placed the piece under a different point of view? 
But the original, from which the interpretation of the parable was taken, must also make 
a certain transition to it. - In n. 28. Matth. 16:28. (comp, the Parallelst.) the various 
appositions έως αν ϊύωσι are hardly to be reckoned hiehcr, since Mark and Luke only 
va- rüren insignificantly. The same is true in n. 35. (Luk. 18:29. and the parallels) of the 
various additions to ένεχιν, since in the other parts of the verse each text has words in 
common with the other. But a special reason can be thought of each of the special 
additions. Matthew has in mind those who, as persecuted, must leave their possessions 
and goods, and therefore writes ένεχεν τού ονόματος μον. Mark adds here, as in n. 28. 
εμοϋ ηοφ τον εναγγελίον. Luke, because the foundation and enlargement of the 
Christian brotherhood here in the world, and the eternal life beyond, concerned the one 
kingdom of God as its beginning and consummation, puts the expression: ένεχεν τής 
βασιλείας τον Θεού. *) So all of them were warning. But we notice here a place in the



relation where each speaker, thinking about the cause of Jesus, could easily be tempted 
to give the words their own expression. Otherwise the verses Matth. 19:29, Mark. 10,
30, Luk. 18, 18. 10:30. Luk. 18:30. relate to each other in such a way that alternately 
two thirds come together against one. A similar example is given in n. 39. in the 
passage about the acclamations of the people, Matth. 21:9. 11:10. Luk. 19:38. The 
variations in one and the same periods of the relation occur in different places of the 
same, or between different words. Each narrator has a special reason for his insertion. 
Matthew wants to indicate more clearly to whom the hosanna is addressed; Mark 
doubles the sentences in order to make the affect of the acclamation more vivid; Luke 
wants to avoid the ωσαντά, and by the interpolation of the ωσαντά to make the relation 
of the words to the testamentary passage more recognizable. Two tertes join against 
the third - in n. 42. a. the texts (Mark 11:32. Matth. 19:26. Luk. 20:6.) therefore varnish, 
because Matthew helps the construction, but Luke sets clearer words. One can say that 
here only two texts are opposed to each other, and that the differing one is that of Luke, 
n. 42. b. All three vary in the place where the mistreatment of the sent servants is 
spoken of (Mark 12:4. and the parallel texts). Since here is only a repetition of the same, 
the one (Matth.) forms a general, which he divides threefold, (ον μέν, ον δέ, ον δέ) and 
the others give their differently, but likewise evenly, divided description only here and 
there a different individual expression. In addition, words from each text creep into the 
others. - Finally, the whole also only makes a transition to the following, whereby it 
depended more on the matter in general (on the fact of the maltreatment) than on the 
particular (the kind of it), and the writers could thus vary, even if the original had a 
certain expression. - n. 44. bend Mark. 12:26. and the parallel passages from one 
another according to ούκ άνίγποη, each reserent endeavouring to designate the citation 
more exactly according to its kind, and in such a way that it might be seen that what is 
referred to is really said there. (Luke: καί Μωϋσής έμήνντε seems to have been set up 
after the previous: καί Μωϋσής έμήνντε). In all these passages, therefore, one also 
notices at the same time the other thing that we have indicated in the datum, namely, 
that the lexical unity still stands out in these simultaneous deviations. This last point, 
however, should be particularly noted in certain examples which are examples on a 
large scale and seem to make an exception to this. They occur in the pericope above 
49, see Matth. 24:9, Mark. 13, 9-12. 13:9-12. Luk. 21:12-15. Here one copy remains 
behind, while the others continue the speech through long periods with unequal 
expression. But if the remark must be made that the text of Mark, which is missing here 
in the Matthaean copy, is found - as has been pointed out above in the exposition of this 
piece - literally in this way in another place of the Gospel of Matthew, and Luke also has 
verses in another place of his Gospel, which come closer to the text of Mark expressed 
here, is this not the rejection of a unity, which could have emerged here, or which really 
existed, and was only cancelled out by the speakers? - Also at the end of the piece the 
texts differ Mark. 13:33. f. Matth. 24:37. f. Luk. 21:24. f. But it has also been made clear



above (above at the end of n. 49.) that in the far flowing floods, to which Matthew's 
speech poured out, there are also words from the text of Mark. - Other passages, which 
could be included here, will come into less consideration. We have gone into more 
detail about the passages mentioned here, because what is perceived in the speeches 
is repeated in the same way in the other area of representation, in which the narrator's 
own reflection on the narration falls, and now it follows from what has been discussed 
here that such simultaneous deviations in the text are even less evident there than here, 
because they can occur far sooner in that area, and such a textual determination is not 
to be assumed there at all, as it is here in the speeches.

*) Incidentally, let us see which of the speakers seems to want to express the text 
in a more definite way, and to rework an earlier copy! The expression Luke uses 
here would not fit the passage in n. 28, Luk, p. 24. Mark, however, has the same 
here as there.

320

c) We must therefore by no means conclude from the phenomenon now under 
consideration that the earlier expression in the original (if there was such a thing apart 
from our Gospels) was defective; on the contrary, where the deviations occur in one and 
the same place in the copies, they indicate the underlying unity of an original text, which 
can be assumed for the very reason that the deviation of one and the other text must be 
regarded as non-original. As we have seen, various observations can be made on these 
passages.

a) Have some of them in the one copy undergone changes through the consequence 
of the speakers, by virtue of which, after a modification made in the preceding one and 
in consequence of it, they must now also change at that place at which the secondary 
authors first began to change something for other reasons, one the phrase, the other 
the quantity of the words, so that the same place is thus accidentally included here in 
a preceding one, or touched upon incidentally, and there the change again falls into 
other sides of it. The two other copies, however, often do not recognise, while they 
themselves change, the reason from which the change in the third flowed. The 
change, therefore, is accidental for them, and if this accidental change could occur 
against them, it could also occur against an original, just as the deviations that the 
other specimens themselves make, if they consist in nothing but a change of 
expression, could occur the sooner, the less they change the character of the given.

ß) Since the differences usually fall into different interspaces of the same sentence, 
and are placed at different points; so also in the texts there remains more or less



agreement, and in the one copy the same words crowd closer together, which in the 
other are interrupted and kept apart from each other, and where only the expression is 
changed, the material sameness of the sentences remains anyway.

y) a certain delicacy of the tercets in relation to one another is also apparent to the 
observer, by virtue of which, if they exclude something in one place, and what is 
connected with it is to be implanted in any of their places, their words must be 
changed here as well as there. If the specimens vary in one and the same place, while 
at the same time a reason can be discovered why it happens, and they nevertheless 
agree literally afterwards, it may be concluded all the more certainly from this that the 
part which literally agrees will have had a certain part, connected with it and belonging 
to it, also where the difference has occurred. -

(δ) Thus, by the datum given, that hypothesis which would like to fall back on 
indeterminacies is cut off, and the opposing assertion of the consistent determinacy of 
the presupposed original gains in force, and thus also the whole idea of such a thing in 
probability. We add only one more remark:

Note: The clearer the sputes of an original text on which our relations are based 
become, the more the text of Mark separates itself from the others. However, in the 
passages considered here, it was already possible to make the observation that 
deviations from the given are more likely to be found in Matthew and Luke than in 
Mark.

We ask you to bear this result in mind as we proceed. How then do we proceed? Our 
purpose is first to examine the possibility of such a text, which might be regarded as the 
basis of our concordant relations. This text, as was said above, has had its definite 
expression throughout, and the objection that could be made to it should be removed by 
the datum here established. This has now been done. But this does not yet prove that 
the definite expression belongs to a definite thing, distinct from others, as it ought to be, 
if that on which our texts are based is to be a particular thing. The question that must 
now be raised, then, is whether the concordant thing of our specimens and the same 
thing, the definiteness of which was spoken of with regard to its expression, separate 
themselves from the relations as a unity. Only then, when this happens, does something 
present itself whose quality can be distinguished more precisely and whose quantity can 
be determined more certainly. Now, as it seems, this really happens. We will 
undoubtedly have to notice this, and the following datum will therefore enter into our 
perceptions:
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Sixth Datum:
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a) All speakers make additions at various points in the relation, which, where they are 
attached, are excluded from the concurring secondary texts. These additions have, as 
they are made by different writers, so also a different character.

a) All speakers, we say, make additions. These are placed either in the middle of the 
play, while two other narrators continue the relation in agreement, or where the 
co-narrators limit the relation, i.e. at the end of the play. The ") intervening in the 
relation, which belong here from Matthew, have already been mentioned above, the 
small as well as the large, p. 92 - 94. for the most part, and both types will be 
considered again below, each in a special place- The pericopes, to which additions 
are added at the end in Matthew, have been mentioned above p. 97. and the additions 
themselves will also be spoken of specifically in the following. We need not, therefore, 
give a complete acco

ß) The textual additions in Luke are also larger and smaller. They, too, need not be 
fully described here, since they must be dealt with below in the same place where they 
are discussed. However, the
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y) which occur in Mark, although further discussion of them must follow, may 
nevertheless find a place here, because in the future we might have special reason to 
refer back to the list of them. They are the following:

The smaller ones:

n. 1 Mark 1:7 κύψας. η. 20 Mark 6:9 αλλ’ νποδεδεμένους 
σανδάλια.

n. 9 2:9. τώ παραλυτικώ. Compare 6:7. δηναρίων 
διακοσίων.

6:39. συμπόσια συμπόσια

n. 11 2:25. χρείαν έσχε. η. 42 a 11:30 άποκρίθητέ μοι.

2:26. έττϊ άβιάθαρ τού αρχιερέας. η. 43 12:14. δώμεν ή μή δώμεν;



η. 44 12:27. υμείς ούν πολύ 
πλανάσθε.

n. 16 4:7. καί καρπόν ούκ έδωκε. η. 49 13:32. ουδέ ό υιός.

η. 53 14:20. εΐς έκ τών δώδεκα.

4:11. τοϊς έ'ξω. 14:30. τρις (άπαρνήση μέ) comp. 
14:72.

4:19. καί αί περί τά λοιπά 
έπιθυμίαι.

η. 54 14:42. άπέχει (dubious reading).

n. 28 8:35. κάίτοΰ ευαγγελίου. 14:44. καί άπαγάγετε αυί τον 
ασφαλώς.

n. 35 10:29. καί τού ευαγγελίου. η. 57 16:7. καί τώ Πέτρα.

The larger ones are n. 10. mark. 2:19. οσον χρόνον .... νηστεΰειν; n. 11. ch. 2:27. τό 
σάββατον .... διά τού σαββάτον. η. 35. ch. 10:30. οικίας .... μετά ύκογμών,

(b) About these additions it is now further remarked here: 

a) They are excluded from two concordant texts, alternately, 

aa) those made by Matthew exclude Mark and Luke,

bb) those which Luke puts forward are excluded from the corresponding texts of 
Mark and Matthew, and

cc) those added by Mark are excluded by Luke and Matthew in the same place. 
Each of the copies is therefore sometimes active, sometimes passive in the 
exclusion. This circumstance is strange in view of the position it takes against the 
hypotheses under consideration here. If a common original is assumed for the 
individual copies, the appearance of such additions is easily explained. For why 
could they not have been made into such by the authors of the Gospels? But if this 
could have been done by one of the evangelists (and it can be proved of him that he 
added to one given earlier), it could also have been done by the second and third. 
On the other hand, the explanation of the matter becomes more difficult when no 
foreign original is presupposed for our writers, but the later is supposed to have 
borrowed his relation from the others out of their number. The additions are usually 
rejected with Mark's consent. The one whom Mark follows in this must have 
borrowed the rest of his relation from the other, to whose text the expelled matter



belongs. How then should it have come about that he, excluding this one, excluded 
the other from it? and that Mark makes the addition as he does? If Mark himself is 
set as the first, it becomes mysterious that the others both unite against him in the 
exclusion of that which in his text really has the appearance of an addition. - 
Certainly, then, before entering into still deeper discussions of the relationship, one 
will feel more inclined to assume: our writers did not know one another's account, 
but drew, independently of one another, what they refer to from another source. 
Here, however, we must at the same time, true to the truth, remark,

ß) that these additions have a different character in the different Gospels. But we

x) those of Matthew from the rest, which have their like in the parallel texts; so what 
is separate are either

aa) grammatical additions to the sentence, which could be left out, but which, 
together with the parts associated with them, raise the expression of the sentence 
to greater clarity and definiteness, so that there was no reason for the one who 
borrowed such sentences to reduce the words in order to express the same thing. 
The additions of this kind are to be listed one by one below for a special purpose. 
Or
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bb) they are longer sentences, after the separation of which, in most cases, 
changes must be made to the remaining words that are similar to the parts of the 
secondary texts, or to the sentences that are initially connected with them, e.g., in 
the latter, transpositions (as in n. 20. Matth. 10:9. 10.), in the latter, a different 
combination with the preceding through the omission of connecting particles, etc., 
if the texts are to correspond completely to each other. (See the passages listed 
above, pp. 92-93.) Matthew's additions are assimilated to the words that stand in 
this place in the secondary texts, but united with them through such assimilation, 
they withdraw their content for themselves, so that they only behave like the 
compilation of something similar or similar.

n) The additions of Mark (consider those listed above) can all be separated from the 
corresponding text without changing anything in its expression. They contain 
everywhere only a closer definition of the part of the sentence expressed 
immediately before, like appositions, and therefore appear as tautologies. They 
therefore also bear this characteristic feature in those passages where they stand



out to a greater extent, which passages have also been mentioned above. The 
additions of Matthew are not such tautologies and ncbcnpositions,

]) The passages of Luke are generally logically connected with what is connected 
with them, so that in the construction of the sentences a conditionality of the 
thoughts is expressed by one another, e.g. n. 16, Luk. 8:12. ΐνα μή πιστεΰσαντες 
ασθώοι. Other examples will occur below, and they will all give proof that the added 
words are either made dependent on the others to which they are appended, or 
these are dependent on them, and thus all the words are integrating parts of the 
expression, even after the placing of their concept in the whole of the sentence.
Even where Luke connects two words or sentences by x "e, these words or 
sentences make a logical connection of the reason with the consequence, or of the 
general with the particular, or of the different, and are never tautologies. An example 
of Luke thus linking whole sentences with the concordant elements of the other texts 
is given in the pericope o. 44; additions which would have the appearance of 
compilations, such as those in Matthew, do not occur at all in Luke. Even where he 
makes larger additions, these are placed in a reciprocal relationship of dependence 
with the others, so that together they form only one whole. So much about the 
peculiarities of the individual writers, not in order to characterise them more precisely 
in relation to each other, but in relation to the additions that stand out in their 
representations. However, we would like to pay special attention to the remark that 
Mark's additions are far easier to distinguish from the common parts than the 
additions of the others.
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c) But if these additions, as we have seen, have a different character from one another 
in the various Gospels, then the probability increases that what is a consistent 
expression of our relations is older than these additions. And so, then, in our texts, a 
foregone conclusion does indeed distinguish itself from that which was added later; at 
least no one will deny that the appearance of it exists. But now further. Can this 
separating really have existed as an original relation in itself? This question suggests 
itself, or rather we take up the thread of the connection again by raising this question. 
In the same way, however, it is easy to see what we have to look at when we think of 
its answer. That which must have existed in itself will indisputably have constituted a 
coherent whole. If we wish to examine whether such a whole is to be found in the 
concordant expression of our texts, we must look as much at the content of the 
concordant expression as at the concordance of the same. Now our writers give the 
relations, as we have just seen, with quantitative diversity. Two of them continue 
where the third remains behind, or they cease where the third "prolongs the speech.



How far, then, - that would be the question, - must the presupposed whole have 
extended? On closer examination, the following date emerges:

327

Seventh Datum:

Wherever the one text contains additions and extensions that are excluded from both 
side texts at the same time, either in the middle or at the end, the shorter texts, in view 
of the meaning and purpose of the speech, lack nothing for completeness, 
notwithstanding their distinctive brevity.

Since we are speaking of the material wholeness of the concordant text, of the special 
amplifications only those come into consideration here which, according to their content, 
give a more complete meaning, or if they relate to the concordant like elaborations of 
the form, not only clarify the concordant expression, like some smaller additions, but 
also have the appearance of particularly supporting the truth of the speech. - It is the 
"greater" details of this kind, then, against which the date just established must prove 
itself. We must now, going into detail, compare the passages in which such a quantity 
discrepancy occurs. Let us look at the individual examples of greater detail that occur in 
Matthew.

a) occur in Matthew, namely 

a) between the common relation. The series begins with

n.10. - Matth. 9:13. πορενθίντες δέ - ου θυσίαν. It is hardly necessary to remark here 
that the identical text of the other copies, which excludes the addition, already has a 
complete expression without it. Likewise also

n. 11 - Matthew adds ch. 12:5-7, but since according to the narrative it was a 
question of whether the disciples could not do that for which they were rebuked 
because they were compelled by hunger, it was sufficient to recall for their defence 
the similar example given by David under the same circumstances, and there was 
no need for Matthew's expansion of the text for the author of the narrative. The 
conclusion that the man was also lord of the Sabbath was already apparent from the 
similarity of the cases compared, without the conclusion having to be drawn about 
the man of the temple. .—
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η. 16. - Here are several additions.

a) Matth. 13:13. όσης γάρ έχει - ουδέ σννιονσι. The unanimously shorter texts say the 
same thing: the people are not given the true thing itself, but its shell and image, as if 
the people had to keep the saying of the prophet for themselves. Therefore, there was 
no need for an explicit citation, as Matthew adds from Isaiah (v. 14, 15).

(β) v. 16. 17. is just as little missed in the "concordant" secondary texts, since the 
expression: νμΐν δίδοται γνώναι - τον Θεό (Mark 4:Luk. 8:10.) also speaks of a "more 
generous" spiritual gift.

n.20, Here Matth. 10:8. as the word of Jesus still particularly expresses, that the 
apostles should not have their performed healings paid for. The secondary texts do 
not mention this explicitly. But when Jesus, according to their account, demands that 
His pilgrims wear nothing but an outer garment, and also forbids them to take money 
with them, then what Matthew expresses moreover was already clear from the words. 
6:10. and Luk- 9:4. είς ήν ύ' άν οικίαν ειςίλθητε κ, τ. λ. complete, as an explanation of 
what the outcasts have to observe when they enter a house. As the words close, so 
does Matthew 10:11, (εκεί μείνατε, εως άνΐξίλθητε ίκεΐθεν.) What ex further brings v. 
12. 13, is really only a supplement to the expression already concluded, and therefore 
not necessary to completeness.

n.28. - After the answer given by the disciples to Jesus' question, that they believe him 
to be the Messiah, there follows, in Matthew ch. 16, 17-19, a more verbose reply of 
Jesus to Peter, which the other, literally harmonic, texts do not have. But since what 
follows immediately after the disciples' answer is also a reply of Jesus, and one that 
follows the answer exactly, they are complete in themselves and lack nothing.
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n.32. - Jesus indicates how highly he esteems anyone who grants hospitality to one of 
the least of the confessors of the Messiah. Since the least among the Christians is 
symbolized by a child, it was in accordance with the context of the speech to let Jesus 
symbolically speak of the reception of the child. Therefore, what is interwoven in 
Matth. 18:3. 4. cannot be regarded as the filling of a gap in the unfinished text.

The statement of Peter: we have left everything, Matth. 19:27. is sufficiently taken into 
account in the answer of Jesus, as Mark and Luke let it follow, so that the given



answer must be sufficient for the disciple. Therefore, as Mark and Luke both exclude 
the explanation given by Matthew, their texts do not need it.

n.42. a. - The parable introduced between Matth. 21:28-32. is a whole in itself, and is 
just as little, as it is a component of the secondary texts, necessarily connected with 
the preceding and following. Mark. 12:1. the expression εν παραβολαΐς demands no 
more than a parable, since it stands more verbially, and is to be translated: he spoke 
parabolically.

n.47. - The texts of Mark and Luke, which agree and are equally limited, are indeed 
very short. But if the alternate speeches referred to from n. 42 until now, for each of 
which their special occasions were required, are to fall on the same day, then one 
does not expect a long speech here, and the report, which just before had the external 
occasions alternated under a somewhat detailed exposition, does not seem to want to 
expect one either. Nor will anyone take the shorter text of Mark and Luke for an 
excerpt from the longer one of Matthew; on the contrary, the latter, even if only 
superficially considered, will be seen as an extension of the former and as a 
compilation.
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n.49. - Matthew here alone expands the text ch. 24:39. cf. Mark. 13:26. Luk. 21:27.
But for the present, fine words: και τότε φανήσεται τό σημείου τού νϊοϋ του ανθρώπου 
say in substance no more than the words with which the Nebcntexts alone bk' suffice: 
και τότε όψονται τόν υιόν του άνθρ. ερχόμενον κ. τ. λ., at most they contain an 
antecellens, which, however, must be considered dispensable in this context. It says: 
all the sexes will howl. But of affliction (θλιψις) and wailing there has already been 
enough said in the foregoing, and that in that the description pursues the purpose of 
describing the departures preceding the coming of the Son of Man, so that the whole 
description is not only lacking nothing if this wailing is not spoken of again, but it rather 
brings something conspicuous into the representation, if it is now again to be made 
into a special phenomenon preceding that coming - as Matth. 24:30. happens*).

*The verses in n. 42, b. Matth. 21:43. 44. and n. 49, Matth. 24:11. 12. and n. 53. 
26, 25. have just been described as interpolations in the notes to these 
passages. So we need not take them into account here. But if we were to accept 
them as genuine, they are not extensions of the secondary texts. In the same 
way, it has been noted that the Parthia n. 49. Matth. 24:26 - -8. contains only 
another recension of v. 5. The extensions which we find in Matthew in those



passages which he alone has in common with Mark must also be abstracted 
from here.

These were the textual amplifications in the middle of the discourse. The following are 
the pericopes in which Matthew extends the speech

b) at the end of the secondary texts. - The first piece that belongs here is

n. 20. - However the textual proliferation of Matthew may be treated here, the 
parallel relations, where they both bound each other at the same time, are also 
closed whole.
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According to them, the instruction which Jesus gives to those who are sent out 
refers only to the following points:

a) that they should go out to teach and to heal the sick,

b) what they should not carry with them on the journey,

c) how they should behave if they are excluded from any house and if they do not 
find hospitality in a market town. The purpose and nature of the journey, then, is 
what exhausts the instruction and gives it unity. No critical reader of the Gospels 
will maintain that the brief account of the two others is an excerpt from Matthew, or 
in itself incomplete; on the contrary, if one reads the following remark of the 
narrators, how the disciples returned from their missionary journey, and told the 
Master what they had accomplished, and the latter now went with them into 
solitude, one must conclude backwards that, according to the plan of the narrators, 
the report of the instruction previously given to the disciples could include nothing 
more than those points. - The other piece, which belongs here, is

n. 35 - Matthew again, making additions, assumes a parenetic content by linking (Ch. 
19, 30.) to a warning saying*), and also symbolises this in an added parable **). But, 
as already noted, when Jesus responds to Peter's word: No one without exception, as 
a messenger of the faith, as you have done, leaves for me something which he would 
not already here in the world receive again to a greater extent, namely, friends, 
relatives, dwellings (that is, not houses as possessions, but lodgings) and fields, and, 
moreover, in the world to come, eternal life; so Peter's expression: we have left, was 
so corrected that he could be satisfied with it. Something by which Jesus retracted his



assurance, or by which it became uncertain, could not be added to the categorical 
expression of it. The addition, then, Matt. 30, that many first shall be last, contrary to 
their expectation, which cannot apply to Jesus' messengers of faith, but only to such 
as have no inclination to become so (the proud Abrahamides), is also not an integral 
part of this text, and if it is not, neither is it the parable which vividly describes it. —

*) My private opinion is that this saying does not belong in Mark, which only ever 
adds as much as belongs to the theme, or was determined by the preceding.

**) The explanation of it, which I consider to be the correct one, I have given in vr. 
Winer's Zeitschrift für wissenschaftliche Theologie. 1, vol. Sulzbach 1826, pp. 71 
-109. explanations which I must reject are those afterwards exhibited by ä. k. 
Ilnxer in: A. F. Unger in: de parabolarum Jesu natura, interpretatione, usu. läps. 
1828. p. 115 -118. and the one, in my opinion, totally mistaken by I. L. Liebe in 
Winer's exeget. Studien. 1. vol. Leipzig 1827. p. 61 - 78. as well as the one in 
taken up in Fritzsche's commentary.

332

Furthermore, according to the synopsis, there are no pericopes which could be drawn 
here as such, in which Matthew extends the speech beyond certain texts bounded by 
Mark and Luke at the same place. So now we turn

2) to Luke. - He only adds a few sentences here and there to the secondary texts s) in 
the middle:

n.16. - Luk. 8:12. "να μή πιστιΰσαντες σωθΰσι. The parallel passages ignore this 
addition, and can do so, since only the taking away of the word, and not the 
consequence, or the purpose of it, is spoken of.

n.32 . - If in the parallel texts the continuation of the discourse deals with what a grave 
sin it is to tempt even the least disciple of Christ to apostasy, but in the immediately 
preceding passage there is also talk of the opposite, namely of what it means to 
receive the least disciple of the Messiah for the Messiah's sake, and Jesus gives this 
latter reminder at the very moment when he points to such a lowly one; so it can also 
be seen that the representation of the child was only done with the intention of being 
able to point to a lowly one for the sake of such reminders. -. Those texts which so 
directly link the symbolic action and the word of instruction directly attached to it are 
complete in themselves. The addition of Luke, then, (9:48.) ό γάρ μικρότερος εν ίμ'ί'ν -



μίγας, according to which Jesus had connected with the representation of the child the 
duty of representing a subject to be imitated, is a stranger in this connection *).

*) To the words Matth. 18:3. 4. - έάν μή βτρπφήτι κ. τ. λ. cannot be invoked for 
Luke. - They stand in a different place from the words of Luke, and are, as we 
have remembered elsewhere, also only - interpolated. The words of Mark 9:35 
are likewise. The interpolators once wanted Jesus to set up the depicted child as 
a model, misunderstanding the text, which, as true as it first speaks of the 
reception of the least disciple of Christ and then - in a rambling speech - 
immediately afterwards of the seduction of such a one to apostasy, also gives 
sufficient information about the next and sole purpose of Jesus' symbolic action. 
The debris of this textual context, however, can still be found in the related 
relations of all.
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n. 36. — Luk. 18:31. καί τιλισθήσεται πάντα - τώ ιίώ τον ΑΛρώπον is only an 
appropriate general reflection on what the parallel texts mention specifically, in so far 
as it can be compared at all with Mtestamentlichcn AuSprüche, - an abstract remark, 
which only comes to the common text.

n.44. — Luk 20:35. 36. see the note above under the speech texts. Luke amplifies 
here only what the secondary texts express, and what alone comes into consideration, 
that among the resurrected no longer, as formerly in their bodily life, conjugal unions 
take place. - The corresponding texts express the same thing in few words, and when 
they say that the risen ones are like the (bodiless) angels of God, it is not necessary to 
add that they, as such, do not die.

n. 49. Luk. 21:22. may be taken as an addition to what Mark. 13, 16. 13, 16. Matth. 
24:18. as the narrator returns to the "secondary texts" after the variation. - In Luk 
21:23 we do not know whether we should regard Luke's account as an increase or a 
decrease of the text. Luke also has the cry of woe over the pregnant women, but not 
where the others speak of the flight to be taken, as Luke does not. What refers to flight 
is completely suppressed in Luke 23, which is why he does not mention Matth 24:20, 
Mark 12, 18. 12:18. is not to be found. But he does speak (chap. 21:23.) of the 
misfortune of the pregnant women, and if he does not, like the others, take into 
account the flight to be made, but comes afterwards with them to the description of the 
misfortune from which one should flee, without, however, connecting this description 
with the exhortation to flee; so the easier it is to make the remark that the others give a



coherent and complete text, the more the suspicion arises that Luke has both omitted 
some things and added others to his type of writing. -
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n.53. - Luk. 22:15. mentions other words which Jesus spoke, but he also places them 
in such a way that they are said to have been spoken to the disciples, like those 
referred to in the subsidiary texts. On this Jesus is always said to take and take at 
table v. 17. και δεξάμενος, v. 19. και λαβών, v. 20. ώςαΰτως τό ποτήριον (seil, λαβών). 
The narrative juxtaposes unmediated sentences, giving it the appearance of a 
fragmentary composition or compilation. What is added at the end of the speech v. 
20-23 about the betrayer is the same, partly with different words, partly with the same 
words, which the related relations place at the beginning, without taking away from 
Luke Nottz's account. - Other prolongations, which expanded the content and scope of 
a jointly communicated speech in the middle and within its context, cannot be cited 
from Luke.

b) There is no other example of the prolongation of a speech at the point where the 
subordinate references limit it, except in n. 10, Luk 5:39. Here, however, what is added 
is only a special explanation, an addition, before which the speech, as it is completed 
in the subordinate texts without it, already had its completeness. - Luk. 19:39 - 44. 
(after n. 39.) is even less to be mentioned here. The purpose of the narrative was to 
describe the solemnity of the entry of Jesus, as it was held in accordance with 
prophetic prediction and with the jubilation of the people. This purpose is achieved 
where the communal narrative ends. Luke, in wanting to connect something with v. 39 
(as some Pharisees speak against Jesus about the accusations against him), at the 
same time separates what is to be connected from each other, and what he adds as 
newly originated speech and counter-speech, refers only back to that account, and 
can consequently just as well be dispensed with as the corresponding post-Bar texts 
do not have it. What Luke refers to in n. 53. is not a continuation of a speech begun, 
but has the form of a special pericope, and therefore belongs least of all here. So 
much from Luke.
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Mark, too, multiplies, but not at the end of the discourses, so that he continues where
the others are simultaneously bounding their concordant text*), but only in the middle
and before the common bounding. The passages have already been cited.



η. 10. - Ch. 2:19. the addition: όσον χρόνον - οΰ όννανται νηστείαν is only a tautological 
explication, -**) which is not even necessary for the clarity of the speech. Equally 
dispensable as this addition is:

*) The prolongation n. 30. belongs to a historical narrative, and thus lies outside 
the circle of what is to be compared here.

**Fritzsche's commentary on Mark in D. St. errs in asserting that the negative 
expression (ού δννανται) is absolutely necessary on account of the following δέ 
(ελεναονται δέ),

a) If this were so; then the secondary texts would also have assumed the 
negation,

b) The formal negation with ov - would be necessary, if δε had the meaning: 
but, or: but well, and ίλινοονται, as it ought to be in this case, had the tone: but 
well come the situation, da rc., the tone, however, falls quite differently; in the 
preceding verse it rests on νηβτενειν, in this on the words: όταν άτταρϋή κ. τ. λ. 
"can the wedding party, while the bridegroom is with them, fast? But days will 
come when the bridegroom will be taken from them, and then they will fast." If 
one emphasises the preceding verse incorrectly, then there is of course a gap. 
And if the gap is filled, the following b. must again be emphasised incorrectly. A 
small philological remark in passing: the commentary explains that the question 
is formed with: "but not, for instance," that e. g. μή δΰνανται would mean: surely 
they cannot - but the correct explanation seems to be the following: the 
sentence is put into the indecision, which it must have as a question, by 
placing, as it were, the direct affirmation or negation (δύνανται or οΰ δύνανται) 
in the one wagschale, but in the other the μη (the enclitic ne in Latin) i. e. not as 
a possible negation, i.e. not as the possible negation of that directly 
pronounced. E. g. οϋνανται would be affirmative, to which is now added μή: 
about not? possunt - ne? and from this becomes: μή δύνανται, possuntne, can 
they about? - Without this, the sentence would be a position, but as a question 
it is not supposed to be.
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n.11. - Mark. 2:27. τό σάββατον - τού σαββάτον. The addition is not necessary for the 
secondary texts which exclude it. For it could be deduced from the case where the 
satisfaction of hunger gave a justification against the prohibition, what must be



permitted in the same relation on the Sabbath, even if something of the subordinate 
relation of the Sabbath to man was not inserted. Dispensable is

n.35. - Mark. 10:32, though this addition at least makes the discourse clearer than it 
already is. The speech needs the smaller additions mentioned above (p. 322) even less 
for completeness. And so there is nothing more to be said about Mark here.

So we have listed here the passages where the texts that literally correspond are the 
shorter ones, and where they are contrasted with an expanded text. Since the opposite 
sometimes occurs, and the concordant text is the longer one, but the deviating text is 
the shorter one, we will have to consider this case here at the same time.

Eighth Datum:

Where, in the opposite case, a shorter text from Mark or Luke is juxtaposed with the 
concordant texts, there is indeed nothing lacking in the essential content of the shorter 
relation, but on the one hand the more complete text, considered in terms of its content, 
cannot be regarded as a later extension of the shorter one; on the other hand, however, 
there are traces of method which suggest a deliberate shortening of the text.
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As in the previous section only the "larger" additions were considered, so here only 
those passages are mentioned where there are larger gaps. They are

a) from Matthew - the following: n. 16. After Ch. 13:23. a part of the conversation of 
Jesus with the disciples is missing, Mark. 4:21 - 25. - Luk. 8:16 -18. In Mark this part 
contains the admonition given to the disciples to make use of their abilities in listening 
to the parables (as evidenced by v. 24. and 25.). This admonition could not be found in 
Matthew, since according to his account Jesus was completely satisfied with the 
disciples and even blessed them for their insight. (Matth. 13:17 -18.) The accounts 
are therefore different. Now it is not credible that what is found in Mark should have 
been worked into the relation later. For the intermediary would have wanted to change 
the point of view of the depiction in order to add this admonition. But it is rather an 
essential part of the narrative.

a) According to all relations, the disciples had not understood the parable either. The 
exhortation therefore carries nothing strange in the plan of the narrative.



ß) Since the parable in Matthew, as in Mark, is regarded as an admonition, and as 
such is placed in such a way that it is to be the first for the disciples who have been 
set apart; such an admonition was just here in the right place.

γ) Similar exhortations occur even later in Matthew, as in Mark, Matth. 15:15. f. Mark 
8:18. f. Further: Matth. 16:9-11. Mark 8:17 - 21. which, far from confirming the 
assumption of an alteration made here against Mark, rather contrast against the text 
as it was formed under the hand of Matthew, to his detriment.

δ) Mark coincides with Luke in the words, although, as has been noted elsewhere, 
not in the relationship of the words. But here again it is not probable that Mark 
merely uses the words taken by Luke differently, namely in the practical sense, and 
should have given them a changed relation as the editor of the relation. For the 
meaning that Mark gives to the words about the use of light harmonizes too closely 
with the theoretical relationship that the piece also has in Matthew to allow a 
distinction to be made in this turn of the words between what belonged to the 
inventor and what was left to the later editor. Apart from the fact that Luke is here 
rather suspected of having altered, he also has the same statement about the 
purpose of light in another place (chap. 11, 23-36.), where it is also placed in the 
theoretical relationship. Thus, on the part of Mark, no change is to be assumed. But 
just where the root of the difference is to be found in Matthew, one notices words 
which are found in Luke in a completely different place and in a different context (Luk 
10:23. 24.), and Matth, v. 12, words which Luke excludes here just as well as Mark. 
Therefore, one will not long be in doubt as to whether Mark rather inserted 
something into the text, or whether Matthew rather suppressed something from it.
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Matth. 18:5. the words are missing: καϊ ος εάν εμέ δεξηται - τον άποστείλαντά με. One 
does not miss these words in Matthew, since he does not begin with the sentence to 
which they should be appended, but makes this sentence an appendix to a preceding 
sentence by means of an x"/. Now, it has been noted in the previous passage that this 
preceding passage in Matthew (18:34.), as it is excluded from the secondary texts, is 
also only an insertion. And what is omitted is found elsewhere, namely, Matt. 10:40. 
Could not the insertion of the words in the other place be the cause of their absence 
here? We shall notice the same method of oversight, which changes where it takes 
away, in other passages in Matthew, and shall only call attention to it here for the time 
being. Further



η.34. Matth. 19:14. lacks the words: αμήν λέγω νμΐν, ος έάν μή δεξηται τήν βασιλ. τον 
Θεόν ώς ηαιδίον κ. τ. λ. (Luk. 18:17. Mark. 10:15.) The words, however, are not 
missed to the substance of the whole. But since they are found in two texts that 
literally correspond, it is more likely that Matthew omitted them. In fact, we find here 
again a sign of method. Matthew had already put the question in n. 32: who will be the 
greatest in the kingdom of heaven, with the answer that childlike sense is required, in 
a place where he alone gives what is appropriate. Can we be in doubt as to how the 
absence of words in the present passage is to be explained?
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n. 49. - Matth. 24:9. Here a double n"- (the one time v. 9., the other time v. 10.) occurs, 
as in the secondary texts. In between there is no mention that the apostles may count 
on assistance before the tribunals, and the announcement that they will be brought 
before the tribunals (Mark 13:9. Luke 21:12.) is shorter: τταραδώσουσιν υμάς ιίς 
θλίψιν. The text of Matthew alone does not lack any content. But since in the other 
parts of this discourse Jesus always adds something comforting for his followers when 
he mentions a particular evil, as in v. 6, 13, 22, it is more likely that Matthew omitted 
something here than that the others later added something analogous to the other 
parts. Luke's text also harmonizes with Mark, even though his expression is formed 
differently. But Matthew again shows his method here. What should be here, next to 
the other texts, has been moved by him to another place, namely to Matt. ch. 10 (see 
above note on v. 49. Third hint), where it hardly belongs. Hence the alteration here in 
the same way as we have noticed in the passages mentioned above. If we read 
verses 32. 33. in the tenth chapter of Matthew, which is so considerably enriched, we 
will, remembering the aforementioned method of Matthew, come to the assumption 
that something may have been changed in Matthew in n. 28. in the passages Mark 
8:38. Luke 9:26. Now look more closely, and you will find it so.

n. 53. - Matth. 26:18. Again an example of abbreviation. It is not possible to see why, if 
Matthew's account were the original, the other writers should have abridged it, since 
they too only stop at the general. Why Matthew shortened the text cannot be shown 
either, but the examples given make it very probable that he may have shortened it. 
These are the passages from Matthew that are to be cited here. We now turn to
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2) Luke. He has the shorter text in the following pericopes:



η. 15. - It is true that nothing is missing here in the essential content, and even less can 
anything be missed, since the shorter narrator has placed the piece in a different place 
and under a different point of view. But one also notices in the referred words of Jesus 
a rearrangement, which, as it is in Luke, can rather have been arranged according to 
the position of the piece, than the other form, which the whole has in Matthew and 
Mark, can be an amplification and alteration of an originally shorter one. Shortenings 
and additions are, by the way, Luke's way - (see above notes on n. 15 and n. 36).

Luke, after ch. 8:18, omits the second and third parables presented to the people, 
together with the concluding remark, Mark 8:43, 44, Matt. 13:34, 35. Luke's text 
misses nothing, since these parables are paragraphs by themselves, and the speaker 
has placed the first under a different point of view. But just as in this he has certainly 
made a change with the former, so also in the intention of what is missing the reason 
can be discovered why the writer has taken away from the first parable what was 
connected with it. He does not regard the added parables from the point of view of 
their (parabolic) form as theoretical exercises, but from the point of view of their 
content, and therefore separates them, just as they are different in content, although in 
form, insofar as they are parables, they are congruent. With the first parable, which 
was a (practical) admonition to him to keep the Word of God faithful, he prefers to link 
the pericope in which Jesus speaks about his relatives, and the others about the 
growth and spread of the Kingdom of God he places elsewhere (ch. 13:18- 20.), 
where their content also stands out. Is this not method? the trace of deliberate 
shortening and alteration?
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n. 28. after Luk. 9:22. the interlocution of Jesus with Peter is missing. (Mark 8:32. 33. 
Matt. 16:22. 23.) We cannot yet show that Luke must have had this conversation, but 
we can already assume it for the reason that his text in the other parts completely 
agrees with the neighbouring ones, and it is not possible to see why the other 
speakers should have inserted the conversation if it did not belong to the original 
relation. Luke is all the less free from the suspicion of having abbreviated, since he 
has demonstrably abbreviated in other places. And here he could do so all the more 
easily, since the conversation is not an integral part of the speech, but a paragraph in 
itself. (Compare, by the way, Luk. 9:36. with the parallel passages).

n. 31. Luk. 9, 44. lacks some words: (χαι τή τρΊΊη ήμερα εγερθήσεταή) which the 
original probably had, and Luke will have omitted. A reason can also be found which 
may have induced him to do so. S. above notes to n. 31. p. 217. 31. S. 217. -



η. 32 - The shorter text of Luke is presumably an abbreviation according to the 
method.

a) The author has sought to conceal the gap by the insertion of the words v. 48: ό 
γάρ μικρότερος - οίτός έστι μέγας, by which words the purpose why Jesus had given 
the child is supposed to be expressed. But Luke also has these words alone in this 
place; (in Mark they are only interpolated, see above p. 220, and are also found in 
another place. Mark 9:35.)

β) Though it cannot be evidently shown that Luke must have had the longer text of 
the others - of the seduction of others and of self-seduction - before him, yet it is 
probable that he had it. For if Jesus emphasises that it is a great merit to receive one 
of his own, and Luke also makes the same statement, he will also have spoken of 
the grave sin that lies in the one who is rejected, to make one of his own disparaging 
of him. And the warnings against the seduction of others will again have been 
connected with the warnings against self-seduction, as they are in the other texts.
We find proof of this in the similarity of the speech (in form and emphasis). Just as in 
the warning against the first kind of astonishment the comparison is used: it is better 
for such a man not to live on earth, so it is said with the same form of expression: 
instead of becoming one's own seducer, it is better (the καλόν έστι μάλλον here as 
there!) that the member should perish from which the impulse to evil proceeds, or 
which assists in its exercise. Speech and manner of writing thus remain quite the 
same here *). If we now add to this the other examples of textual abbreviation in 
Luke, we shall be all the less inclined to consider it a fact.

*) Paulus's Commentary on 2 Thess. p. 682 explains that Jesus could not have 
said what is written here about the causes of self-annoyance in this context, 
where the whole purpose is rather to prevent the danger of annoying others. - 
We believe, then, that we have discovered here that Jesus could well have said 
it, and, if he did say it, would have said it, and why. For the commentary has not 
taken into account the form and expression of the speech in which the same 
author announces himself.
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n.36. - Luk. 18:32. Before the mention that Jesus would be delivered to the Gentiles, 
the words that he would be delivered to the chief priests and scribes are missing. The 
twice τταραδίδοσθαι seems to have run together, and one does not miss the words, 
since they express an Ävieceä6n8 which, when the following was expressed,



understood itself. Another passage of this kind, however, is ch. 19:36. (see above p. 
230.)

n.49. is missing Mark. 13:18. Matth. 24:20. located: προςεύχεσθε δέ κ. τ. λ. However, 
Luke has changed several things in this pericope, although there is no doubt that the 
author had the piece in the same form as the others. Also missing are Mark. 13:20. 
Matth. 24:22. και ιί μή ό κύριος εκολόβωσε κ. τ. λ. (In passing we will mention here, 
what ought not really to be brought up here yet, that Luke has the omitted passage 
elsewhere chap. 18:7.) Just so absent is the intimation Mark. 13:32. - Matth. 24:36. 
τυρί όΕ τής ήμίρας κ. τ. λ. (but comp. Act. 1:7. where the writer has used this 
explanation).

343

n. 54. (Cf. the note on this.) The circumstance that Jesus divides the disciples may be 
ignored by the relation. But it may be observed that here also the double καθίσατε 
αύτοΰ Matth. 26:36. and μείνατε ωύε (Matth, ν. 38.), which is distinguished in the 
"page" texts, is coalesced. (For other examples, see the notes to n. 36.) And so the 
assumption arises that the threefold element distinguished in the others - the prayer of 
Jesus, his return to the disciples - will be combined in one in Luke. This could also 
happen with the repeated: do not sleep, especially since the last (third) call of the 
secondary texts coincides with the first words of the exhortation.

It is very important to us here that we pay attention to the analogies of such 
conflations in Luke's text. The more the examples are congruent *), the less one will 
believe that the other speakers have always methodically extended the original where 
Luke gives it in a shorter version. These are the samples of textual abridgement in 
Luke that are under consideration here. Accordingly, there would only be the speech

c) Mark. There are only two of the passages in which the secondary relations with 
corresponding verses extend beyond Mark's text, and thus he can appear to have 
abbreviated it, namely n. 1 and n. 14. These passages, however, are of a different 
nature than those considered above, and for this very reason we must call them 
exceptions to the rule. In how far they are exceptions, we do not want to show here in 
more detail, since the result to be developed from them can only be made more 
detailed below. What has been stated as a datum, that the shorter of two 
corresponding, long texts is surrounded by features of the "scriptural" method, by 
virtue of which it can be taken for the abbreviation of an earlier one rather than for its 
extension, applies only to the alternately appearing shorter texts of Matthew and Luke.



*) It should also be remembered that the narrative of Jesus' interrogation and the 
treatment he received has been simplified.

**) The story of the temptation does not belong here.
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2) Now that these proofs have been given, we can answer the question raised above (at 
Dat. 6.), whether the "common" which separates itself from our relations, as it is 
sometimes the harmonious expression of all three referents, sometimes of two of them, 
could already have existed as a complete type in itself before the origin of our Gospels, 
and we now set up the very answer to be given as the result of the observations 
collected so far, "The concordant, as Mark gives it either with the other two, or with one 
of them, is complete in content, neither the extension nor the abbreviation of another 
communication, and since, furthermore, even at the points where the relations all three 
vary in expression, there is nevertheless agreement in content, and from this agreement 
it follows that in the original there must also have been a definite expression here, the 
difference in all the passages is, both in expression and in content, a thoroughly definite 
and complete whole, and can therefore certainly have existed by itself. - We also make 
a few incidental remarks.

Note I.

With special regard to the phraseological deviations, the datum was established above 
(see above, datum 4.), where two agree, and the third does not agree with them, then 
the third has deviated from the given. We may now conclude the same for the 
quantitative differences of the parallel texts: where one or the other speaker gives more 
or less than the concurring secondary texts contain, he will have deviated from the 
given (either increasing or decreasing the text).
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Note 2.

In the matter of Mark, this much has come to light: Mark always professes that type of 
relation which is complete in itself, neither an extension of another, nor an abbreviation. 
Earlier, we mentioned the pe- ricopes η. 1 and n. 14, where the text of the neb is 
extended beyond that of Mark with corresponding verses. But perhaps Mark's text is not



an excerpt here either, and the assertion that he does not give an excerpt anywhere 
would then be absolutely valid. More detailed discussion of this will be given in the 
future, but in the present place at least it will not be found probable that the speaker, 
who always adheres to the complete, neither abbreviated nor interpolated, relation, 
should have made an abbreviation elsewhere, if he had had before him a longer text 
than his own.

Note 3.

It was remarked above that the two agreeing referents agree with each other because 
the third, had he not changed, would also agree with them. The same assertion must 
now extend to the quantitative relation of the texts: two of the parallel relations have the 
same measure, because the third, had it not been changed, would have the same 
measure.

But have the premises for these conclusions been proved so completely irrefutably? 
Could not Mark, notwithstanding this, be dependent only on the two referents, and that 
unification of two texts which is asserted have its origin in the fact that Mark, when one 
representation seemed to him too short, turned to the side of the other, and again 
omitted from the latter that which he considered superfluous? - We have not yet gone 
as far as we can in our investigation. But if this is done, then the uncertainty that may 
have remained in the previous line of argument can be removed. For it is to be shown 
from the internal logical relation of the text that the measure of agreement could not 
have come into being only through distinctions which the one speaker (Mark) made in 
the two other relations, or, which is the same thing, that in the original form of the 
representation there could not have been at all what appears in the texts of Matthew 
and Luke - held against that of Mark - as a difference of measure. If this were proved, 
what right would there be to assert that Mark must have been dependent on the others, 
that he must have had before him textual adaptations which could not be the original 
form of that which he represents with them at the same time, and from which, on the 
contrary, the original form differs precisely in the measure in which Mark himself gives 
the relation? - But now it can indeed be proved that Matthew and Luke, where Mark's 
relation deviates from them in quantity, no longer have the original, but only the 
changed textual measure. We go to work to prove this, and therefore first draw attention 
to the following date.
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Ninth Datum:



The material additions that appear in Matthew's and Luke's representations between the 
corresponding text, the corresponding text, whose content they are supposed to amplify 
or whose words they are supposed to transform, already separates itself as something 
foreign by virtue of the way in which it is expressed in sentences, and in which the 
sentences with their words are constructed into a whole. They are not organic parts of 
the text, and therefore cannot have belonged to the original form of the relation.
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a) Here, then, we offer a critique of the text according to its internal, logical relationship, 
i.e., according to the coherence of its thoughts and sentences, and according to the 
nature of its words, how these are drawn together for expression under the progress of 
thought, and arranged into sentences. Perhaps we shall not be willing to accept this 
criticism, and we shall raise the preliminary objection that every writer is to be judged 
according to what he himself has given, and that, in accordance with his meaning and 
purpose, the constituent parts of his speech are to be understood in the connection in 
which he himself has placed them. But we must remember that our standpoint here is 
different from that of the interpreter. The latter has nothing to worry about but what is in 
the text, and must explain everything that is there as an expression of the writer, 
although in the interpretation of our evangelical writings we must also consider it an 
error of judgement when compilations of the writer, so that they do not appear as such, 
are screwed together with the help of an artful exegesis into a connection which the 
writer himself did not even think of. - Our purpose here is to separate the original from 
the non-original, and anyone who would not allow us to do so would have to 
presuppose that in our works the linking of an earlier given and later added to it could 
not occur, which would then be nothing other than a pmitio priocipü. But furthermore, in 
making observations on our representations according to the logical relations of the 
content, we are actually also proceeding in the manner of the interpreters, since they, 
too, in order to preserve the text of their author pure, must separate what is right from 
what is wrong by interpretation, as by Kririk. For here we separate the writing of the 
original author and what is original in his relation from the additions it has received 
under the hands of another editor, by interpreting the words of the original author and 
the words of the latter, each separately. What could be further expressed, on the other 
hand, would be the doubt whether it is permissible to apply the requirements of logic to 
such productions as those of our evangelists, and to determine and limit the content 
according to them. However, we do not want to try to correct the misinterpretations and 
misunderstandings that are hidden behind these doubts, but rather to justify our critical 
procedure by applying it to the individual passages, while at the same time making the 
criteria on which the analysis is based particularly clear.
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b) We now take before us the passages that belong here. We are speaking mainly of 
the additions that have already been described above as superfluous, namely:

1) The additions of Matthew. The passages to be considered are the following:

Matth. 9:3. Here the construction of the sentence shows that the insertion in Matthew 
must be a later insertion. A general proposition, - we may call it a gnome, - is applied a) 
v. 12. to a particular case. The formula of the application is just as articulated as the 
gnomes themselves (οί ίσχΰοντες = δίκαιοι, - οί κακώς ιχοντις = αμαρτωλοί). Thus it is to 
be assumed that premise and application should be placed in a direct relationship with 
each other, especially since the division of the gnomes and that of the application are 
placed in parallel with each other, and the one is divided off in relation to the other.

β) The relationship is really found in this way in the secondary texts.

y) If what is interposed in Matthew (mercy over sacrifice) belonged to the original text, 
the original author would not have structured the following words according to those 
gnomes, nor would he have been able to structure them in this way, nor would the 
whole have been connected in a different way, since the interjection can only be 
connected with the other words by force. If one understands the words

h) in such a way that the saying allegorised from Hosea justifies Jesus' dealings with 
sinners as a work of mercy, then

aa) two reasons,' that Jesus acts as a physician, and that he acts according to 
that saying, are mixed up, or rather the proof only begins with the folded saying, 
and that comparison with the physician, according to which the separation of those 
for whom he is there is to be made, is dropped, notwithstanding the following 
separation of the αμαρτωλοί from the διχαίοις is furnished after the same.

bb) Does the negative expression fit that saying (if no consideration is given to the 
gnomes who are pushed away): οίχ ήλθον χαλίσαι, since as proof that Jesus' 
behaviour corresponds to that saying, rather the positive expression: ήλθαν γάρ 
χαλέσαι τούς αμαρτωλούς is expected, or if Jesus, as in that saying a disjunction is 
made, (not use, but mercy wills God), would have wished to set up a disjunction 
after it, this such a figure would have been formed: I am not come to judge sinners, 
but to call them to repentance (somewhat like Joh. 3:17.). But are the words



quoted from Hosea - translated: learn that God is interested in piety (έλεος in the 
broad sense), not sacrifices -

nn) designate the goal to which Jesus wants to lead men*), then the disjunction that 
(because God demands piety, not sacrifice) Jesus did not come to call the righteous 
to correction, but sinners, always does not harmonise with this. For this disjunction 
could not be proved by the passage cited. It would be a different matter if Jesus had 
really been reproached for not associating with the righteous, but only with sinners. 
However one turns the explanation, the following always contradicts the context, and 
it remains compulsory that the conduct of Jesus should be explained rather than 
justified by an Old Testament passage, and that in such a way that the explanatory 
passage is cited beforehand, and then what is explained is followed by a γάρ *). If 
the interpolation is taken out, the words stand quite correctly. -

*) Fritzsche seKommentar zum Matth, p. 34). But the interpolator did not so 
understand the words, and did not take Aeox for pietss, as appears from the 
other place where the same saying is interpolated, Matth. 12:7. For there έλεος 
clearly means mercy. - Therefore it cannot be proved, even by the interpretation 
adopted by the above-mentioned commentary, that the words: είς μετάνοιαν 
Matth. 9:13. belong to Matthew's text.

*) The help of this γάρ is often used by the switch, e.g. B. Chap. 9:13. 24. (15:2.) 
28:5.
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n. 11. - Matth. 12:5 - 7. The words v. 8. κύριος γάρ έστι χ. τ. λ. belong to what has been 
adduced by the David (i.e. to v. 4.), and, according to the original writing, are

a) an assertion, for the justification of which what David sent out to Boraus was 
intended; or they are the further extension of the last. Their original context is shown

β) the form of the expression itself. Just as the Tadler used the words, the disciples 
thäten ο ουχ εξεστι (empowered themselves of a forbidden), and Jesus had reminded, 
David also had done (with a self-empowerment) ο ουχ εξεστι, it now follows, that the 
Nlensch (in an urgent case) also gave himself a εξουσίαν (comp, ο ούκ εξεστι) over 
the Sabbath, and one who has εξουσίαν, the expression κύριος is intended to signify.
It is used, therefore, because it belongs to that line of thought, and in this line of 
thought it still stands in Mark and Luke. But now consider the interpolation in Matthew. 
It brings



κ) an example that the temple excused work on the Sabbath. But there was no 
question of work at all, but only of work which necessity or need compels. But this 
shall follow. The temple is inserted as an intermediate element in order to lead the 
discussion to man, whose needs are still above the temple. With reference to this

n) v. 7. the passage from Hosea is cited **) which now makes a new argument. In 
this it is now to be remembered,

aa) if this argument had been in the original text, the rest of the apparatus would 
not have been used at all,

bb) The words of v. 8, which should stand for themselves as an assertion, as the 
statement of what was at stake here in the matter of the disciples, are placed in the 
relative relation of a reason before something else (by means of the γάρ habitually 
used by the Ein Schalter).

cc) The formula: let man be lord of the Sabbath, is torn away from the example of 
self-empowerment by which it was introduced (the example of David), and linked 
with the passage from Hoscas, so that the reason for the use of this formula can 
no longer be discerned.

dd) In the connection with the passage from Hoscas, the formula has no natural 
connection. - The disciples were to be innocent because man is Lord of the 
Sabbath, and the innocent could not be rebuked, considering that mercy was 
above sacrifice. - Here two arguments are actually mixed up, which are already 
separated from each other as two in the position of the sentence. The connection 
is, indeed, that he who is called the Lord of the Sabbath is the same one on whom 
God wants mercy to be practised, and for whose welfare God himself is concerned 
with a preference, according to which he follows mercy with the observance of 
religious customs, which again coincides with the fact that man is the Lord of the 
Sabbath. - The like, then, is connected; but every unprejudiced person will feel that 
the connection of thoughts can only be effected by compulsion, and we have here 
to assert the criterion that where words are used in a combination of words which 
cannot have been chosen (or created) for the connection, the original text has 
been abridged.

**) This is the ό υιός τού ανθρώπου more expressly named in v. 8, which has 
more value in the eyes of God than the temple, and out of consideration for its 
needs God declares to have more pleasure in mercy than in sacrifices. Thus we



see why the passage of Hoscas is combined with the original text, and why it is 
included in the words v. 8. κύριος γάρ κ. τ. λ. bends back. This as an addendum 
to the note p. 95.
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n. 16. — Matt. 13:12. 13. Here v. 10. formed the question why Jesus speaks to the 
people in parables.
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The answer, if we look closely at the text, is in v. 12, because he who does not have is 
taken away, and because (according to the repeated explanation in v. 13) the blinded 
people do not want to see the unchanging truth. - Far from Matthew, therefore, 
considering the parabolic contract to be the more intelligible, in contrast to his 
fellow-referents, he rather attributes to it, as is not done by them, the purpose of 
concealing the true. The author himself seems to want to draw attention to the 
peculiarity of his presentation by having the disciples ask, not without a semblance of 
astonishment, why Jesus speaks in parables *). But this is a determination - the first one 
- which cannot have been in the original text. According to the pages of the text, there is 
no mention of the reason why Jesus spoke in parables, but rather of why the people did 
not think about the parable (and thus left it at the parable they had heard). Matthew now 
presents the matter as if Jesus' rebuke that the people did not go beyond the parables 
with their thinking contained the information why he used parables for the people. A 
confusion that could easily arise, but which, according to the texts, is a 
misunderstanding, because it would imply that Jesus wanted to give the people 
precisely what they did not think about, and this with the intention that they would not 
need to think, or that they would not find the true, and the disciples would be left alone 
as the fortunate ones who were granted to know the secrets of the kingdom of God.
Now Jesus cannot have used the parables as a means of concealing the true, and with 
the intention of concealing it, - he would then have kept silent, but, if they were covers of 
a truth, he can only have used them on condition of the possibility that the true would 
nevertheless be recognised through them - thus he will have used them as a means of 
stimulation, and this also emerges from the continuation of the Matthaean account itself, 
since the disciples ask for the interpretation of another parable, and Jesus himself 
teaches them the art of interpreting parables, which, however, Matthew again presents 
as if the disciples had thereby received an instruction which Jesus deliberately denied 
or withheld from others. -



ß) Also in the side-entries Jesus distinguishes the disciples as those who can discern 
the secret of the kingdom of God from the dull-minded people. He gives them the 
interpretation of the parable, but on request, and with the exhortation to fulfil the 
condition in future under which they can profit from the parables. According to 
Matthew it is different. Because the disciples are the enlightened ones, they are the 
ones to whom Jesus tells what he (deliberately) withholds from those. But this does 
not mean that what is said is only the interpretation of what is said to the others. 
Matthew again confuses what the people do not know with what he withholds, and the 
secondary relation, according to which the parables were as good for the disciples as 
for the others, is more correct. -

y) The expression: whoever does not have will be deprived, says that the parables are 
only concealing if one does not think about them. But according to Matthew, that which 
is accidental is reckoned to their essence, and they are used for veiling themselves. - 
This is confusion *). So also with the antitype: to him who has, to him shall be given. 
According to Mark, he who has ability can find the truth; according to Matthew, it will 
be given to him immediately. - But even in Matthew it does not harmonise with this that 
the esoteric teaching is only a posiorius, and is only based on what is presented (to 
the disciples as well as to the people). - But one sees how one point of 
misunderstanding is connected with the other. Further, the disciples are blessed 
because they see and hear (v. 16). Since, therefore, because they see, as the people 
do not, the sense of the Parables is revealed to them (v. 18) (υμείς ουν άκυυυσατι); 
this seeing must be understood subjectively, by the use of the faculty of sight. But 
when afterwards, in the Beatitude, it is added, Many prophets desired to see and hear 
what ye see and hear (v. 17), it is indisputable that they desired to see, and that 
seeing and hearing are here taken objectively. Thus two things are amalgamated 
here, and this is all the more to be believed, since Luke not only has the words 
inserted here in another place (Luk. Ch. 10:23. 24.), but also in such a connection, in 
which they are really only taken in the objective sense. Who would doubt that in 
Matthew an original has been altered? But there is something else connected with the 
whole alteration. Since Matthew wants to include in the series of thoughts an object of 
vision (which many prophets and kings would have liked to see, but to which the rest 
of Jesus' contemporaries, apart from the disciples, were blind), he also explicitly cites 
that passage from Isaiah, which is only alluded to in the secondary passages. This 
passage is also used elsewhere in the N. T. to express the complaint about the 
blindness of the contemporaries, in that the complaint refers to the fact that they are 
blind to the signs of the Messianic dignity of Jesus. Joh. 12:30. Act. 28:26. Rom. 11:8- 
Those who see and those who do not are distinguished in Matthew in so far as they 
recognise the Messiahship of Jesus or not. Now this, of course, is connected with the 
mystery of the kingdom of God in general; but for the interpretation of such parables,



such as the one given here, the recognition of the personal dignity of Jesus and the 
attention to the proofs of it were less required than the insight into the nature of the 
divine kingdom itself. Matthew thus mixes up what does not belong together here, and 
his text cannot therefore be the original one. Therefore, we must apply the following 
criterion to this pericope: where sentences occur in a text that do not fit the structure of 
the whole piece and, according to the side texts, are fragments from another text, the 
original text has been changed - especially if other traces of a mixture can be seen in 
this text - and the several materials with which the basic sentences have been woven 
together have received a different meaning.

*) Cf. just now Anmeckk. S. 208.

*) So our explanation runs directly counter to the one usually assumed in the 
commentaries. But we are so sure of its correctness that we regard it as a 
parable whose meaning can be found if one wishes, and that we dispense in 
advance with other teachings about this meaning.
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n. 20. Matth. 10:8. - The words: δωρεάν - δότε and. v. 9. cannot have stood in the 
original type.

a) In the side texts, the first prohibition of Jesus is that the disciples should not take 
anything with them on the way. The word αϊρειν could not easily be added to the words: 
χρυσόν, άργέριον, χαλκόν by Matthew, who in v. 9 places money (which the disciples 
were not to give themselves for their healings) as the thing not to be taken. He therefore 
uses here the word: μή κτήσεαθε Now, however, v. 10, where that which is not to be 
taken on the way is mentioned, could also not properly follow: μηδέν αίρετε εις οδόν, 
since the money mentioned before would also have belonged to that which was not to 
be taken on the way, and thus could not have been separated. So μηδέν is omitted, and 
instead of it a concrete, that which follows in the subordinates, μή πήραν, is put, and 
this, because άί'ρειν is also omitted, is connected with the preceding: μή κτήσεσθε. But 
thereby a hardness arises, and is linked what will not agree. For though μή κτήσεσθε is 
translated: do not procure, yet this, put to άργίριον, etc., has a different meaning from 
πήραν. In the former it is said: do not let yourselves be given (as a reward), in the latter: 
do not buy yourselves.

β) The words: μή - εϊς οδόν, instead of preceding, as in the next verses, follow Matth, v. 
10. other words. This is again an alteration. For if, according to v. 9, Jesus is to forbid 
the disciples to accept no money for their healings, these must already be thought of on



the journey they had begun, and on account of the μή κτήσεσθε the words: μή πήραν 
εις οδόν could not be understood otherwise than from the fact that the disciples, where 
they performed healings, were not to take money to buy themselves a bag to continue 
the journey. But the original text will undoubtedly have referred the words: μή - είς οδόν 
to the beginning of the journey (as well as the parallel relations), and not to the 
continuation of the journey after the healings performed in between, or in other words, 
Jesus will have told the disciples before they set out on the journey what they should 
not take with them, and not have mentioned it only in relation to the way they would 
continue after the resting points of the journey they had already started. It is to be 
presupposed, on psychological grounds alone, that the narrator, who speaks of a 
sending forth, and then of an apparatus ας οΰόν, did not want the latter to be 
understood otherwise than of the way that is just to be taken *). (With the relation of the 
parallel texts also agrees Luk. 22:35., a piece which would prove all the more if it were 
borrowed from another evangelical scripture). This would be the first insertion in this 
pericope. - We have even less hesitation in declaring the attached words v. 10. άξιος 
γάρ - τής τροφής αντον to be intercalation. They belong to the word άρτος, which must 
have fallen out before them here, as we have remarked above p. 211. (If we were to 
regard them as an appendix to the whole of what has preceded from v. 9, - what sense 
would that give: do not acquire money (by your healings, as v. 8 expressly gives to 
understand) -- not - not - for the labourer is worth his food? They are far more 
appropriate if they are the explanatory addition to the demand that the disciples should 
not take bread with them on the way. (Hence in Matthew also τής τροφής, while Luk. 10. 
puts τοϋ μισθού *). It is noticeable, however, that here an explanation is added only in 
regard to the bread not to be taken, and not also in regard to the other things not to be 
taken. The original text, from which the other words which agree in the copies are taken, 
will therefore have had as little such explanation here as there. - Another interposition is 
v. 11. Matthew puts: κάκεΐ (μείνατε) as well as the Nebentexte. In the latter, however, the 
word οικία precedes the ext? But the latter, after the cingcshifted words: εξετάσατε τίς 
Εν αυτή άξιός Εστ, gives it another grammatical connection, that it is so much as: καί 
παρά τούτοι, and to the preceding: Εάν ελθητε εις (or είς ήν άν ελθητε) puts ex not, like 
the by-texts, οικίαν but: πάλιν ή κώμην. It has thus been inserted into retained words 
between what they did not originally have in their sphere. (The linking καί - κακεϊ - after 
intercalations s. Matth. 19:29. 24:30.) To the intercalation further belongs v. 12. 13. as 
appears from the following:

*) Fritzsche's commentary on Matth, bei d. St. p. 361. "will übrigens" das είς οδόν 
nicht bloß auf πήραν, sondern auch auf das v. 9. genannte bezogen misten: 
nolite vobis in iter acquirere nummos aureos atque argenteos, etc.. Alone



(a) this is quite impossible, according to the relation which the former words 
have received from the word είς τάς ζώνας υμών, and which is supposed to be 
a parallelism with the other formula είς οδόν. (But it would also have to stand: 
μηδϊ πήραν.)

b) there would still remain the inferior natural, that there would be talk of a way 
after healings already performed (i.e. after the way already taken),

c) μή πήραν, followed by another μηδέ, visibly begins something new.

*) Luk. 10:7. the words are in another sense: do not be afraid to let yourselves be 
fed by the householder. 2You are doing service in the places where you are 
exempt, and the labourer is worth his wages.

a) it is noticeable that the travelling apostle is to stop at the landlord's house, who is 
worthy of it, and that, nevertheless, with regard to the greeting, the possibility is set up 
that the house is not worthy of granting it. (Already the successive degenerate άξιος, 
drawn to various things, betrays compilation, 
betrays compilation.)

β) In Mark and Luke, the words καί όσοι άν μή ύεξωνται υμάς, i.e., of which place the 
inhabitants, or: if in a city or town the inhabitants do not receive you, stand in relation 
to the non-reception. Matthew puts for it: v. 14. καί ός Εάν μή δεξηται ίμάς - which 
inhabitant of the house rc. because v. 11. was intended that the traveller should 
inquire of a certain landlord, and now the case is to be spoken of, if the landlord does 
not give you shelter.
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However, several things do not fit here,

x) it does not fit that in v. 11 it was absolutely stated that if the traveller made 
enquiries as to which inhabitant was worthy of hospitality, he should stay there, (as if 
no negative answer was to be feared),

n) does not the following fit in with this, that the travellers, if they do not find 
accommodation in the house, (should not seek accommodation in another house, 
but) should leave the town or the district, and the threat of 25. that such a place 
should fare even worse than Sodom and Gomorrah. (Could there not be other



houses in the place where an exception could be found, and how can a whole city 
be made to pay for a single house?) Just so, then, does not fit

a) the combination: τής οικίας ή τής ττόλιως, and what is put together falls apart on all 
sides. If we compare the new objects, we see in Matthew the ruins of the original, 
and the criterion for separating the non-original is the same here as in the previous 
piece.

ε) n. 28. - The partbie: Matth. 16:17-19. cannot have been in the original text. "Should 
Christ have thus, as it were in one breath, first given Peter the keys of the kingdom of 
heaven, and then called him a Satan, who had not the divine at heart? No one will 
easily believe this, - but by comparing it with Luke (and Mark) it is mostly probable that 
the solemn exaltation of Peter was not spoken on this occasion, but there remains room 
for the reproof of Christ *)" (Matth, v. 23. - Mark 8:33.), Schleiermachcr in the Scripture 
cited p. 146. - The apposition to ό χριστός Matth, v. 16. ό υιός - ζώντος, by the way, 
recalls John 6:70. where the same words occur in Peter's confession **). But what, 
standing in the middle of a text, is not only excluded from two other copies of this text, 
but also does not fit the structure of the piece itself; what else can it be but a later 
insertion into the original text?

*) For inasmuch as the narrative wants to make the transition to Jesus' wanting to 
suffer and die aloud, (to the declaration, therefore, against which Peter just now 
objects.)

**) If the first reading is a work in itself (which will be investigated), then the 
passage of Peter before the Pericopes: n. 32 and 37, which is included here, 
cannot find a place in it at all. It is undeniable that Peter, according to the Gospel 
story, had distinction before the other apostles. - He was to strengthen the 
apostles who had been disheartened by the death of Jesus Luk. 22:31. 32. He 
was to feed the Lord Joh. 21:15 -19. - He speaks before the others, as here, Luk. 
12:41. Joh. 6:70. and with regard to his relationship, Jesus seems to speak of the 
servant whom the Lord has set over His servants in the passage just cited: Luk. 
12:41. f. - But

a) If Peter alone, or the other disciples with him at the same time, had received 
the authority to loose and bind for heaven now (at the time here spoken of), 
then the dispute of rank told in n. 32. 32. would either not have arisen, or would 
have been settled by Jesus with differently worded teachings and reminders.
But Jesus only says here that the dignity of the disciples consists in being His 
messengers, and He does not think of them as leaders of the church, but as



messengers who go about on behalf of the Lord, proclaiming the Gospel, and 
who must seek reception. It is

b) It is strange that the Gospel which is derived from Peter, that of Mark, does 
not contain those passages from which a distinction of Peter can be inferred, 
not that of the servant set over the others, not the praise given to Peter 
because of his confession, not the exhortation of Jesus that he might one day 
strengthen the brethren (Matthew does not mention this either), nor the 
narrative of the Stater, and Peter's walking on the sea.
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ζ) n. 32 - It is already clear from the above comments on this pericope that the verses 
Matth. 18:3. 4. do not correspond to the meaning of the whole. Indeed, these verses 
themselves do not even seem to belong together, v. 3. says that only by becoming like 
children can one enter the kingdom of heaven (at all), v. 4. sets the same condition, so 
that one may be greater than others in the kingdom of heaven. The author wants to 
refer to the expression in which he had formulated the question of the disciples in v. 1, 
which question, however, cannot be understood as if the disciples were seeking 
information about who would enter the kingdom of God and have a part in it. - But 
neither the question nor its answer is found in such a form in the secondary texts, 
although the words that agree with them belong to the content of the Matthaean 
relation. What, then, can the latter be other than a reworking of the original text?
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η) n. 35. - The greater interpolation here is Matth. 19, 28. It stands in a logical 
disproportion to the rest. Note,

a) that the difference between the substitute here in the world, and that in the future life 
v. 29. is blurred, because already v. 28. a promise for the future life (after the 
palingenesis) was anticipated, and hereupon the speech of the future life could not once 
more be placed after an intermediary cradle of the substitute to the earthly life. The 
interpolator therefore makes use of the artifice of combining the ιχατονταπλασίονα with 
the ιχατονταπλασίονα.
ζωή αιώνιος, as if the latter were the explanation of it. But now that ιχατονταπλ. is
certainly distinct from the ζοιή αιώνιος, and it is not to be doubted,
that in the given test such a contrivance hath been exercised. That with which the
change is connected, and of which it is the consequence, must therefore be later
intervention.



ß) Matthew's speaker divides Jesus' answer in relation to the apostles v. 28. and in 
relation to others: You shall sit on twelve chairs and - everyone who has left rc. One 
notices here

aa) the interposition. Peter had said: we have left. This word is only excluded in the 
speech of the others, except the apostles, because what was said before in relation to 
the apostles is included. Furthermore, everyone who has left house and home, 
possessions and goods, parents and blood relatives in the service of Jesus (which the 
apostles also did) should receive eternal life. This is said in actual words. Does a 
speech that speaks of the reward of the apostles themselves only use figurative words 
fit to such a text? But here again one notices

bb) the art of the interpolator. Peter had said: we have left everything and followed you. 
The interpolator shares these words. The echo to the ήκολουθήσαμεν becomes what is 
said v. 28. with regard to the apostles: ότι υμείς, οί άκολουθή- οαντες κ. τ. λ. (Luke has 
other words: ch. 22:28. υμείς εστε οί διαμεμενηκότες μετ' εμοϋ εν τοϊς ττειρασμοΐς μου) 
and the αφήκαμεν is used in the speech of the Others, v. 29. except: και ττάς ός άφήκεν 
κ. τ. λ. Connected with the whole interposition is the fact that, according to Matt.
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y) the answer of Jesus is to be conceived as a promise of rewards (of something to 
become to his servants), wherefore the question is "put into Peter's mouth" v. 27. τί άρα 
εσται ήμΐν ; This question, - after a complaint justly made about selfishness and 
worldliness, an adverse sound, - does not appear in the secondary verses, but neither 
does Jesus' reply to Peter's words have the form of a promise. Jesus merely corrects 
the expression: άφήκαμεν, and says: what one leaves for the kingdom of God will be 
multiplied for him already here in the world in his widely spread brotherhood *), and the 
world to come will give him eternal life. In Matthew, moreover, the multiplication of the 
forsaken has been suppressed, although in the words of Jesus he has retained the 
mention of those who have "forsaken" and also the εκατονταττλαααίονα (admittedly 
rendered unrelated). So we have here again the same thing as in the previous pieces, 
that words, having dissolved their own original context, are woven into a context into 
which they do not fit. So much for the greater interpolation to be noted here. Matthew 
has also added other smaller additions in the same piece. About the question that does 
not belong to the text: τί άραίσται ήμϊν; has just been said. Interpolations of a very 
similar kind are placed at the beginning of Jesus' conversation with the young man. The 
first question of the young man is the same in all texts, also the first words of Jesus'



answer are the same; but at the end of v. 17 Matthew gives an explication, as it is not 
expressed in the secondary texts, and should not have been expressed in the original 
text. In the neighbouring relations, Jesus' reply to the young man's question is adapted 
in the following sense: "If you call me good, you will certainly know that the only good 
one, the source of all goodness, is God; whose commandments you know! In this, of 
course, lies the fact that the commandments are to be kept, - that which the Matthean 
speaker, according to his manner of instructing prefixes and suffixes (see above, p. 225 
), has uttered in express words as doctrine, - but in the form of this speech there is also 
this, that Jesus himself does not want to give the youth any doctrine, but only to refer 
him to that which he knows, and it is this distinguishing element which is blurred in 
Matthew, under the formation ofthat direct answer. If the original text had intended the 
answer to be given with such an expression, it would have begun with these words at 
once, and would not first have had Jesus remind the young man of the meaning of the 
expression he himself had used: good. This is the first transformation of the former.
Then the question is put into the mouth of the young man: τι ετι υστερώ; the speaker 
thereby wants to bind the text more firmly, because in Jesus' answer there is really talk 
of something that is still missing, but thereby changes the original form. Already follows

*) These give (even to the wanderers, cf. μετά διωγμών Mark 10:30.) dwellings 
and lodgings, providers similar to letters, friends similar to blood relatives, and so 
on. Some who did not understand this speech and thought of stone buildings that 
Jesus was supposed to promise his followers as possessions, not only believed 
that Peter's question belonged in the text because Jesus was speaking of a 
reward, but that Jesus' promise must also be understood in such a way that it 
contained an irony. An explanation with true super cleverness!

a) if Jesus also spoke to the young man about what he still lacked, it does not follow 
that the young man himself must have asked about it. But the mention of such a 
question is contrary to the spirit of the whole narrative.

a) If the original text had let this prompting question precede it, would it not have been 
told in the following, where the conduct of the young man is spoken of, after the answer 
he had heard, how Jesus now shamed the rash questioner by the counter-question: 
"Why then do you want to know what you still lack, if you are not inclined to add the 
"lacking"?
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β) The position of the question has no psychological probability. - If Jesus had said that 
whoever would enter into life must keep the commandments, then the young man had



had enough and knew that if he had kept the commandments he would enter into life. 
What more could he ask? But the speaker only first poses the question according to the 
following text, which, however, does not presuppose it at all. What Jesus mentions as 
lacking is not lacking for salvation, so that it belongs as an object in the questioning 
words of the young man, but a casual remark that he could still do something that he 
had not yet done, and the expression of the wish that he might still do it.

y) As the interpolated question is formed after the εν σοι Ιστερεΐ, so are the words: εΐ 
θέλεις τέλειος είναι. With these words one must not even be so precise in Matthew. 
According to their origin they really only say this: do you want to be the one who does 
not lack what I will now call the lacking = one who lacks nothing. If they were related to 
the moral, they would be even more alienated from the text. For the idea that those who 
belong to his circle of disciples are morally more perfect than others is certainly not what 
Jesus intended,

δ) If the question of the young man were the 'organic development' of his own speech, 
as the latter is referred to in Matthew as a dialogue (s. v. 18. ποια;), it would rather read 
thus: which commandments have I still further to fulfil? but not thus: what do I still lack? 
So we see here in everything the artificial transformation and processing of an earlier 
one.*)

*) All the more must we beware of imposing on the text of Mark that from which it 
is free to its advantage. Cf. the comment above, p. 227, which will be even more 
firmly substantiated by the examination of the text undertaken here.

n. 39 - Just as the secondary narrators, if the words εφ ον ονδεις - εκάθισε did not 
essentially belong to the text, would have put όνος instead of πώλος, so Matthew had to 
omit those words for the sake of his textual transfiguration. (Cf. p. 232.) But how he thus 
changed the original is shown in other parts of the relation. Ch. 21:3. αυτού is changed 
into αυτών. This would be acceptable. But v. 7. is αυτώ (ιπιβάλλουσιν αυτώ and 
εκάθισαυ επ' αντώ (Mark 11:7.) is again changed into αυτών (επάνω αϊτών), and now 
arises the unseemly thing that Jesus is said to have ridden on two beasts at once 
(alternis vicibus? - the commentaries certainly say so, but it is not there). Was not αυτών 
perhaps to be referred ΐοΐμάτια? (Fritzsche's commentary on the St.) One can save 
oneself the trouble of helping Terte. The (επεχάθισαν επάνω) αυτών parallel to the 
(επικάθισαν) ίπ αυτώ in Mark, has here no other origin than v. 7. (where, as here, it has 
the same parallel of the αυτού), let us pretend what we will. But that it does not fit here 
at all, we cannot account for. Enough all texts speak of sitting on the animal, and not on 
the clothes *). The criterion here is: where one representation bends the words of a 
homonymous one in such a way that something unnatural comes out, while in the other



the values, free from this modification, give something natural, there the original has 
been altered.

*) Incidentally: I do not consider the επεκάθιβεν taken up by Griesbach to be the 
correct reading, but believe that επεκάθισαν must be read.

(a) Let one give oneself impartially to the impression of the. If one listens impartially to 
the impression of the story, one will realise that, according to that reading, it sounds as if 
Jesus, who had asked for the animal, had now also waited until the clothes were taken 
off and placed on it in order to sit on it. But the text does not mean that the throwing of 
the clothes on the road should be considered necessary. He is speaking of voluntary 
honours,

b) The ττλιΐβτος όχλος is distinguished from those which v. 7. actively find. The 
έπικάθιΰεν, however, having another subject, would enter between the other subjects 
drawn from each other, disturbing the relation. Far better does the representation hang 
together when εττίθηκαν (one put upon it) and έπικάθιβαν are drawn together upon the 
one class of agents in the same way as the immediately following εατςωσαν has 
another class of them for its subject. So it is also in Luke's equally divided account. In 
Mark, therefore, εκάθισαν, will likewise be read. (To include καθίζει from the corrupt D 
here can only be arbitrary).
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n. 47 - Matth. 23, 2 f. According to the parallel texts, Jesus criticises three things about 
the scribes: their ambition, their greed, their hypocrisy. But what Matthew puts together 
here is a visible compilation, because one isolates itself from the other in content and 
rhetoric. At the beginning, the scribes are spoken of in the third person, as in the 
secondary texts. They are warned according to three main considerations:

a) one should not imitate them,

ß) their hypocrisy,

y) their pride, (v. 8.) Both last parts of the rebuke contain the side texts, but Matthew has 
rearranged them by letting the rebuke of shyness precede v. 5, because this is more 
similar to that which is first said of the works from v. 2 - 4. Even this first part is a 
compilation. The word έργα is taken in different senses, and the expression: one should 
not judge by the works of the scribes, has different meanings in the words placed one 
after the other. - v. 3. by that which is to be kept as the precept given under Moses'



authority, is probably more understood the generally applicable moral, not both the 
traditional, and the έργα are here the mode of acting contrary to the moral precepts. - 
But v. 4. refers to the traditional (φορτία όι ςβάστακτα), and here are relative parts of the 
sentence: that while the scribes burden others too much, they make it too easy for 
themselves. These are, as we know from Luke, words from another context, although 
they have some similarity with v. 2. - In v. 5, the έ'ργοις means expressions of piety, 
(comp. Matt. 6:1-9.) and thus the transition is made to the rebuke of hypocrisy, which is 
therefore expressed in other words than in the secondary cxts. - In contrast to the 
Pharisaic pride, v. 8, the disciples are given a teaching that Jesus would certainly not 
have given here in front of such a mixed audience and at a time when people were 
waiting for a statement of this kind. The interpolator, however, wants to give it the 
appearance of belonging here, and therefore already notes v. 1. , that Jesus had the 
μαθηταί, whom, if the instruction should be in its place, he could have had about him 
alone, yet he had about him also: ελάλησε - και τόί'ς μαθηταΐς αυτόν, - which addition the 
side-texts, because they are not interpolated, have not. - Finally, v. 13, the scribes and 
Pharisees themselves are addressed. - The repeated οναί v. 13. 15. 16. 23. 25. 27. 29. 
is clear enough to be compiled. Again, we know from Luke that these words do not 
belong here, but in another nexus, and therefore we will spare ourselves further 
discussion of them, since we shall return to them on another occasion, when we shall 
speak of the pieces of the second tablet.
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n. This interposition has already been spoken of above, p. 252. We may add here: if the 
words v. 27. 28. here assert antithetically the general visibility of the coming of the 
Messiah in advance, while the speech preceding it is not yet completed, and must only 
be completed by the indication of the moment in which this coming falls, then first of all 
the course of the speech is disturbed, and then what follows (v. 29.) is so anticipated 
that it becomes a tautology. - For the visibility of that coming is precisely the destruction 
of the city to be mentioned after its siege. The latter had been spoken of, so why should 
the latter, before it is mentioned, first be placed in an antithesis? We know here again 
from Luke that the interpolated words belong to another context.

These are the great interpolations in Matthew. At the same time we want to consider the 
most important of the smaller ones that occur here and there. Of n. 20. Matth. 10:14. 
τής οικίας ή τής ττόλεως has been spoken of above p. 258. A very similar interposition is 
n. 28. Matth. 16:24. Ιερεμίαν ή ένα τών προφητών. The subsidiary texts here mention 
two kinds of opinions,

a) that which names a specific prophet, and



ß) that which does not name a particular one. It soon becomes evident that if the 
original text had known how to tell of those who took Jesus for Jehovah, it would have 
included them with those who took him for Elijah. The interpolator, however, sees 
Ιερεμίαν to the second clap.
the second clave, because he calls a second prophet. But by this the words now receive 
the sense: the other class says: if he be not Jeremias, he is one of the prophets - so 
probably Elias also, for Elias was also a prophet. The addition cancels the segregation 
again. The distinction, if the Matthean words could really make one, would be this: the 
first class says: he is Elias, and no one else; the other: he is Jeremias, or another 
prophet. But since the distinguishing words are lacking, the distinction to be made 
becomes troublesome. If there was another class who took Jesus for Jeremiah, 
doubting whether he might not also be Elias, the distinction of the latter from the first 
class should have been made much clearer. - But what is the use of much talk? He who 
is not blinded sees, in any case, that those who name an individual, and those who 
name none, should have made up the classes to be distinguished. - n. 49. Matth. 24:20. 
μηδέ σαββάτου. - This Mark is said to have omitted ch. 13:18. On closer examination of 
the nexus we find it otherwise. As the exhortation of Jesus to take flight is expressed, 
and connected with the other parts of the whole discourse, it presupposes that, 
remembering beforehand to take flight, one would not wait till the Sabbath came. It 
speaks only of an inevitability, and thus of the thing to be prayed for, that the flight 
should not fall in winter. If Jesus had presupposed the possibility that the Sabbath might 
be an obstacle, it would not have been the pregnant women and the suckling women 
who would have been the first to complain. But as the text is arranged in the other 
copies, it does not take into account the Sabbath, which is inevitable, but nature. - But it 
was easy for the compiler to put μηδέ σαββάτον here as well as in the previous passage 
A - Of the Sabbath, in the previous passage Ιερεμίαν ή. - From Matthaean intercalations 
made in the middle of the text, we have none further to mention here. We turn
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2) to Luke. There are no significant interpolations of Luke between the two texts other 
than the reference to Scripture in n. 36, Luk 18:31. To this, however, the remark in 34. 
does not fit well, that the disciples understood nothing of what was said - and by this is 
meant only what Jesus said about his destinies. Would the first narrator, if he thought he 
had to draw Jesus' appeal to Scripture into the narrative, have been able to make such 
a remark, for which the reference to Scripture was not even present? Would he not 
have had to notice that the disciples had asked Jesus for more precise expositions in 
accordance with Scripture? The other texts have nothing about an appeal to Scripture, 
and therefore no gap is noticeable in their words.



n. Luke here comments on the text of the others. When the other texts say that the risen 
ones do not enter into marital unions, for they are like the angels of God, it is to be 
supposed that the proof has reached its highest point, as is also the case in these texts. 
Luke, however, adds that the resurrected are like the angels of God, since they are 
children of the resurrection, but the latter has meaning only if the resurrected are really 
like the angels.

n. 49. - Luk 21:23. 24. έσται γάρ - καιροί εθνών It has already been remarked above, p. 
266, that these verses, as interpolations are wont to do, break off the thread of the 
connection, and this in that they anticipate, just as an interpolation made elsewhere by 
Luke (ch. 9:36.), over what immediately follows. Other interpolations in the middle of the 
speech begun (which would be increases in content, and not merely variations of 
expression), we would not know from Luke. - We have thus sifted here what belongs 
together according to the inner relations of the text, separating it from what does not 
belong to it, and what could not have been written at the same time by the writer in the 
act of writing, when he put it into an expression *). We have thought our way into the 
writer's soul, and what appeared to us at the time of the separation to be a duplicity, we 
have given for it for no other reason than that for which a duplicity arises when two 
persons speaking at the same time about one and the same point fall into each other's 
speech with words that come from their own circle of thoughts. The remarks that have 
been made here about the interpolations in the middle of the speech, and between the 
sentences that belong directly to it, can now also be made in the appendices that have 
been attached to such speeches by the one speaker where the others simultaneously 
border the piece. We will continue our criticism of these immediately.

*) One more example of the smaller interpolations from Matthew in n. 49. 49. to be 
added; the question: (Matth. 24:3.) τί το ΰημιϊον τής βής παρονβίας; However, Jesus 
says hereafter,
that at the time of the destruction of the temple the Son of Man will come: Mark. 13:26. 
Matth. 24:30. but.

(a) It was not the thought of the disciples that he would come only on condition of this 
destruction, as neither will those have thought of whom Luk. 19:11. is spoken of. If this 
had been the disciples' idea, Jesus would not have warned against false Messiahs (who 
wanted to avert the destruction) in verse 5. Nor would he have needed to tell the 
disciples that they should not tremble at the first movements preceding his coming. 
(Matth, v. 6.) In fact, he could have,



b) According to the layout of the Synoptic Gospels, the disciples could not yet have 
thought of Jesus' return after his death. - Jesus rather gives the disciples an unexpected 
instruction, as is already indicated by the fact that they are said to have admired the 
temple building. Matthew, however, anticipates Jesus' answer as in u. 35. (This to p. 
251.)

369

Tenth Datum:

The prolongations of speech, too, which go beyond the boundary set by two speakers at 
the same time, are separated from the organism of that with which they are connected, 
as foreign constituent parts.
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By this organism we understand the purpose of the play, in so far as for its sake the 
connection of certain sentences is made, and for this connection of sentences certain 
words are chosen, and in so far this purpose of the play can be discerned from the 
connection of sentences and the choice of words. Two speakers often, as we have 
already seen, bound the same piece, which the third extends beyond this boundary.
Here we say of this extension that it continues with a content that does not unite with 
the preceding as an organic component. In particular, however, this assertion points to 
those appendices which Matthew makes to the pieces that are simultaneously bounded 
by the co-representatives. It has been shown above that even without them, the pieces 
to which they are added form a complete whole; here, then, it is to be shown that they 
did not originally belong to these pieces at all. In the first pericope belonging here, n. 20, 
where the instructional speech of Jesus to the disciples to be sent out is prolonged from 
Matth. 10, 15. f., a deeper criticism is not necessary. Jesus sends out the disciples and 
awaits their return in order to be able to set out on other paths with them. How could 
words of instruction be thought here in case the messengers of the faith were dragged 
before the tribunals (vv. 18-20)? or how could the words occur here as part of a speech 
appropriate to the circumstances: if the disciples were persecuted in one city, they 
should flee to another, and before they had passed through the cities of Israel, the Son 
of Man would come? (v. 25.) Or how could reminders enter into the context of the 
speech spoken here, such as this: the disciples should not imagine that Jesus had 
come to bring peace, since rather participation in his cause would cause strife in the 
families, and thus in confessing his name they would have to expose themselves to the 
hatred of their own? Or how, finally, could Jesus here already assure that those who 
were to be sent out, when they were brought before the tribunals, could count on the



assistance of the spirit 19.) who would guide the word for them, as if his resurrection 
from the dead, after which the spirit could only come, were here already presupposed 
for the present sending out? - It is therefore clearer here than on the day that things 
which do not belong together are mixed up with each other, in that the compiler mixes 
up the sending which is to be mentioned in the present place with the proclamation of 
the word to be given after Jesus' death, and carries the hints about the latter given by 
Jesus in later times into the instruction given at that sending. -
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n. 35. A parable is added to Matth. 20:1. f., which is connected with the words Matth. 
19:30. (Many who were first will be last). - The parable sketches out a symbolic 
historical narrative in which the first and the last - the words taken in their true meaning - 
really occur, and the last (they are workers who entered the work last) receive their 
wages sooner than those, and the first later, and the payment is arranged in such a way 
that the last receive their wages through generosity, and the payment is arranged in 
such a way that the last receive, through the generosity of the employer, that surplus 
which the first do not receive, although it is precisely they who think they have the most 
justifiable claims to it *), and to this is attached the saying that, although many belong to 
the called, yet of the elect there are only a few *). - My eyes see, by that excrescence 
(in the groschen of grace) is to be understood blessedness, and the first are those who 
think they have the most claims to blessedness. (That the first in the parable are the 
hired ones who have worked long is accidental, and belongs to the parabolic form, 
because the parable wanted to distinguish grace from the imaginary right to labour. The 
fact that workers occur also belongs only to the form of the parable). - Now for more 
details on the statement explained by the parable. "Among the many who would be the 
first to become last, Jesus' disciples - those to whom he is speaking - could not fear to 
be counted, since they were assured that everyone who, like them, had sacrificed 
possessions and goods for the good cause, would receive eternal life as a 
compensation in the world to come. So the saying was not for the disciples, and that is 
why Luke does not have it here. But it also came here only through compilation.
Namely, Jesus had replied to the doubting exclamation: "Who can be saved? According 
to the next surroundings of the words, this only has the meaning: through God it is 
possible for man to overcome the dominion which the possession of earthly 
possessions exerts on his willpower. - But since we are speaking here of a grace of God 
(of a gracious influence of God on the will of man, or of an endowment of maritime 
grace by God), the compiler here goes further, in that he takes occasion to represent 
maritime grace especially as a gift of grace, and for this purpose makes use of the 
expression which Luke uses in another context (Luk 13:30) and in another context (Luk 
13:30). 13:30.) and with a different peculiarity, spoken as a threat against the Jews who



were proud of their supposed privileges. - Here again, as is usual in the Matthaean 
compilations, similar things are linked with similar things. - But that young man did not 
actually show Jewish pride. The compilation is therefore only attached to the one thing, 
that salvation is a gift of grace, and can therefore also be bestowed on so-called last 
ones. The opposition to Jewish pride, however, does not attach itself here, and 
therefore what is added in v. 39, together with the parable, is only a compilation. - Mark 
usually gives only as much as belongs to the historical context of what is narrated; 
nothing beyond that is parenetic or ascetic. It is therefore very probable that the saying: 
Many firsts rc. belongs as little to his text as Luke has it. We have a similar example in 
Matth. 10, 15. which verse, beginning a whole, which in Luke's Gospel stands in a 
different connection, is likewise in some manuscripts appended to Mark's terte, and 
does not belong to the same either. -

*) If this be over-argued, one comes to the false opinion that Jesus wants to say 
that there is no difference between the first and the last, and that all should 
receive the same, which would be a quite absurd explanation. For

a) Which of the first in blessedness would envy the last to have the same 
blessedness? How could it have occurred to the author of the parable to 
represent blessedness as something beyond which the backward first would 
demand something, as over the penny, if they received the same as Andre?

b) The last in the parable are those who are excluded from grace. Where then 
does it say in the parable that the first and the last received the same? Does it 
not rather mean that the last were the favoured? It is not the same penny that 
matters, it belongs to the parabolic form - do you not understand that? - but 
what the last should have received, if what the first were entitled to had been 
taken as a basis, which did not happen, and then what the first thought they 
could demand and must have received, if what the last received had been 
taken as a measure, which did not happen either, - that is what comes into 
consideration. *)

*) Fritzsche's Komment, zum Matth, p. 617. verba v. 16. πολλοί γάρ είβι κλητοί - 
εκλεκτοί nihil pertinent ad parabolam, sed argumento communiunt sententiam. 
argumento communiunt sententiam, parabola illustratam - όντως εβονται - 
εοχατοι. Now if this is so, then the false explanation, which the commentary has 
adopted: Jesus here only wanted to tell Peter seriously that later ones could also 
become as holy as he was (as if poor good Peter would have denied a later one 
the blessedness Jesus himself had assured him of and which, according to 
Jesus' assurance, he was once to participate in), cannot take place. Those called



and those chosen could not be distinguished if the first and the last, as this 
declaration intends, were to receive the same. Incidentally, we refer to the 
above-mentioned treatise, in which we have disputed the false explanation with 
sound reasons. If it is to have any meaning, it would amount to saying that Peter 
and his like had reckoned on a greater portion of blessedness than could be 
granted to later professors of Christ! Where is there a single word of such an 
expectation in the New Testament Scriptures? - But if this explanation is to say: 
the first may not receive blessedness, while the last receives it, this cannot be 
expressed as follows: the first and the last are equal, and receive the same 
penny!
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n.42. a. - Here Matthew ch. 21:28 - 32. again begins a parable, but is itself excluded by 
21:45. How could a writer, without forgetting himself, have made the remark: .the priests 
having heard the parables, perceived (έγνωσαν) that Jesus aimed at them, if he had let 
precede words of Jesus like these: the publicans and the harlots shall enter into the 
kingdom of heaven sooner than ye? (v. 31.) - To be sure, the compiler wishes to give 
the appearance of indisputability to his insertion; therefore he works the note Mark. 
13:12. Luk. 20:19. transposing the words, that he might attach άκούσαντες τάς 
παραβολάς (i. e., the parable of the original text, and his intercalated). He thus differs 
from the original author of the relation both by that intercalation, to which the έγνωσαν v. 
45. does not agree, and by transposition of the words v. 45, 46.

n. 42. b. - Matth. 23, 1 -14. If it is clear anywhere that Matthew makes subsequent 
interpolations, it is obvious here. For the text is already closed with the general remark 
Ch. 21,46. According to this case, however, one should now also judge those that were 
mentioned earlier and those that are still to be mentioned.

n. 47. also belongs here in part. The necessary has already been recalled at the 
previous date.

n. 49. Matthew makes several appendices from ch. 24:37 - 25:1 - 46. They betray 
themselves by the same annexes and paragraphs: 24:45. 25:13. γρηγορεΐτε ovv. - 
ώςπερ 24:37, ώςπερ 25:14. - The parable chap. 25:14 - 32. of the talents also remains 
strange to the other parables associated with it. It fits well into a context where reward 
according to merit and work is spoken of, but not into such a context where the return of 
the Lord is to be portrayed as uncertain. (S. also Schleierm. Luk. p. 239.) Now these are 
the additions of Matthew, which are to be separated from the original given. The more 
conspicuous they are, even on a superficial examination of the texts to be compared,



the more justified will appear the criticism that has been made of the Matthaean 
interpolations in the middle of the texts *).

*) If Mr. Pros. Theile in Or. Winer's ereget. Studien I.Bänd- chen Leipzig 1827. p. 
1647. as it seems, expresses with a lingering doubt: "what can be made probable 
from the whole arrangement of the Gospel of Matthew, that already existing 
diegeses were excluded, would be brought to evidence, if passages could be 
proved where the original connection was overlooked by the reworker or the one 
who worked it in;" so we are now, however, so bold as to believe that we have 
already brought the matter to evidence by the few proofs given so far, which, by 
the way, will probably not have been a secret to any connoisseur of our texts. All 
that is lacking, then, is the good will to agree with us. We require nothing for our 
person but this good will, since the matter already takes care of itself with its 
power to compel assent.
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b) From Luke, as we have seen, no further example of textual prolongation belonging 
here is to be distinguished than n. 10. Luk. 5:39. It has been noticed that the allusion to 
this verse already v. 36. with the words: καΐου σνμφωνεΐκ. τ. λ. has been made. Luke 
did not want to change much here. He merely suppresses the words: και χείρον σχίσμα 
γίνεται, and substitutes for it the analogue of his συμφωνεί: σχίζει.... But this is too 
weak. It is an essential provision for the text that the rift becomes more severe. This 
corresponds to the other case of the complete destruction of the wine (by the bursting of 
the hoses). A sign of the later unformation to an earlier framework is also revealed in v. 
39, since the word οίνον must be taken from v. 38, which is self-contained, and dragged 
over into the appendix v. 39. Shall here be added

Luk. 19, 39. as a similar example of the prolongation of the Nativity, we may well reflect 
on the whole structure of the description given of the entry of Jesus, that its purpose is 
to describe the solemnity of this entry, but not to present it as an occasion for other 
speeches, and that such speeches, when added by one speaker alone, are nothing 
more than an appendix. With Luke we have come to an end here, and consequently 
with all the interpolations and appendices, which are contrasted by the speeches of two 
speakers with a text of the same form. But before we draw any conclusions from the 
observations we have made about the textual multiplications, we want to direct our 
criticism to the opposite nature of the deviating texts - to their brevity, which lags behind 
the other copies. For it must be possible to decide from the nature of the text whether 
the longer is an extension or the shorter a shortening.



Eleventh Datum:
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In the shorter texts of Matthew or Luke, the words harmonizing with the words of the 
more detailed copies reveal that they originate from a longer relation, and that the 
speaker has therefore shortened the earlier text.

We turn here first to the passages mentioned above, where

a) in Matthew there are textual abbreviations. - n. 16. the exhortation of Jesus to the 
disciples (Mark 4:21 - 25. cf. Luk 8:16 -18.) to pay closer attention to the parables to be 
heard in the future is missing. At the same time, Matthew did not use the gnome 
associated with this exhortation in Mark (cf. Luk. 8:18.): to whomsoever hath, to him 
shall be given rc. (Matt. 13:12) But if you put under Matthew the meaning, To him that 
hath I will impart the secret (as to you), but from him that hath not it will be withdrawn, 
and only so will be given that which is not (as to the people), this application is not 
according to the wording and expression of the gnomes themselves. For though the 
parable took from the people, because they had not (understanding), yet must

a) Jesus, if he once gave parables to the people, must nevertheless presuppose that 
some of the people would also be able to understand them. The saying: to 
whomsoever hath, to him shall be given, thus referred to all the hearers of his 
parables, to the people as well as to the disciples,

ß) Jesus undoubtedly recited his parables with the intention that they should be 
understood. Since the disciples themselves confessed not to have understood them, 
what is more natural to believe than that Jesus, just as he presupposed of some of the 
people that they would be given through the parable, would also have presented to the 
disciples the possibility that they, like others among the people, could be taken from 
them if they did not have them? i.e. that he spoke the gnomes as an admonition and 
warning, just as the other texts present it?
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Matth. 18:5. However, there is nothing missing in these words if they are to be 
connected to the interpolated words of v. 3. 4. But if the interpolated words are 
omitted, then between v. 5 and 6 an intermediate link is missing, that which is inserted 
in the corresponding other texts. It should be said: whoever receives such a lowly one, 
and me in him, has great reward to expect. But he that vexeth rc. rc. - But this very



thing, that such a one has great reward to expect, should be expressed by the words 
(left out): he that receiveth me receiveth God in me. -

n.49. - Matth. 24:9. 10. In the Nebenterten the word παραδιδόσθαι is here twice, and 
both times in both texts, placed in the parallel place, by beginning the sentences with 
it: Mark. 13:9. παραδώσει γάρ = Luk. 21:12. επιβαλοϋσιν - παραδιδόντες - then Mark, 
ν. 10. παραδώσει δί = Luk. ν. 16. παραδοθήσεσθε δε. There is a reason for this 
doubling. The second verse takes up the word from the first and gives a more detailed 
definition. In the first verse it says: they will deliver you up. The second verse says: 
among the deliverers there will be even such, and so on. Now in Matthew the word is 
also doubled. But the position is quite different. The second time it is not again placed 
at the head, as if the exposition had once more made it the basis, but it is placed in 
the middle of other words as if it had not yet occurred at all and were only an appendix 
to others (see 10.). Now, should not the text in which one sees the reason for the 
doubling be earlier than the one that doubles without reason and without knowing 
why?

Matthau's text also expresses the same words with the others: ό διδάσκαλος λέγει and 
μετά τών μαθητών μον. Only the indication by which the disciples are to recognise the 
man whom they are to follow into the house, and that they are to have the landlord 
show them the room furnished for the keeping of the passover, is missing, and could 
be missing if, as Matthew supposes, an arrangement had already been made with the 
landlord. The omission is thus a consistent and deliberate one. But if the host was an 
acquaintance, the explicit addition: μετά των μαθητών μου was not necessary. This 
addition, it seems, has its home in the secondary texts. This about the abbreviations in 
Matthew. But even more than they betray themselves are
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b) which occur in Luke; as they have already been listed above, n. 15. Luk 8:19-21. We 
do not want to examine the correctness of the position which Luke has given to this 
story, although the changes which we notice in the text of the piece itself - the omission 
of some words and the rearrangement of those retained - are connected with it. Luke 
does not want to use anything from the short story other than Jesus' explanation of who 
his relatives were. He has to keep the note that Jesus' relatives were registered. And so 
he cannot conceal it, rather it becomes even more apparent to him that there is 
something rejecting in Jesus' reply to the registration that has taken place. Where does 
this come from? The story in its original form must have implied this. If we compare the 
Ncbenterte, such a suggestion is indeed noticeable. The relatives of Jesus came with 
an intention that Jesus probably already knew, and it is now with reference to their



untimely concern, and because only disturbances were to be expected from this 
concern, that he gives this reply when he announces that they have come. The words, 
even as Luke gives them, thus point back to this connection of circumstances. (Since 
there are traces of his way of writing here, since he has rearranged the words and 
brought the piece into its own connection, there is even less doubt about the 
abbreviation).

Luke, as noted several times, changed the theoretical relationship of the parable. But") 
the piece must have had this relationship, and this is evident from its structure and form. 
One tries, for example, with Schleicrmacher, to impute to it the purpose of being a 
glorification of the women mentioned in Luke 8:1-3 who had come into Jesus' company, 
and one will immediately find a disproportion to this imputed purpose in the fact that the 
parable is afterwards interpreted in a special way. Why would it have been necessary to 
give the play this disposition, i.e. to wrap the praise to be given to those women, or the 
reason for it, in a parable, and to present the meaning of this parable as something that 
is hidden from the people's gaze, and which only those who look deeply are able to 
discover? - This form only harmonises with the point of view under which the play is 
placed in the side texts. But there is another proof of the latter in Luke's own account 
1"). Does not Luke himself have the words of exhortation: (Ch. 18:18.) See how you 
hear? But these words cannot originally mean: watch how you take the word you have 
heard into your heart. For even if the words were to mean this according to Luke's 
intention, one would only be able to find a later allusion in this turn of the meaning. It 
would be different if the play were not a parable, or not a parabolic representation of a 
certain relationship, but a lecture of practical teachings. But the words cannot be 
interpreted in this way for the sake of the words that immediately follow: with the 
measure wherewith ye measure rc. For these words certainly only have meaning if they 
are taken as an exhortation to think about the meaning of the parabolic contracts, 
because here a gain for the one who has them really takes place. - Whatever purpose 
Luke may have given to the play, that which is similar to the secondary passages still 
reveals the original purpose of the play. - If, however, the play was intended to be a 
sample of the teaching of Jesus as he taught it for the instruction of his disciples, it will 
not have had the emphasis and brevity that it has in Luke, as if it had been intended 
merely as a practical lecture on doctrine or an exhortation to faithfully keep the Word of 
God; - It must have been connected with similar excerpts as those in the other verses, 
and this is all the more to be believed because Luke omitted the other parables 
precisely because he gave the piece a different purpose than it originally had.
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η. 28 - We do not want to examine here why Luke omitted the interlocutory 
conversation, but only prove from his own text that he must have omitted it. For this is 
revealed in ch. 9:23. είπε δέ προς πάπας. Whence this πρός πάντας? Didn't Jesus also 
say the preceding words of 22 to all? So there is a gap here in Luke's text. And what 
has fallen out? The words of Jesus that were not spoken to all, words of a private 
conversation that he then broke off in order to address all. - Luke still had this in mind 
when he wrote, so the word that was related escaped from his pen, even though he did 
not make the relationship.

n. 32 - Luk 9, 48. what Jesus said as a warning against seducing others and against 
self-delusion is not found, and the words that Jesus spoke after the presentation of the 
child were only meant to recommend humility. But

a) it is not probable that Jesus should have placed a child before the apostles in order 
to recommend humility to them. For could this not have happened without the child's 
presence? And to what examples of humility worthy of imitation could a 
recommendation of humility made to the apostles have referred? But supposing Jesus 
had taken occasion to present the child to the disciples because of certain amiable 
qualities, this recommendation would not have been reinforced from elsewhere, 
especially as we find elsewhere that Jesus is said to have said that one must have a 
childlike mind in order to enter the kingdom of God, without any other importance 
being attached to the children from elsewhere. - What, then, if they had occurred at 
the same time on this occasion, would the words have said in particular? He that 
receiveth such a child in my name receiveth me? "In my name"-means nothing at all 
but, because it is a Christian ((ότι χριστοί εστι comp. Mark 9:41.). How could the child 
be a Christian, or how could children be taken in Jesus' name, and under what relation 
to Him should it be done? and what would this taking mean? - If we look at the text on 
the page, it becomes quite clear what no information can be gleaned from Luke. Jesus 
does not put the child there to show humility. He places him among the apostles, and 
thus makes him a person who can be exempted in his name. But as he is the least 
among the disciples, Jesus declares that he only wants to tell the proud ones that in 
this least of their number he will be exempted. It is these words that Luke really still 
has, and to which he links the others that go to the recommendation of humility, 
namely, he links them in order to be able to omit what was connected with those 
words as a more detailed speech and can still be found in the secondary texts. But 
while Luke mixes, the mixed is separated from each other.
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n. 42. b. - About ch. 20, 9. cf. above p. 238.



n. The solemn assurance of Jesus that his words, spoken as it were for eternity, would 
certainly be fulfilled before the end of this human age (may he come when he will), 
indicates that Luke has omitted the other words which relate to this assurance as a 
closer determination of it, namely, that the day and hour of the fulfilment cannot be 
determined. For how would the assurance of the reality of what was said be appropriate 
here again at the end of the whole explanation, if there had not been a secondary 
provision connected with the fulfilment of the words? Also, such a completion of the 
speech already seems to be indicated by the preceding question: πότι ταντα ιοται. It is 
true that in the following Luke also speaks of the indefiniteness of that time (v. 35. ώς 
παγίς 7 "p ίπελενσεται κ. τ. λ.), but only in relation to the carelessness of men, if the day 
would come when they did not suspect it. But as Luke gives another form to those 
words of Jesus, Ye shall see the Son of man sitting on the right hand of God, and 
coming in the clouds of heaven, chap. 22:69: από τον ιών εσται - καθή- μένος, because 
of the far-reaching continuations of the story with which his second writing begins, he 
also saves Jesus' declaration that only the Father knows more precisely about the 
decisive point in time for another occasion, which is also to be mentioned at the 
beginning of the second writing. It is therefore hardly doubtful that he abbreviates the 
text here.
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n. Luk 22:40. "Abbreviating here" Paul Commentary, 3 Thess. p. 623. 3 Th. p. 623. But 
how is this abbreviation to be recognised? v. 47. betrays it by the words added from the 
longer narrative: έτι αντον λαλονντος. Luke says: Jesus got up from prayer, came to the 
disciples and called out to them: do not sleep! pray that you may not fall into temptation! 
and now it says: ετι λαλονντος etc. - This comes too quickly. It is quite different in the 
side texts. Here the formula has its appropriate place: Jesus comes to the disciples 
several times; he comes to them the last time, and announces to them that the betrayer 
will come, and- "while he is still talking like this," - the betrayer really comes. So the 
words say at the same time that Jesus was really not mistaken. Luke uses the words 
and takes away their natural force by separating other things from them. - Let us 
mention in passing another example of how Luke is convicted of the abbreviation of the 
text. This is in n. 16. Luk. 8:6. (comp. p. 201.) Here his text lacks the words: - ενθίως 
έξανίτελε - ήλιον δέ άνατείλαντος εκανματίσθη. The Excerptor alone must have had 
these words. In the parable and its interpretation type or antitype must correspond to 
each other. Now Luke, in the place where this part of the parable is interpreted, has in 
his text itself: v. 13. μετά χαράς δέχονται τον λόγον, which omits that: ευθέως νξανέτειλε 
vovausfecht, then the words:



εν χαίρω 7εειρασμοϋ άφίστανται, to which those weg I eft words: ήλιον άνατείλαντος 
εχανματίσθη, are the model, and therefore must have preceded as such, v. 16. is 
consequently carelessly crcerpirt. - The critical equations cannot be continued here. If 
we now consider the digressions, which the debris of the long text itself reveals in the 
abridged text, and also the still perceptible traces of a methodical procedure observed 
by the abbreviating speakers, to which traces reference has been made above at the 
8th date; then there is no doubt that the abbreviating narrators themselves have 
abbreviated. And so our research, which was intended to determine the original textual 
measure according to the internal relationships of the text itself, has been taken so far 
that we can draw conclusions from the dates. Perhaps the question will be asked why 
we did not make these special distinctions according to the internal textual relationships 
at an earlier stage, since the seventh date referred to the measure of the text? The 
answer to this is this: there it was first necessary to determine whether the text to be 
distinguished from the "longer" and from the shorter form as the original one constituted 
such a complete and finished whole that it could be regarded as something that existed 
outside of our writings; - it was the integrity of what remained after the separations that 
was important, and the separation of the non-original from the latter was to be made 
only after what has now been done, according to the three last data (9. 10. 11.). We now 
make the following remarks:

383 

Note I.

It was a quite incorrect and uncritical presupposition when Eichhorn assumed that the 
unformed text was the original one, and which of our parallel relations was the shortest, 
the one that came closest to the original form. The determination of the original depends 
on something more than a comparison of the parallels according to the space they 
occupy next to each other on the paper, and the characteristics of the original are 
something quite different from the incompleteness and deficiency of the relation. The 
critic has not entered into the inner relationship of the texts to one another at all.
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Note 2.

It is evident that the abbreviated Luke and the Matthean interpolator at any rate had an 
earlier text before them. This is an important conclusion for Mark. For whence those 
have their text, therefore Mark may also have taken his, and those need not be his
source.



Note 3.

The separations from the other texts are not made according to what Mark has 
accidentally retained from both, that is, neither are the extensions of the texts regarded 
as such because Mark goes parallel with the very referent that gives the shorter 
relation, nor is the boundary of the piece for the referents set at a certain place because 
Mark leads the relation with one of the two only as far as this place, but the separations 
have an objective reason that lies in the inner relation of the texts themselves. This is 
again an important result. For above, p. 312, the objection was made that, if it is 
assumed that where two agree, the third has deviated from the norm, this assumption 
perhaps turns in a circle, in that the deviations are only estimated against what Mark 
has in common with one and the other co-referent, and thus perhaps borrowed from 
them both. As we have seen, this objection is completely omitted here when the 
quantitative textual differences or the nature of the textual measure are discussed, and 
will therefore probably also be omitted when the phraseological differences alone are 
discussed.
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Our discussion has thus been carried further on this point. But the result can be 
developed still further, as has already been indicated above. Namely

Note 4.

Mark is said to have omitted from Matthew that which Matthew has more than he, and 
Luke, and to have taken from Matthew that which he gives with Matthew more than 
Luke. With what on earth is this to be proved? I ask every impartial person whether this 
is an assertion that can in the least be based on an impartial observation of our texts. If 
it can be clearly proved that the interpolations and extensions, the additions and 
compilations of Matthew do not belong to the original text at all, where is the proof to be 
found that Mark must nevertheless have had before him what does not belong to the 
original text, and must therefore have omitted it? and that, if he is richer than the 
abbreviating Luke, no other source could have been available for him than Matthew? 
But we are not yet finished with our deduction. If the result does not seem to be 
sufficiently certain from the textual criticism we have carried out here, then we can, to 
make matters worse, also draw out another date.
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Twelfth Datum:

In his relations, Mark does not show any effort to extend or shorten the account with 
one secondary referent as a difference from the other.

Mark, as we have seen, did not select and omit; the measure of the relation is 
determined by the texts before the selection. If we now assume the hypothetical case 
that Mark composed his text after selecting from the materials of the two side texts, 
then, since he chooses between the longer and the shorter, or between the more and 
the less, it will be apparent as a sign of arbitrariness that he either strives to lengthen 
the text at all, and if that were not the case, to shorten it, or, if the one or the other is 
done, to model himself on the predecessor that he would have chosen as a model in 
one way or another. However, as will now be confirmed, there is no trace of this.
Namely, for the time being, Mark sometimes shortens the text with that referent against 
the other with which he otherwise lengthens it against the latter, and vice versa: he 
lengthens it with that referent against the other with which he otherwise shortens it 
against the latter. Take the following eye-opening examples from the Nedes. In n. 16 he 
takes for the parable the fuller expression of Matthew, and likewise for the interpretation; 
nay, he even completes (we speak according to the hypothesis) Matthew from Luke 
(Luk. 8:16 -18.), yet he does not take up the following longer parable of the Zizanias 
with its interpretation from Matthew, but sets for it another shorter one. - In n. 28, 
Matthew includes two conversations between Jesus and Peter. Mark does not take the 
first, but only the second. He shortens Matthew in one place with Luke, from which he 
completes Luke in the other. - Mark omits verses 3 and 4 from Matthew chapter 18.
Thus he wants the shorter. But he enlarges on Matthew v. 5. again with Luke, but in 
such a way that he again omits words of Luke, as if he wanted the shorter, and he does 
not want the shorter, for he lengthens the speech with Matthew, whose gift, however, he 
spurned above. - n. 35. Here he sticks to the shorter text against Matthew, from which 
he usually completes the shorter one. Likewise n. 42. a., but 42. b. he gives Luke the 
more complete, as if he had henceforth chosen Luke as his guide. But in n. 44. he 
ignores just those sentences by which Luke is really richer than Matthew. He seems to 
want to abbreviate in the pericopes n. 46. 47. however n. 49. he expands with Luke 
(Luk. 21:13 - 16.). But he does not stay with Luke, although he can complete Matthew 
from him (Luk. v. 24 - 26.). He continues with Matthew, and yet again abridges what the 
latter (ch. 24:30.) presents, according to Luke. - And this is supposed to have been 
done so deliberately? and Mark is supposed not to have known what he wanted? This 
will be considered a fable by those who do not yet know the more correct explanation of 
the apparition. - Secondly, however, Mark, by extending with the one referent, ought to



seek the more complete. Why then does he again abbreviate the one with which he 
wants to give the more complete, and omit from the borrowed "complete" other words 
and phrases connected with it? This happens, e. g., in n. 28. with Matt. 16:22. - in n. 32. 
where he omits Matt. 18:7. and yet gives the following words a greater prolixity than 
they have in Matthew himself. - n. 54. where he removes from the borrowed complete 
(Matth. 26:42. 43.) just that prolixity which he himself adds elsewhere, e.g. in n. 32. and 
where, although he does not want his narrative to lack completeness, he nevertheless 
ignores certain words of Jesus, namely those with which the Lord is said to have 
forbidden Peter the use of the sword, which were placed by both speakers at one and 
the same moment in time. - If, however, this arbitrariness is really noticeable, and one 
would like to explain the selection that was nevertheless made, then one could only 
assume two things: - either Mark sifted the deliveries of his fellow evangelists according 
to a certain other standard, - but then we come back to an original manuscript, 
consequently to that against which the hypothesis of the origin of Mark's Gospel from 
the two others sets itself up, - or one would have to say: Mark compared the parallel 
texts of each pericope, and separated from the contexts that which revealed itself to him 
either as an inclusion or as an incompleteness. But then, in order not to think of other 
objections that could be made against this assumption, the question must be raised as 
to where this came from, that the texts of Matthew and Luke entered into such a mutual 
relationship that the essential content of the other could be measured according to the 
standard of the one ? a question that one cannot even attempt to answer without 
presupposing a written archetype for our relations. So those who put forward this 
hypothesis will not want to make use of these explanations, and so they must rather 
reject all attempts at explanation out of hand, and let pure chance dispose of this 
selection, to which means of desperation, however, we could only resort when all 
sources of explanation had dried up. Thirdly, in saying that Mark makes no effort to 
abbreviate the text, we must add the explanation that Mark never abbreviates, but 
Matthew and Luke do from time to time, Matthew, for example, in n. 9, ch. 9:3, in n. 28, 
ch. 16:27, in n. 34, ch. 19:14, in n. 42, b., ch. 21:36. , n. 49. ch. 24:9. 10., n. 53. ch. 
26:18. (and far more often the instances will occur to us in the reports of facts, and 
where the reflective remarks of the narrator are interspersed) Luke in n. 15. n. 16. n. 28. 
n. 32. n. 36. (Luk. 18:30.) n. 40. n. 49. (Luk. 21:23. 24. 25. (Luk. 21:23. 24. 25.) n. 54. - 
Mark has sometimes been called the supplementary abbreviator; but it is not he, but 
Matthew, inasmuch as the latter often abbreviates the given text when he interposes, of 
which the examples are in n. 16. (here Mark 4:21- 25. is wanting because of Matt. 13:11 
-17.) n. 32. (abridged Matth. 18:5. turned on v. 3. 4.) n. 35. (abridged 18:23. εν τω χαίρω 
τοΰτω and εν τω - ερχομίνω on account of ν. 28.) But if Mark, where he is shorter than 
Matthew, is supposed to have abridged the latter; Luke ought likewise to have abridged 
Matthew. For is not the shorter text given by Luke also contained in the Matthaean of 
many pericopes? The relations here are usually so exact that, if they do not have



another, common root, either the one can only have come into being by multiplying the 
other, or the latter only by abbreviating the "longer" one. Why then does Luke usually 
have the shorter form, as well as Mark? See especially the pieces n. 20. n. 35. (Luk. 
18:29. comp. Matth. 19:28.) n. 47. But if now even the most obstinate advocates of the 
originality of Matthew must concede, against their will, that what is found in Matthaus in 
n. 20. and in n. 47. as a greater richness, is nothing else at all than a later intercalation, 
so there is no need for a long exchange of words about the fact that the rest, which in 
Matthew stands out from the organism of the relation, will also be an intercalation. The 
contrary assertion, that this is not so, and that Mark, in spite of this, has composed his 
text only of the elements of the sub-narratives, is based on nothing but a dictum of 
power, and a dictum of power, which does not enter into criticism at all, and wants to be 
more valid than reasons and results, is then justly conceded its right to be left to itself, 
without, by the way, allowing itself to be disturbed in the investigation. We now proceed. 
So far, we have examined the dimensions of the text, and the result was: whatever 
intrudes between the corresponding text of two referents, or comes to the border of it, 
did not belong to the original form of the relation, and to the extent that it originally 
received with its form, but is a later addition. But while we were leading the investigation 
directed at this point to the result we have just indicated, we noticed in the parallelism of 
the texts on the interruption of harmony a determination that must still be set up here as 
a particular datum.
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Thirteenth Datum:

Matthew and Luke, where one of them changes the textual measure of the pericopes, 
hold fast the original one against the other. Thus they do not have what is shown in the 
pericope as the original content, one from the other, but this original lies, as Mark's text 
agrees with it, outside of their representations.

a) The observation has been made above (Dat. 6.) that each of our speakers makes his 
own particular additions to the concordant text, and that these additions, depending on 
whether they are those of one or another evangelist, have a different character. But it 
was not yet decided there whether of these additions those of one or the other 
evangelist do not belong to the original text itself. The investigation to be made into this 
matter has been undertaken and now completed in such a way that the original 
measure of the text has been determined more precisely, not only against additions, but 
also against textual reductions and contractions. As, after this determination of the 
measure, a special comparison is to be made among the writers with regard to the way 
in which they relate to the original text norm with their deliveries next to one another, so



also in this comparison, especially between Matthew and Luke, an alternating 
relationship stands out, the historical indication of which, in addition to the above date 
(Dat. 6.) concerning the additions in general, is to be set up as a new special date. It is 
this: When Matthew or Luke change the measure of the text (by increasing or 
decreasing it), one of them keeps the original in relation to the other.

b) The proof of the date is prepared.

a) The passages where Matthew extends and lengthens are given above p. 92. 93, and 
have been gone through at the 7th, 9th and 10th dates. Likewise the similar passages 
of Luke. The examples of textual shortening have been taken into account at the eighth 
and tenth dates. - So Matthew gives more where Luke gives less according to the 
original measure. But he also gives more where Luke shortens the original measure. On 
the other hand, Matthew gives less where Luke, according to the original measure, 
gives more and more complete, but also less where Luke is overcomplete. Now both 
writers could both increase and shorten their original. But they could not have used 
each other's text as a model, as if they had combined their writings.

ß) Sometimes it happens in one and the same pericope that both writers keep the 
original measure in relation to each other. E. g. n. 10. Here Matt. 9:12. extends and 
lengthens Luke 5:14. and each separates the other's addition from the third. The same 
is the case in o. 49, where both writers also shorten the text by forcing the original text 
through the middle of them. Here we can

y) the remark can be made that in such alterations of the text, especially when they 
increase, both often have the same purpose, the purpose of bringing more 
completeness or coherence into the relation, and yet neither of them takes cognizance 
of the way in which the other carries out this purpose. An example of this is given in n. 
39. Luke here alludes more distinctly to the passage Zach. 9:9. by inserting the words 
βασιλιάς (ch. 19:38.) and χαΐροντις (v. 37.) (comp, above p. 232.). Matthew, 
notwithstanding he is particularly concerned to distinguish that passage (ch. 21:2. 5.), 
yet does not use Luke's allusions. Another example, which, though it does not first of all 
touch upon the Tertmaaß, and therefore certainly does not yet belong here, but is 
nevertheless similar to it, is in n. 10. where Matthew does not put the question 
mentioned in ch. 9:4. into the mouth of John's disciples themselves with any other 
intention than to bind the connection of the text more firmly, and Luke has quite the 
same intention in the combination which he makes in ch. 5:33 (cf. above p. 186.). Here, 
too, it should be thought that if the one writer had known the way in which the other tied 
the connection, he would not have thought of a special means of binding the fugues of 
the text more closely together. Matthew's and Luke's parallel accounts are therefore, in



so far as they have a different form from each other, the products of two authors 
independent of each other. In some of these parallel relations, however, it is quite clear

δ) it is particularly clear that, even if the longer form originated from the shorter, at least 
the latter could not have originated from the former. Just compare, for example, the 
accounts of Matthew and Luke in n. 16 with each other. - Would a writer who had no 
other source than Matthew's account of Matthew 13:9-19 have arrived at the account 
that Luke gives us? Compare also the parallels of n. 20, and admit here that Luke, 
drawing from the Matthaean narrative alone, but using it at his own discretion, has 
separated or omitted the verses of Matth. 10:15. Will it be just as easy to understand, or 
make understandable, the origin of the shorter relation Luk. 9:3. 4. from a longer one of 
the kind that Matth. 10:8 -14. Is? In the same way, however, it is inconceivable, when 
comparing the representations of some pericopes given by both writers, that the more 
complete of the one should have been formed from the shorter of the other, e.g., n. 16. 
the Matthaean form of the parable from that of Luke, according to which especially 
Matth. 13:5. 6. had its germs in Luk. 8:6. *), or that in n. 28. the private conversation of 
Jesus with Peter would have been indented by Matthew to give the correlative to the 
(έλεγε δέ) πρός πάντας Luk. 9:23. or in n. 54. the narrative of Jesus' praying three 
times, and coming back to the disciples, indented to make the formula Luk. 22:47. ετι 
αντοϋ λαλονντος more suitable or imposing. Certainly this will not be found probable.
We must, however, note one more thing, or rather recall something already noted above 
in the criticism of the texts. Namely

*) Above we have seen the opposite, namely that Luke's shorter verse is a
fleeting excerpt from the fuller text as given by Matthew and Mark.
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ζ) The case arises that, while Matthew abridges the text, Luke retains the omitted words 
and, not only retaining them but also adding others to them, combines two different 
things to prove that he has added to the text what Matthew omitted as little from himself 
as he could have borrowed it from Matthew. This case is in n. 32. the words Luk. 9:48. 
ός εάν Ιμέ δεξηται - τον άποατείλαντά με contain an explanation about the symbolic 
action of Jesus narrated there, whereby the one linked with it: ό γάρ μικρότερος - μέγας 
is eliminated from the relation not only as superfluous, but also foreign, element *). Luke 
added the latter of his own accord, but he retained the former (for Mark also has it) and 
thus retained it from a different text than that of Matthew. - So much for the individuality 
of the parallels, especially their difference of measure.



*) Also the γάρ in Luke does not make a paffing connection. The reason that he 
who receives the sufficiency receives Jesus Himself cannot be this, or more 
clearly: this cannot be given as the reason that Jesus' disciples should be one 
before the other. And yet this is what Luke seems to say.
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c) But the parallel representations of which we are speaking are so closely related to 
one another that one and the same root relation must be assumed, at least for individual 
parts. With this, the two writers must be related independently of each other, or in other 
words: that by which their representations have equality with each other must lie outside 
them. This result is therefore both the datum and the premise just explained and 
proved. And it is through this that the phenomenon that these writers change the 
measure of the parallel pieces first receives its explanation. But another restriction must 
be applied here. For if the conclusion is drawn that the Matthean speaker and Luke 
could not have known each other, then the considerable material which Matthew with 
Luke, or the latter with him, both with each other, as if one were retelling the other, could 
be added to the constituent parts of the common narrative as an instance against it, and 
thus a special connection of these writers with each other could be concluded from this 
special harmony. Our investigation has not yet progressed so far that we can consider 
the correctness of this possible objection or the relevance of the materials mentioned. 
But even if we were to assume that both speakers agreed on these materials, we would 
only have to explain their mutual estrangement in those pericopes that have been 
discussed so far by the fact that the speakers had a type in mind that lay outside of their 
mutual representations, and which they believed they could imitate without making 
themselves dependent on each other. The result is now easy to draw.
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Note.

Matthew and Luke drew from one and the same source that which Mark has in common 
with them, and in which they harmonize with each other without Mark's concurrence 
(comp. Dat. 3.); they both agree with each other and with Mark in that which Mark not 
only must not have borrowed from them (comp. p. 304.), but also could not have 
borrowed. Further, just as those two must have drawn what agrees with Mark from a 
foreign source, so Mark can have drawn what he has in common with them from the 
same source, and he will have drawn it from it, if he had to go to any source, since he 
cannot have borrowed it from Matthew and Luke. This is our result, and the text of Mark 
is now completely detached from the secondary texts. (This to p. 312. f.)



In all of this, however, nothing is to be fudged. Rather, now that the original scope of the 
pieces has been measured, we return to consider more closely the deviations that 
emerge from the literal parallelism within this scope. It has been asserted above, and 
also proved, that where two of the referents agree and the third does not, the latter has 
deviated from the given. This assertion can be contradicted. Our writers can only have 
deviated with the differing expression if they had a Greek type before them. If this is not 
the case, however, and if they have rather arrived at their relations as translators of a 
Hebrew or Aramaic original, then the differences occurring in their conformist reports 
are not to be regarded as deviations from a given expression, and what is still more, 
they cannot, even with their content, present us with any features for the special 
characterisation of our writers. Now, as a result of criticism - as is well known, by 
Eichhorn and others who, with him, presupposed a written original Gospel - the 
assertion has been made about our texts that they are in fact translations of a Hebrew 
original, and what was intended to support this opinion were precisely the varieties and 
deviations that occasionally occur in these concordant texts. And this hypothesis, on top 
of everything else, was connected with a traditional statement, namely that of Papias 
about the descent of the Gospel of Matthew from a Hebrew original, which seems to 
many to be even more unquestionable than the hypothesis of the Hebrew original 
Gospel, and if it is credible, from one side at least it ties our concordant relations to the 
Hebrew. What we are stating here as a hypothesis and as a statement has been 
doubted or disputed by others, but has not yet been thoroughly refuted. We will 
therefore undoubtedly have to engage in a closer investigation of the matter, especially 
since in the case that our deductions lead us to a Gospel original, it would also be part 
of the matter to establish something more definite about the language idiom of the 
same, but moreover, as we have seen, the judgement about it has an influence on the 
way in which we judge the authorial character of our evangelists themselves *). - In this 
investigation, however, we will not first discuss whether Greek was spoken in Palästina 
or not, and what credibility is to be attributed to Papias and his descendants, but we will, 
according to our custom, merely adhere to the data contained in our texts. These data 
will enable us to destroy at one stroke the pretence of the Hebrew Gospel and the fable 
of the Hebrew Matthew.

*) The subject has already been discussed above (Th. 1. p. 193. f.), but there it
was spoken of more,

a) that the Greek translation of the Aramaic Gospels, by which the economic 
agreement of our Gospels is said to have been procured, could not have been 
arranged or made by the teachers at Jerusalem, and



b) that the incorporation of the Aramaic Gospel into the Greek form of 
expression could not have been completed, while the preachers of the Gospel 
confined themselves to oral communication. Some of the reasons given there, 
however, are also valid here, where the transition from the written to the other 
written is spoken of, and are therefore assumed without being cited again here
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Fourteenth Datum:

The differences of expression occurring in the parallel relations within the identical 
sentences relate to the corresponding text like branches to the trunk, and thus point 
back to an original Greek text.

As has been remarked, the deviations of representation that degenerate between the 
corresponding words of our relations are of various kinds. But only the phraseological 
variations, or the synonymous phrases and the different forms of expression in which 
the identical sentences are put, could be regarded as different translations from the 
Hebrew. But these, as they are included here among the inconsistencies, are proofs of 
the originality of the Greek text. - We make it all the more our duty to give an orderly list 
of them, since many other conclusions can be drawn from them. Our parallel relations 
give

1) The same sentences with different expressions:

Examples are n. 16. Luk. 8:8. 13. (cf. the parallel verses.) The other verses in the piece, 
however, prove that Luke had no other text than the others. - Luk 20:6 - Luke here only 
clarifies the text of the others. He expresses the φοβοίμεθα τον όχλον in the very words 
which he elsewhere connects with that formula: Act. 5:26. έφοβοϋντο γάρ τον λαόν, ΐνα 
μή λιθασθώσιν. He did not translate, but explained. - 20:11. ττροςίθετο - is purposely 
chosen, instead of πάλιν άπίστιλε. This means: he sent once again, that: he continued 
to send. - Ch. 21:9. In the remaining parts Luke expresses the same Greek text. Here 
he uses a more solemn expression on purpose, as in n. 53. ch. 22:21. - n. 54. ch. 22:42 
is a different expression, but not a different translation. - We encounter
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2) the sentences in the same Greek expression with partial changes, namely



a) with multiplications. These are of different kinds.") a double is joined by καί, instead 
of a single. Examples first from

x) Luke. - n. 10. ch. 5:13. νηστεύονσι (πυκνά καί δεήσεις ποιούνται). - η. 11.6:4. - 
(έλαβε καί) έφαγε. - η. 12. 6:8. έγειρε (καί στήθι) εις τό μέσον. - η. 15. 8:12. οί άκονοντες 
(και ποιούντες). - η. 16. 8:5.- πεσε (καί κατηπατήθη). - η. 34. 19:38. (ειρήνη έν ουρανώ 
καί δόξα) έν νψίστοις. - η. 49. 21:8. ότι εγώ είμι (καί ό καιρός ήγγικε). - η. 16. 8:17. ο ου 
γναισθήσεται (καί είς φανερόν ελθη). Cf. still n. 6. Luk. 4:36. 8:4. 47. 52. n. 18. 8:35. n. 
20, 9:1. n. 2?, 9:17. - Here every one will probably admit that Luke added to a text, and 
to a Greek text at that, what was not given "xar. Such examples occur also

n) in Mark. n. 11. Mark. 2, 25. (ότι χρείαν έσχε καί) επείνασε. - η. 16. 4:19. ή απάτη του 
πλούτου (καί -  ιπιθτμίαι). - η. 28. 8:35. ένεκεν ιμοϋ (καί τού ευαγγελίου as 10:29.) 
Compare still η. 17. 5:19. η. 18. 5:34. η. 29. 9:12. - But just such additions now also 
occur (z) in Matthew, n. 28. 16:21. (άπελθεϊν είς Ιεροσόλυμα καί) πολλά παθεΐν - η. 57. 
28:7. (ότι ήγερθη από τών νεκρών καί) προάγει comp. 19:13. καί προςεύξηται. - It also 
belongs here to. the additions with ή, as: n. 28. 16:14. (Ιερεμίαν ή) ένα τών προφητών. - 
η. 20. 10:11. εις ήν δ' αν πόλιν (ή κώμην). 14. (τής οικίας ή) τής πόλειος εκείνης. - η. 14. 
12:25. καί πάσα (πόλις ή) οικία. - The same remark will be made here as is made earlier 
about the passages of Luke.
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(β) Explanatory additions to the idea expressed in the sentence. - 

Examples again

x) from Luke. - n. 16. 8:12. remove the word (ina μή πιστενσαντες σαιθώσι). - n. 44. 
20:38. άλλα ζώντων (πάντες γάρ αυτώ ζώσιν). 35. for they are angels (and sons - 
being). - n. 36. 18:31. to Jerusalem (and is performed - of the man). - n. 10. 5:36. tears 
(and the old man is not in agreement -). - It will be admitted here again that Luke has 
added to the Greek text. Such explanatory additions are also found

n) in Mark, namely, n. 16. 4:7. they drowned it (καί καρπόν ουκ έδιοκε). - n. 14. 3:26. 
und εί ό satanas (άνέστη εφί εαυτόν καί) μεμέρισται. - η. 28:8, 38. and the reasons of 
emus (in the generation of sinners). - n. 35. 10:19. not false (not to be false) - n. 39. 
11:10. in the name of the Lord (blessed - dav.) - n. 43. 12:14. or so; (shall we or shall we 
not give?) - n. 53. 14:20. (εις εκ εκ τών δώδεκα) ό έμβαπτόμενος (cf. Matth. 26:22.). 
Noch vergl. η 18. 5:23. (as saved) - 2:26. 6:37. 12:27. Such examples occur also in 
Matthew - n. 10. 9:17. "βάλλουσι (and both are sustained)." - n. 55. 26:65.



(ΘόΙβεφήμησέ) τί ετι .... μαρτύριαν; - π. 53. 26:28. - έκχννόμενον (είς άφεσιν αμαγπΐίών). 
Vergl. π. 18. 9:24. (depart) thou hast not fallen away; - n. 29. 17:12. and they did not 
(acknowledge him other) do unto him; - n. 22. 14:16. (u chreiae echuisin a fallen away) 
then they - eat. One should add here the insertions mentioned above p. 92. They are 
additions to the Greek text.

y) subsequent additions to individual words of the sentence.

The examples

x) again from Luke. - n. 10. 5:32. ονκ εληλνθα καλέσαι (εις μετάνοιαν). - n. 11. 6:4. ονς 
ονκ έ'ξεστι (νόμω). - η. 16. 8:15. οίτινες κ ατέχουσι (εν καρ- δία καλή). 8:5. of the 
spiraeus (his seed). -15. and fruit-bearing (in patience). Vergl. noch 8:22. to πέραν (the 
lake). - Such additions are also found

n) in Mark. - n. 1. 1:7. able (κύψας) λΰσαι - n. 16. 4:8. and yielded (άάβαίνονΐθ kai 
θηξάνονΐθ) καρπόν. Vergl. noch in n. 49. 13:32. ουδέ ό νίός und 14:44. κ. άγάγετε 
ασφαλώς. 14:68. ουδέ έπισταμαι. -  Besonders sei man aber aufmerksam man auf die 
folgende Zusätze

]) from Matthew (which are quite visibly incorporated into the Greek terte) *). - n. 1. 3:11. 
έγώ μέν ύδατι βαπτίζω υμάς (είς μετάνοιαν). - η. 10. 9:11. Lest thou (thy teacher) - η. 11. 
12:2. behold, (thy disciples) are born. - n. 28. 16:16. thou art the Christus (the son - of 
the living). - n. 42. 21:34. 35. and took (the husbandmen). 33. man was (host). 41. 
others (husbandmen, who gave him the fruit in their seasons). - n. 43. 22:25. were (but 
in their times). - n. 48. 22:18. What tempt ye me (hypocrites?) Vergl. n. 17. 8:26. what 
cowards are ye? (of the kingdom. 15. the abomination of desolation (spoken by Dyniel 
the prophet). 31. his angels (with a trumpet of a great voice), n. 53. 26:22. μήτι έγώ>
(am I, sir?) 23. the plunger - the time (he delivered me). Vergl. still n. 55. 26:63. = Mark. 
14:61; Luk 22:66. Other passages see above p. 94. - Our writers give the same Greek 
phrases

*) No commentary or conservatory commemorates these additions! - The 
comparison with Luke will prove that Mark did not omit these additions, and it 
would be quite ridiculous to claim that he did.
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b) with partial changes, by exchanging one or the other word for synonymous ones.



Examples

κ) from Luke - n. 9. 5:20. άνθρωπε (Mark, and Luk. τεκνον). 24. to bedion (Mark, the 
kralbaton, Matth, the bed), πορεύου (Mark, and Matth, ύπαγε). - η. 10. 5:31. the 
hygiinontes (Mark, and Matth, the equalizers). 33. sethius and table (Mark, und Matth, 
thou fastest) 36. imatiau καινού (Mark, und Matth, rackus holy) - n. 15. 8:20. idein in 
θέλοντες (Matth, ζητονντες σοι λαλήσαι). 21. the word of God (Mark, and Matth, the will 
of God). - n. 16. 8, 6. - ikmada (Mark, and Matth, root) 8. - the good (Mark, and Matth, 
the good). 12. - the devil (Matth, the evil one; Mark, Satan). 13 - Upon the stone (Mark- 
und Matth, upon the stones), accept. (Mark. Und Matth, λαμβάνουσι); 14. to - peson 
(Matth, the - Sparers; Mark, the - spiromen). n. 28. 9:18. the - rabble (Mark, und Matth, 
the people), n. 42. 20:21. - that thou sayest rightly and teachest (Mark, und Matth, that 
true 0). 22. - φύρον (Mark, und Matth, κήνσον). - n. 46. 20:42. in the bible of psalms 
(Mark, und Matth, έν πνείματι). - n. 49. 21:9. And of disturbance (Mark, und Matth, k. k. 
hear wars), be not dismayed (Mark, und Matth, nicht θροεϊστε). - n. 54. 22:53. and do 
not lay hands on me (Mark, und Matth, k. k. do not curse me).
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n) In Mark we meet with the following examples: - n. 10. 2:21. - έπιρράπτει (Matth, and 
Luk. επιβάλλει). - n. 20. 6:11. - τον χοϋν (Matth, and Luk. τον κονιορτόν). - η. 42. a. 
12:15. φέρετέ μοι "να ιδω (Matth, and Luk. δείξατέ μοι). - η. 44. 12:22. έσχατη πάντων 
(Matth, and Luk. ύστερον πάντων). -

]) From Matthew the following are to be excised: n. 8. 8:4. - τό δωρον δ - (Mark, ά, Luk. 
καθώς). - n. 9. 9:4. - ένθνμεΐσθε πονηρά (Mark, and Luk. διαλογίζεσθε). - n. 35. 19:29. 
ένεκεν τού όνόμοτός μου (Mark, ένεκεν έμοϋ κ. τού ευαγγελίου, Luk. ένεκεν τής βασιλ. 
τού Θεού). - η. 42. b. 22:24. ΆΙωΐσής είπε - έπιγαμβρεΰσει (Mark, and Luk. Μωϋσής 
έγραψε, ινα λάβη *).

*) The list could have been considerably increased if only the sections common
to all three speakers had not had to be taken into account.

The other parts of the sentences are, it should be noted, the same. Now let us assume 
for the moment that our writers translated from the Hebrew; how did they come together 
in the Greek expression? Eichhorn answers: in their translation they made use of a 
Greek translation (which had already been taken from a first copy of the Urevangelium), 
and retained from it what corresponded with their Hebrew copy to be retranslated 
(altered here and there). This would mean, for example, as much as: Luke translated 
ch. 5:20. from the Hebrew. He now took from the Greek case-script the sentence:



άφίωνταί σοι αί άμαρτίαι σου. But he could no longer use the word τίκνον. His Hebrew 
collex required that he put άνθρωπε for it, and so also in the other places that he 
interchanged such little words for one another. - This, then, are we to believe? in 
earnest? To use an auxiliary, here to take the main parts of the sentence from it, and not 
the unimportant ones belonging to it, there to translate the main parts anew from the 
Hebrew, and to borrow the unimportant subordinate parts or patch words from the 
auxiliary (as, for instance, Luk. 8:6. διά τό μή έχειν), would not be a petty game, and this 
should have been the procedure of our authors? - But just as the individual word relates 
to the sentence, so do the varying sentences relate to the whole piece. They are to the 
Greek expression, which runs through the whole, what άνθρωπε is there to the other 
parts of the sentence - subordinate variations! - The translators must also have had the 
Greek auxiliary translation in front of them in order to play that game. To make matters 
worse, we want to prove that it is folly to think this, and to prove it, we may only continue 
our register. For in our copies we not only encounter the same Greek phrases with 
different filling out of the sentence, but also
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3) the same Greek words in different constructions. Namely, the following appear in the 
sentences

a) the same words in different variations.

Examples 

x) from Luke.
- n. 9. 5:24. έγειρε καί άρας, - (Mark, and Matth, άρον και -)
n. 16. 8:14. και υπό — συμπνίγονται (Mark, and Matth, the active).
15. ώΐτινες άκοΰσαντες (Mark, άκοΰουσι, - Matth, ό άκοΰαιν).
n. 20. 9:4. καί εκεΐθεν ε'ξερχεσθε (Mark, and Matth, έως άν εξέλθητε εκεΐθεν).
- η. 35. 18:8. τί ποιήσας - (Mark, and Matth, τί ποιήσοι ινα -).
η. 42. b. 20:10. οί δέ - δείραντες έξαπεπεηβτειλαν (Mark, οί δέ - έδειραν kai, Matth, ον 
μεν έδειραν).
- 15. καί έκβαλόντες (Mark, and Matth, καί εξέβαλαν καί'-).
η. 44. 20:29. καί ό πρώτος λαβών γυναίκα (Mark, έλαβε .... καί).
- η. 28. 9:25. κερδήσας (Mark and Matth, εάν κερδήσή).
- η. 36. 18:32. καί εμπαιχθήσεται (Mark, καί εμπάί'ξουσιν αυτώ, Matth, εις τό εμπαίξαι). 
33. καί μαστιγώσαντες (Mark, μαστιγώσονσιν αϊτόν, Matth, εις τό μαστιγώσαι).
- η. 43. 20:24. τίνος έχει εικόνα (Mark and Matth, τίνος ή είκών αϋτη).



- η. 54. 22:34. ού μή φωνήσει αλέκτωρ ττρϊν άπαρνήση (Mark and Matth, πριν άλέκτορα 
φωνήσαι άπαρνήση). 22:53. όντος μου μεθ' υμών (Mark, ημην προς υμάς). -

402

n) from Mark.
-- n. 28. Mark. 8:36. τί ώφελι,σει άνθρωπον (Matth, and Luk. τί ωφελείται άνθρωπος).
- η. 31. 9:31. παραδίδοται (Matth, and Luk. μέλλει παραδίδοσθαι).
- More often Mark has the words in the plural which Matthew puts in the singular, and 
vice versa. -

a) from Matt.
- n. 10. 12:4 ους ούκ εξόν ήν - (Mark, and Luk. οί'ς ανκ εξεστι -).
η. 16. 13:19. παντός ακούοντας (Luk. οί άκούοντες, Mark, όταν άκονσωσιν).
- η. 42. b. 21:34. άπέστειλε λαβεΐν (Mark, and Luk. άπεσιειλεΐνα λάβη).
- η. 35. 19:29. πας λήψεται (Mark, and Luk. ούδεϊς — έάν μή (Luk. ος ού μή) λάβη (Luk. 
απολαβή).
- η. 44. 22:24. καί άναστήσει (Mark, and Luk. ΐνα - καί εξαναστήση).
- η. 49. 24:2. βλέπετε (Mark, βλέπεις).
14. κηρνχβήσεται (Mark, δει κηρυχθήναϊ).
22. εί μή εκολοβώθησαν αί ήμέραι (Mark, εί μή ό κύριος έκολόβωσε τά-ς ήμέρας).
- η. 53. 26:17. ετοιμάσωμεν σοι φαγεΐν (Mark..... ΐνα φάγης, Luk. ετοιμάσατε ΐνα
φάγωμεν).
- η. 54. 26:39. παρελθέτω (Mark -ΐνα παρέλθη).

b) The same Greek words connected with different parts of the sentence. - 

x) In Luke.
- n. 16. 8:12. αίρει - άπο της καρδίας (Mark, and Matth, αίρει τό εσπαρμένον εν τή 
καρδια).
- η. 36. 18:31. τό γεγραμμένον τώ νίώ τον ανθρώπου παραδοθήσεται).
- η. 49. 21:12. διώξουσι παραδιδόντες (Mark, παραδώσονσι γάρ) άγομένονς (Mark, 
σταθήσεσθέ) έπϊ. - ν. 13. αποβησεται δέ νμϊν είς μαρτύριαν (Mark, είς μαρτύριαν anders 
verknüpft), ν. 20. - ότι ήγγικε ή ερήμωσις αυτής (Mark, and Matth, όταν ϊδητε τό 
βδέλνγμα τής έρημώσεως).
29. είπε παραβολήν αύτοϊς - Γύίτι τήν σνκήν ("Κανί. αηΒ (Καίφ. άπό τής συκής μάθετε 
τήν παραβολήν).
- η. 42. b. 20:13. - πεμψω τον υιόν μου τόν αγαπητόν ("Καεί, έχων ένα υιόν αγαπητόν 
άπέστειλε καί αυτόν). Cf. η. 21. 9:9. Ίωάννην έγώ αποκεφάλισα τις δέ εστιν ούτος; 
(Mark, ον έγώ αποκεφάλισα Ίωάννην αυτός έστι *). -- η. 53. 22:10. ακολουθήσατε αυτό



εις τήν οικίαν ού είςπορούοται, και έρεϊτε (Mark, ακολουθήσατε αυτώ και όπου έάν 
ειςέλθη, είπατε -).

*) This is probably what we read in Mark. See also ch. 10:47. ότι Ιηαοϋς - έστι.
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n) In Mark, there is no example of this kind that would have the agreement of the others 
against it. -

a) Bei Matthäus. - n. 10. 12:4 ovse ro7; /irr"'vrov (Mark, und Luk. and he gave and gave 
tois plus tois to him). - n. 14. 12:26. and he was - ejected, Nachsatz: εφ εαυτόν 
διεμερίσθη (Mark. Vordersatz: εί δέ - έφ εαυτόν διε- μερίσθη, Luk. oi μεμερισται). - η. 20. 
10:11. evil ye abide (Mark, und Luk. εκόί μένετε). - η. 28. 16:27. mellei come in the gift 
(Mark, und Luk. when he comes in the gift). - n. 34. 19:14. ye leave and do not hinder 
him to come (Mark, und Luk. leave or/osthai k. do not hinder request) - n. 29. 21:3. if 
you do what (Mark, if you do what - Luk. if you do what, what do you do?) - n. 42. b. 
21:40. when you have been blessed - what do you do? **) (Mark, und Luk. what have 
they done he is loosed -). - n. 44. 22:25. and left the woman, having no seed (Mark, 
took a wife and left no seed. - n. 49. 24:29. after the tribulation of those days (Mark, in 
those days after the tribulation). 24:3. τί τό σημεΐον τής σής παρουσίας (Mark, and Luk. 
τί τό σημεΐον τής σής παρουσίας (Luk. γίνεσθα) ; - Hieher ziehe man noch die 
Matthäischen Einschaltungen, wie diese aa) eine Versetzung der Worte verursacht 
haben, Matth. 10:9., and bb) another conjunction of the same, Matth. 10:11. 17:4. - Still 
compare n. 35. Matth. 19, 29. (see above p. 92. 93.), to which must be added n. 49. 
Matth. 24:30. - Now how did our writers here come to the same Greek words? Are they 
supposed to have taken these from the Greek auxiliary script, but, in order that they 
might do something, to have put them into a different construction? - You say that the 
translators of the original Hebrew scripture had the Greek auxiliary scripture in mind, 
and it entered into their various constructions without any effort. - But there is a 
difference whether the authors wrote in order to give a more complicated representation 
of what they had in their memory, or whether they had to use their stock of memory for a 
translation. In the latter case, if they pursued their work conscientiously, they made 
themselves dependent on a scripture, and sought to express its contents. In order to 
translate the Hebrew original, which did not quite correspond to their Greek manuscript 
(but was in some places lengthened and in some places shortened), they would not 
have gone through the original in their minds and quickly transposed the Greek words 
that emerged from their memory into a different construction. They would have taken 
the trouble to put the Greek text in front of them in order to make measurements 
according to the Hebrew, and then the borrowing from the Hebrew script and the fiddling



with the word construction, which the Hebrew script could not demand, would have 
been a real play. - The modified construction also includes

**) Cf. Matth. 21:45. 46. (Mark. 12:12. Luk. 20:19.)
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c) the transpositions of sentences and periods. 

x) Lukas. - n. 15. 8:21. b) μητηρ μου - ούτοί είσιν

(a) οί - ττοιοϋντες. Cf. n. 22. 9:12. b) απόλυσον τον όχλου - a) ότι ώδε εν ερήμω τόττω 
ισμίν.

n) Mark.- n. 1. 1:7. b) έρχεται ό ισχυρότερος μου - αυτοϋ

(a) εγώ μέν εβάπτισα υμάς υδατι. - η. 16. 4:16. ούτοί είσιν οί - (Luk. ό δέ - (ούτοί είσιν) 
οι.. Matth, ό δέ - ούτός έστι).

λ) Matt. - η. 1. 3:11. ό δέ όττίσω μου έρ-χόμενος ισχυρότερος μου έστίν (Mark, and Luk. 
έρχεται ό ίσχ. μου οττίσω μου Would also really like the Hebrew original already had 
such a transposition (which, however, is not true at all), then ours would certainly not 
have first looked to see which Greek words from the (differently placed) Greek case 
script fitted the expression of the (differently placed) Hebrew words. - What Hebrew 
texts are to be singiren, whereby the translators would have been compelled to omit one 
or a few words from the sentences of the Greek auxiliary and to replace them with 
synonyms, or to change the active into the passive form, singulars into the plural form, 
etc.? - We notice other transformations that are not at all separate from the Greek word 
material, namely:
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d) Transformation of the direct speech into the indirect, and vice versa of the "latter" into 
the former.Luke. -n.8. 5:14. κάϊ τταρήγγειλε μηδενϊ είττεΐν (Mark, and Matth, όρα μηδενϊ- 
ειπης). Cf. η. 17. 8:29. τταρήγγειλε γάρ τώ πνεΰματι άκαθάρτω 1 'ξελθεϊν (Mark, έλεγε 
γάρ αυτώ' έξελθε τό πνεύμα τό ακάθαρτον), ν. 32.παρεκάλουν αυτόν, ΐνα επιτρεψη 
αΰτοϊς εϊςελθεΐν (Mark, πεμψον υμάς - ΐνα εϊςελθωμεν). Cf. η. 18. 8:41. παρεκάλει αυτόν
.... εΐςελθεϊν (Mark, αυτόν λίγων, .... ΐνα ελθών, Matth.....αλλά ελθών Comp. η. 17. 8:46.
εγώ γάρ έγνων δΰναμιν εξελθοϋσαν άπ εμού (Mark. 5:30. επιγνον ς τήν έξ εαυτόν 
δΰναμιν εξελ- θοϋσαν). ν. 30. οτι - πολλά είςήλθεν εις αυτόν (Mark, οτι πολλοί εσμεν). -



η. 42. a. 20:7. και άπεκρίθησαν μή ε Ιό εναι πόθεν (Mark, and Matth, καί είπον 
(λίγονσιν)" ονκ οιδαμεν). Whereas η. 22. 9:14. καί είπε κατακλίνατε αύτους Mark, καί 
επέταξεν αΰτοϊς, (Matth, καί κελεΰσας τους οχλους) ανακλϊναι, (Matth, άνακλιθήναι) 
πάντας.

n) Mark. - n. 49. 13:1.διδάσκαλε, ίϋί, ποταποϊ λίθοι κ. ποταπαϊ οϊκοδομαί! (Matth, 
πρυςήλθον αύτώ επιδεΐξαι τάς οικοδομάς τού ίερον, Luk. τινών λεγόντων περί τον ίερον 
ότι κεκόσμηται λίθοις).

λ) Matt. - η. 32. 18:1. τις άρα μείζων εν - (Mark, and Luk. indirectly). - η. 53. 26:27. πΐετε 
εξ αντον πάντες (ΟΟίαχΕ. καί επιον εξ αντον πάντες). - η. 54. 26:66. ένοχός εστι 
θανάτου (Mark, κατεκριναν αυτόν ένοχον είναι θανάτου). Comp. η. 17. 8:18. ίκΰλευσεν 
άπελθεΐν είς τό πέραν (Mark, and Luk. διελθωμεν είς τό πέραν).

e) The transformation of the speech of a person into the address of the same and vice 
versa.

k) Luke. - n. 11.6:2. τί ποιείτε (Mark, and Matth, ποιοϋσιν) - η. 49. 21:16. 
παραδοθήσεσθε δε καϊνπυ - φίλων (Mark, παραδιΰσει δέ αδελφός αδελφόν - επί γονείς, 
comp. Matt. 24:10.) και θανατώσουσιν εξ υμών (Mark, χκαι θατατώσουσιν αυτούς). - η. 
54. 22:56. και ουτος συν αυτώ ήν (Mark, and Matth, συ ήσθα μετά -).
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n) Matth. - n. 2, 3, 17, ουτος έστιν ό υιός μου (Mark, and Luk. συ εί ό υιός μου). - η, 46, 
22:42. τί νμΐν δοκεΐ (Mark, and Luk, πώς λέγουσιν οί γραμματείς). - All these 
metamorphoses are probably proof enough that the Greek text is the basis, and the 
ground on which the changes are applied. The basic element here has been 
transformed into other forms in the same way that words of a speech, when someone 
recalls them from memory after hearing them, are combined into a special expression in 
the mouth of the reteller with all kinds of mixtures and transpositions. - Matthew's text, 
however, makes no exception. What is true for the other tertians is also true for this one. 
We also mention

f) special peculiarities of the Matthew text in the construction of the sentences, which 
are nothing other than special turns of the Greek basic text. - The construction of the 
sentences into anterior and posterior clauses is to be distinguished. -

a) the construction of the sentences into anterior and posterior. - n. 29. 17:4, (εί θέλεις) 
ποιήσωμεν. - n. 35. 19:17. (ει θέλεις είςελθεΐν είς τήν ζωήν, τήρησαν) τάς έντολάς. 21.(εί



θέλεις τέλειος είναι) πώλησον. - η. 46. 22:45. (εί) ουν Δαβίδ καλεΐ αυτόν κύριον, -π. 56. 
27:42. (εί) βασιλεύς τού Ισραήλ έστι, - comp. π. 17. 8:31. (ει εκβάλλεις ημάς) άττόστειλον 
ήμάς, - π, 42, a, 21:34, ότε ούν ήγγισε ό καιρός καρπών) άπέστειλε, 40. (όταν ουν ελθη 
ό κύριος) τί ποιήσει. Cf. η. 18. 9:25, (οτε άε έξεβλήθη ό όχλος) *). -π, 42, 21:24. όν έάν 
εΐπητέ μοι, καγώ νμΐν ερώ. - The other texts have the same words, but not these 
bindings.

*) The analogies listed here will justify our objection raised against Fritzsche's 
criticism above p. 2Z7.

β) Question formationcn and dialogues formed from the words of the secondary texts). 
We will only refer to the following passages: n. 16. 13:41. - n, 35. 19:21.25. 27. - n. 46. 
23:42. - n. 32. 21:30, - n. 56. 27:13. - n. 43. 21:17. cf. n. 52. 26:15. - Thus we have here 
adaptations and formations which directly presuppose no other text than the Greek, but 
which also really presuppose it. - So there is nothing wrong with the Aramaic Gospel.
But what the other texts are, that is also the Matthaean - it is not a translation into 
Greek, but the special shaping and expansion of a Greek original text.
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- One can therefore

aa) we cannot speak of a Matthew-interpolator, but of a Matthew-interpolator.

bb) If we subtract what Matthew has incorporated into the text, and if we subtract the 
peculiarities of the redactor, Matthew's text does not differ at all from Mark's, so that in 
its identity with Mark it would have to be the translation from the Hebrew. But in this 
form it bears

αα) it does not have the characteristics of a translation.

ββ) Mark originally wrote in Greek. This is evident from the fact that he sometimes adds 
the Aramaic version to the Greek version of the words of Jesus (chap. 3:17. 5:4. 7:12. 
34. 15:34.). For only the writer who allows his readers to believe that the foreign word is 
as good a foreign word to him as to them does so.

cc) Should an Aramaic Matthew have been translated, one would have to assume that 
Mark had copied the Greek text of Matthew before it came into the hands of the 
Matthaean compiler, who demonstrably made his interpolations only in a Greek text. But 
the presupposition of such a Matthew-Mark is nothing but a pure fiction. - The defenders



of the Papias saga will therefore have to retire from the pieces of the first tablet to those 
of the second. There, however, they will be replaced. -

dd) It has been shown above that the Matthaean interpolations do not belong to the 
original stock of the relation, and thus to the original text. It can therefore neither be 
assumed that they were connected with an Aramaic original of the Urcvangclium, nor 
can it be proved that they were translated from the Hebrew before the interpolator took 
them in hand in order to fold them into the Greek original text with difficulty (as in n. 35. 
and in n. 20.).
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ee) The textual abbreviations of Matthew, also noted above, are based directly on the 
Greek text. It has been assumed that the Matthaean translator used the Greek text of 
Mark *); but a translator of Matthew who used the writing of Mark would certainly not 
have left the text of Matthew shorter by words, let alone whole sentences, than the text 
of Mark is. (But we know the matter better; the interpolator has abbreviated here in 
order to interpolate there. See above p. 338 f.) - There is nothing further to be added to 
the given discussions, and the result is and remains: our writers, where they vary from 
the corresponding page texts, have indeed also deviated from the original type. But in 
order to be able to establish this result with complete certainty, we still need a date, 
namely a date to answer the question of the relationship of the authors to the original 
type, whether they held it before them directly or only in other, more or less altered 
copies. We therefore proceed immediately to this question.

*) Aloy[?]s. Gratz: Neuer Versuch, die Entstehung der drei ersten Evangelien zu 
erklären. Tübingen, 1812.

Fifteenth Datum:

The reporters had the original text before them in the same unchanged form.

The proof of this date is already prepared, and develops from the following propositions:

(a) that which appears as alteration and deviation in the copies of the individual 
relations was not present in the original text,

b) These textual alterations have no other author than that of our writers in whom they 
are found,



c) The occasions for these alterations lay in that text which the secondary writers agree 
in expressing.

-- These premises have already been presented as facts, and we therefore have only a 
few things to add here for explanation.

a) What in our relations is the distinguishing characteristic of individual textual treatment 
must, if our writers are to have had the same situation, be separable from the original 
text, and not already have belonged to its form. With regard to the quantitative 
differences, the separation has already been made, and justified in Dat. 9. 10. 11. and 
as far as the phraseological deviations are concerned, we refer to what has been said 
on p. 320, that the original typical relation must have had a certain expression in the 
same place. If the first point is thus settled, the only question is
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b) whether that which is textual difference - quantitative or phraseological - derives from 
our authors themselves, or whether, as Eichhorn assumed, it was given to them in 
already existing adaptations of the original text, and was determined in advance.

Here we have to insist that the methodical expressions demonstrated in these textual 
differences, with which they are juxtaposed as productions of our writers, be noticed 
and acknowledged. Therefore, in order that the judgment may be based on a total view, 
we wish to arrange the observations we have communicated above in various places 
once more under certain main points of view.

a) Luke signals himself above all by his endeavour to shorten and condense the text. . 
The traces and characteristics of this method are in his text

αα) omissions, for he leaves out

x) what is already implied as success, and is self-evident from the relation. After this 
manner he has omitted the following words: n. 34. 18:17. και ηύλόγει αυτά. - n. 39.
19:31. ευθέως άποστελεϊ ώδε. - η. 42. 21:24. και έρώ νμΐν - ποιώ - η. 43. 20:24. οί δε 
ήνεγκαν. - η. 54. 22:51. συλλαβεΐν με. - Compare η. 18. 8:44. where the words are 
missing: έλεγε γάρ, ότι - σω- θήσομαι. - η. 56. 23:52. the words: και έδωρήσατο τδ 
σώμα. - η. 41. 19:45. και τάς τραπέζας -- περιστεράς. - η. 49. 21:27. missing: 
προςεύχεσθε δέ - χειμώνας comp.but 21:36. - Luke omits.



n) that which was already expressed in a similar phrase, e.g. n. 43. 20:21. και ου μέλει 
σοι περί ουδενός. - η. 22. 9:12. και ή ώρα ήδη πολλλή. - η. 54. 22:69. καί έρχόμ. μετά 
τών. - η. 20. 9:5. μηδέ άκοΰσωσιν υμών. - η. 16.8:6. ήλιου δέ άνατείλαντος έκαυματίσθη 
and όπου ουκ είχε γην πολλήν. - η. 42. b. 20:9. και περιέθηκε φραγμόν - πύργον. - η.
49. 21:25. σκοτισθήσεται, ου δώσει τό φέγγος, πεσοΰνται από τού ουρανού. He leaves 
out
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He leaves out

a) that which is mentioned of him in another place. E. g. n. 49. 21,33. περί δέ τής 
ημέρας. Act. 1:7. n. 49. 21:24. καί εΐ μή ό κύριος έκολόβωσε. -- Comp. 18:8. Herewith 
present themselves in comparison.

ββ) simplifications and contractions, of which the following examples occur: n. 30. 9:42. 
έως πότε - καί (instead of έως πότε). - n. 28. 9:25. εαυτόν δέ άπολέσας ή ζημιωθείς. - η. 
35. 18:4. none: πάλιν λέγω (and the gap covered by: ευκοπώτερον γάρ). - η. 36. 18:32. 
παραδώσονσιν and παραδοθιΊσεται simplified.- η. 39. 19:36. έστρωσαν and 
έστρώνυνον simplified.- η. 15. 8:21. τις έστιν ή μήτηρ μου; and ή μήτηρ μου έστίν 
simplified. - η. 16. 8:6. the twice διά τό μή έχειν simplified. - η. 54. 22:40. καθίσατε αυτού 
and μείνατε ώδε simplified. - η. 54. 22:46. the praying three times simplified, u. 56.
23:35. both parts of the blasphemers, the passers-by and the priests, combined. 23:35. 
The words of the blasphemers: σώσον σεαυτόν and άλλους έσωσε combined in: άλλους 
έσωσε, σωσάτω εαυτόν, and that lying therein: κατάβα από τού σταυρού weggelasien. - 
η. 54. 22:66. the night and morning interrogation (Mark 14:53. and 15:1.) combined. 
Compare still n. 18. where Mark. 5:37. καί ουκ αφήκεν ουδένα συνακολουθήσαι and 
Mark. ν. 40. εΐςπορρήεται όπου ήν τό παιδίον is combined in Luk. 8:51. ουκ αφήκεν 
είςελθεΐν ουδένα εΐ μή πέτραν. - On the same methodological principle is based

γγ) the avoidance of tautologies by substituting other words. E.g. n. 10. 5:37. καί αυτός 
(instead of και ό οίνος). 6:10. n. 49. 21:9. όταν ακούσητε ακαταστασίας (st. άκοάς 
πολέμων). - η. 34. 18:15. τά βρέφη (st. τά παιδία). - η. 10. 5:33. οί δέ σοί (μαθηταί 
weggelgssen.) - η. 53. 22:22, omitted the tautological: ό υιός τού ανθρώπου. 
Furthermore, this subheading includes.

δδ) Combinations of the contents, and transpositions and transpositions made within 
them, e. g. n. 53. 22, 23. the interchanges of the disciples about the betrayer and about 
their relation of rank connected. 23. 36. the givers of the vinegar drink combined with 
the scoffers, v. 35. v. 38. 39. the inscription of the cross, which designates Jesus as



king, combined with the acknowledgement of the cheat. - 22:44. 45. The tearing of the 
curtain in the temple is connected with the mention of the darkness that has arisen. - n. 
22. 9:13. To the statement of the disciples that the multitude was so great, v. 14. 
immediately the determination of the number of the people is added. On the 
combination of n. 10. see above p. 186. Finally, these peculiarities are combined with
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εε) the author's preference for the Participia! construction, see p. 401 f. Now, to transfer 
these peculiarities to cutUces, like the rules to be given to Luke, what would that mean 
but to put a Luke before Luke? - Whoever does not want to do this cannot admit that the 
texts shortened by the same method existed in this form before Luke.

Thus, however, also

Thus, however, also β) the Matthean speaker appropriates his own. It has been 
remarked of him above (p. 399.) that he

αα) completes the sentences (grammatically) by a closer determination of the subject 
and object, (as the other speakers do not do). To the passages listed there let us add 
the following, where the subject is more closely defined: - n. 35. 19:20. ό νεανίσκος 
(Mark, and Luk. ό δέ). 25. οί μαθηταί (Mark, and Luk. δε). - n. 43. 22:15. οί φαρισάίοι 
(Mark, and Luk. άπο- στέλλουσι). - n. 44. 22:30. ώς άγγελοι (τού Θεόν). Just so 14:26. 
20:35. 26:8. 56. added οί μαθηταί. - η. 39. 21:9. (οί όί όχλοι) οί π ροάγοντες, ν. 8. ό δέ 
ττλεϊστος όχλος, 27:20. οί αρχιερείς (και - οί πρεσβΰτεροι). 26:31. τά πρόβατα (τής 
ποίμνης). 27:27. οί στρατιώται (τον ήγεμόνος). So also he puts the name of persons 
where the others do not 26:14. ό λεγόμενος Ίονδας ο Ίσκαριώτης 26:57. προς 
(Καϊάφαν) τον αρχιερέα. - Places where the object is further defined: n. 8. 8:4. τό 
δώρον. 17:9. τό όραμα (Mark, τό όραμα 13:18. τήν παραβολήν (τον σπείροντος) 16:28. 
τον νίόν τον άνθρωπον έρχόμενον (Mark, and Luk. τήν βασιλείαν τον Θεού). 10:14.τονς 
λόγους υμών 17:1. Ίωάννην (ιόν αδελφόν αντον). - η. 17. 8:31.(είς τήν αγέλην τών) 
χοίρων. 22:19. ι" νόμισμα τον κένσον. 10:1. and 20:17. τους δώδεκα (μαθητάς). 14:23. 
τούς όχλους. 26:61. τον υαον (τού Θεού). 27:59. σινδόνι (καθαρά) u. a. St. - Likewise 
such where the relation is still more definitely expressed: 21:2. άγάγετέ (μοι). 25. έρεΐ 
(ύμΐν). 9. ώσαννά (τώ υίω Δαβίδ). 22:25. ήσαν δέ (παρ ήμΐν). 24:31. μετά, σάλπιγγας. 
26:10. (τή γυναικί). 29. πίνω (μεθ1 υμών). 38:40. μετ έμού. Cf. 21:2. και πώλον (μετ 
αυτής). 26:36. έρχεται (μετ αυτών). 26:55. τοϊς όχλοις. 27:15. τώ όχλω. 26:33. 
σκανδαλισθήσονται (έν σοί). Cf. 14:26. (άπό τού φόβου) έκραξαν. This subheading 
includes
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ßß) Clarifications of sentences by improving the construction.

Z. B. n. 42. a. 21:26. if we see - fear the multitude (Mark 11:32. tAo/?ovxro rö?). fear the 
people). - n. 54. 26:33. I never (scandalized. Mark 14:29. elliptisch: but not I). -- 26:56. 
toto gegenen, a fulfill the writings of the prophets (Mark 14:49. elliptisch: albeit a fulfill 
the writings). Vergl. das erklärende 15:5. and thou shalt not honor his father - him. (Mark 
7:12. and ye shall not touch him, nor do anything to his father - him.) -16:11. how ye 
understand (that they said about bread - and Sadducees). - 26:12. for I have beaten this 
myron - he hath made it. - 20:23. albeit they are prepared (by my father.

γγ) General remarks, which point out the connection of the words with what precedes, 
as of the kind the example given was 16:11. -15:20. (τό δέ άνΐπτοις χερσϊ φαγεΐν, ού 
κοινοί τον άνθρωπον. 16:12. then σννήκαν that - οθδδονκα/ιρν. 17:13. then the disciples 
said, that - antois. Vergl. 20:16. indeed they are the last - the elect. 21:21. (so only the 
snakes do other things) even to the ori - Vergl. 13:18. 36. the parable of the sower, the 
tares,

δδ) Ergänzungen und Zusammenstellungen mit Die Stellen s. oben p. 397. 

εε) The concatenation of logical propositions p. 406.

ζ) The formation of questions, by which the following answer is introduced p. 406. with 
the readily prefaced τί σοι (νμΐν) δοκεΐ;. 17:25. 18:12. 21:28. 22:17. 42.

ηη) The habit of prefixing unutterable utterances to their proofs. - n. 9. 9:3. ούτος 
βλαςφημεϊ- n. 18. 9:4. άναχωρεϊτε. - n. 22. 14:16. on hpsiaan έχοηθίη apelthein. - n. 55. 
26:65. he hath been blasphemed. - All these expressions of method unite in the 
endeavour to put into the contract the most possible completeness and definiteness.
Can we wonder that this writer also makes greater insertions, and such as differ from 
the additions of the other narrators in that they

413

x) overfilling the measure of the speech (as those minor additions overfill the measure 
of the sentences) and

n) at the same time have the appearance of laborious interpolations (just like those 
minor additions)?



Be this text-multiplier who he will, Matthew or another; the methodical principle, 
according to which in his writing the compilations are made, and the masses are linked, 
is his own, and even if the materials inserted by him should have been borrowed from 
earlier writings; of the insertion of these into the common relation, and of the linkage 
made, he is the first author, and there has been no writing before his redaction of the 
text, which would have supplied the orations with these compilations, or in general with 
the extensions, which distinguish the text of Matthew. "But could not the richer writer 
have translated what was already so compiled in a Hebrew Scripture?" We have 
already explained, and every unpar- theician will agree with us, that the compilations of 
Matthew are intercalated with the Greek text (s. p. 407.), and that consequently they 
could not have been connected with this (Greek) text in a Hebrew Eremplar. - Our two 
redactors, Matthew and Luke, had, - this is the last point to be distinguished here -

c) had no other text before them (for the corresponding relations) than that which Mark 
also had before him. No other text underlies the phraseological variations considered 
above than that which is expressed in the same place in the concordant secondary 
texts, and no middle copy intervenes between the original and the altered expression. 
This has already been proved to us. For the sake of explanation, we will make a few 
remarks about the passages where Luke differs the most. From n. 16, the first pericope 
of this kind, he had no other recension before him than the others. This is shown by the 
whole line of thought in his account, by individual expressions and phrases, and by 
individual verses such as 8:13 (cf. above p. 384). But where he differs most, in the 
account of the Last Supper in n. 53, not only are the traces of his creative hand most 
visible, but a closer examination also shows that he could not have had a different text 
than the others. Luke combines and rearranges. He has placed the discourses of the 
disciples about the betrayer at the end, where they are to be followed by their exchange 
of words about the precedence. In order to have similarities together (as if a dispute had 
to be continued), he therefore also calls the back and forth talk of the disciples about the 
betrayer a συζητάν 22:23. and thus already varies with this expression from the 
neighbours. Further: Jesus had begun to speak of the betrayer at the table, during the 
meal. This remains so in Luke's account. But the re-payer simplifies here, as he is wont 
to do. He connects the statement εσθιόντων αυτών Mark. 14:18. with Jesus' own 
request, which follows later, that the disciples should take and eat v. 19. and so Jesus' 
speech of the betrayer must follow here v. 21. *) v. 22. agrees completely with the 
secondary texts. Because Luke wanted to make the transition to the speech about the 
betrayer, which was to be placed at the end of the report, and this was to be connected 
with the moment when Jesus offered the bread, a change had to be made, so that 
Jesus' request to eat of the bread was placed later than the request to drink of the cup, 
v. 17. This explains the whole difference in which Luke's report stands to the related



relations. But as Luke here had the same type before him with the others, so he will also 
have had the following, which the others rcfe- rir to the finished Passover meal as a 
spoken speech afterwards. Mark. 14. 26, 31. - Matth. 26, 30 - 35. For Jesus' 
conversation concerning the denial also follows Luk. 22, 31 - 34. Only the differing 
performer made changes. For the time being, he has interpolated the rank dispute. The 
lack of connection at 22:31 shows that this insertion is a piece in itself, which verse, not 
connected with the preceding one, is only meant to refer to Jesus' conversation with 
Peter, which is to be reviewed. The assurance given by the latter is formed differently 
than in the secondary texts. Luke alone repeats Jesus' own words in the same way as 
those texts express them here Matth. 26, 34. A proof that they would have had his text 
here just so *). Finally, however, he enriches the story with a historical note. According 
to Luke, Judas was present at the supper, but separated from the company as they 
were about to leave for the garden. He went to the priests, and then came into the 
garden with armed men. Luke wants to explain this circumstance by telling us that 
Jesus commanded the disciples to have swords ready, so that the betrayer would be 
given the hint to bring armed men to meet him, like a robber. But these speeches and 
statements had to precede the departure to the garden, and so Luke had to place 
before the departure that which follows it in the secondary accounts as a conversation 
that took place on the way. The difference in his report is therefore quite 
understandable. - We have spoken here of those reviews of parallel nedic passages 
which stand out most for their peculiarities. In Matthew there are none of the kind just 
considered. For even his more comprehensive accounts always contain the text of the 
others, or make mixtures with it, and where he abridges, the basis of the narrative and 
the order of the main moments remain unchanged. But it is particularly evident in the 
Matthaean interpolations that they are subordinate to the corresponding text and are 
additions to it, either as explanations of it or because their content is related to it. We 
may only compare the passages arranged under the seventh date with the content and 
expression of the page texts to notice that they have their basis in these, 
notwithstanding that he does not need them for his own completeness. But even to the 
abbreviations Greek words from the common text have had to offer help. Z. E. n. 9. 
Matth. 9:3. βλαςγημεΐ (Mark.2:7. Luk. 5:21. λαλεΐ βλαςφημΐας) - n. 11. 12:4. ούκ εξόν ήν 
αυτω φαγίί'ν, ουόέ τοΐς μετ αυτοϋ, (comp. Mark, and Luk.). - n. 16. 13:12. οστις γάρ εχει.
- n. 42. a. 21:36. πάλιν άπίστειλε (comp. Mark, and Luk.). - n. 49. 24:9. παραύώσουσιν 
twice, (comp. Mark.) and εσεσθε μισούμενοι κ. τ. λ. (Mark 13:13.) Luk 21:17. (How 
should an Eichhorn Hebrew cockex have given cause, or how could it have been 
necessary, to plant the differently placed sentence from the alleged Greek auxiliary 
scripture, so completely unchanged, just here?) - So it is decided, middle writings and 
influences of the writers on each other, for instance, by means of legend, or what is 
called the historical thing, we have nowhere to presuppose in our field of representation. 
What appears as a modification, a reshuffle and a mixture is directly assimilated to that



Greek text which is not given by any referent without having for itself the corresponding 
expression of one of the two others; it has not been assimilated to this text by any other 
performer than the one in which it is found. This shows the method of the editor, and 
thus, just as the text takes on a special form only under the particularity of the method, 
and only where this is expressed, without, however, changing its essence (its essential 
content), so the form of the same, in which the signs of the special method of 
representation do not show themselves, is the original and primitive one. - Thus we 
have proved up to now that our writers, where they vary, have deviated from a norm, 
since they had no other norm than a Greek text. They have sometimes deliberately 
deviated from this norm, and very significantly at that, as is proved in particular by their 
abridgements of the text, which they have made here and there and which cannot be 
denied as a fact. Underlying all their changing forms is no other substrate than the text 
that the neighbouring copies express harmoniously. This result is based on equations. 
Now, however, we have not been able to make the necessary comparisons without a 
date leaping into our eyes which, because of its connection with this result, must also be 
established and emphasised precisely because it is a premise for the judgement on 
Mark. We therefore now set up this date.

*) V. 19. τούτο ποιιΐτι - άνάμνηαιν and V. §0. does not belong IN Luka's text; s. 
above note. S. 140.

*) That Jesus promises to go on to Galilee Mark. 14:28, which Luke changes 
because of Act. 1:12. (Cf. the other examples p. 381 f.)
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Sixteenth Datum:

What appears in Matthew and Luke as a textual adaptation (see the remarks on date 
14) presupposes directly either the text of Mark or an earlier text which Mark has 
expressed more purely than the latter.

When we listed above, p. 309, the passages where Matthew makes subsequent 
additions to the sentences (concerning the subject and object), the remark presented 
itself to us that it is only these additions by which a difference arises between the texts 
of Mark and Matthew.

When we listed above, p. 309, the passages where Matthew makes subsequent 
additions to the sentences (concerning the subject and object), the remark presented



itself to us that it is only these additions which create a difference between the texts of 
Mark and Matthew.

1) One could now say that Mark, in his ex- terpiration of Matthew, omitted the 
superfluous subordinate clauses from the sentences. For we find Athe same alternation 
of the texts

a) in the passages where Mark alone refers to Matthew. E. g. Mark 14:50. καί άφεντες 
αυτόν πάντες έφυγαν, certain Matthew 26:56. τότε οί μαθηταί πάντνς - έφυγαν. - Mark. 
14, 4. ησαν δε τινες άγανα- κτοΰντες, certain Matthew 26:8. ϊδόντες δέ οί μαθηταί 
ήγανάκτησαν. Just so Mark. ν. 6. τί αυτή (Matthew certain: τή γυναικϊ) κόπους 
παρε'χετες; -  Mark. 14:48. είπεν αΰτοϊς (Matthew certain: τοϊς όχλοις *). We do not want 
to mention other passages.

*) The Mark. 15:10. buried οί αρχιερείς owes its origin probably only to the v. 11. 
following: οί δέ αρχιερείς and is therefore unächt.
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But one would be very mistaken if one were to believe that Mark abbreviated here. The 
opposite would be

ß) all those passages which have been cited above at the fourteenth date from Matthew 
and Luke as evidence that these writers have made additions and additions (of a 
threefold kind) to a Greek text. - Here, the shorter text of Mark is usually accompanied 
by a more uniform one, which throws off from Mark the suspicion of having made some 
wcggelafsen to the words of the Nebenreferent. But we do not even want to refer to 
these passages, since they allow the objection, though already amply refuted by other 
reasons, that Mark could have been guided by the shorter text that stands beside him. It 
is far more important for us

γ) on those parallels of which one text testifies in a different form to the originality of the 
measure of the sentence given by Mark. Such passages are the following:

k) n. 28. Matt. 16:16. συ εΐ 
ό Χριστός, (ό νιος τοϋ 
Θεού τοϋξώντος.)

Mark 8, 29. σύ εΐό 
Χριστός.

Luke 9:20 τον Χριστόν τοϋ 
Θεοϋ.

η. 42 a. 21: 23. οί αρχιερείς 
καί οί πρε-σβύτεροι (τοϋ 
λαού).

11:27. οί άρχ. — καϊ οί 
πρεσβύτεροι.

20:2. οί άρχ. — συν τοϊς 
πρεσβυτέροις.



n. 49. 24:5. ότι έγώ είμι (ό 
Χριστός).

13:6. ότι έγώ είμι. 21:8. ότι έγώ είμι (και ό 
καιρός ήγγικε).

η. 42 b. 21:36. και πάλιν 
άπέστειλεν άλλους 
δούλους (πλείονας τών 
πρώτων.)

12:4. και πάλιν άπέστειλε 
πρός αυτούς άλλον 
δοΰλον.

20:11. καί προς- έθετο 
πέμψαι έτερον δοΰλον.

26:57. άπήγαγον πρός ( 
Καϊάφαν) τον αρχιερέα.

14:53. και άπήγαγον πρός 
τον αρχιερέα.

22:54. ήγαγαν είς τον οίκον 
τοϋ άρχιερέως.

Cf. η. 17. 8:31. άπόστειλον 
ημάς (είς τήν αγέλην τών) 
χοίρων.

5:12. πέμψον ημάς είς τους 
χοίρους.

8:32. παρεκά- λουν αυτόν, 
ϊναέπι- τρέψη αύτοΐς είς 
εκείνους είςελ&εΐν.

η. 28. 16:14. έτεροι δέ 
(Ιερεμίαν ή) ένα τών 
προφητών.

8:28. άλλοι δέ ένα. τών 
προφητών.

9:19. άλλοι δέ ότι 
προφήτης τις τών αρχαίων 
ανέστη.

η. 35. Matt. 26:71. και 
ουτος ήν (μετά 'Ιησού 
ναξωραίου.

14:69. ότι και ούτος έξ 
αυτών έστι.

Luke 22:58 καί συ έξ 
αυτών εΐ.

η) η. 10. Luk. 5:33. διατί οί 
μαθηταϊ Ιωάνναν 
νηβτινονβι (πνχνά και 
δεήσεις ποιούνται);

Mark 2,18. διατί οί μαθηταϊ 
Ίώάν- νου — νηστεύουσυ;

Matth. 9:14 . διατί ημείς — 
νηστεΰομεν;

η. 16. Luke. 8:15. χαϊ 
χαρποφορούΰιν {έν 
υπομονή).

4:20. χαϊ καρ- ποφορούσιν. Matth. 13:28 ός δή 
καρποφορεί.

η. 17. Luk. 8:22. βιέλθωμεν 
είς τό πέραν (τής λίμνης).

4:35. διέλθωμεν είς τό 
πέραν.

Matth. 8:18 έκέλευσεν 
άπελθεΐν είς τό πέραν.
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Are we seriously to believe here that Mark has read only so much of the passages 
under n) from Matthew as was sufficient for harmony with Luke, and of those under 2) 
from Luke as much as was sufficient for Matthew? - But this is not what those who want 
to take Mark's text for an excerpt from the other two want. They prefer to ignore such 
cases, or direct their gaze away from the annoying phenomenon. - But we examine 
these passages, and ask, if someone should seek an explanation for their harmony, 
whether the texts of Matthew and Luke could not have received their form much sooner, 
if they originated from the middle text, than the latter could have received its proportion



to the secondary texts as a result of a lucky grip made in one of these texts. - In fact, it 
requires very little understanding to choose between the explanatory reasons. - 
However and wherever we may find traces that Matthew and Luke presuppose a Greek 
text, we are always led to the conclusion,

2) that the presupposed text could be that of Mark, or if it is not directly the original text 
itself, it is nevertheless the purest imprint of it that still exists. Therefore, we are allowed 
to make more precise comparisons within the original scope of the pieces (after we 
have already noted the interpolations and reductions above).
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a) We compare Mark") with Matthew, -n.8. Although Matth. 8:4. τό δώρον is an 
unbcdeutative difference, it is nevertheless due to modification of the original. The 
words ορα, μηδενϊ εϊττης u. εις μαρτύρων αΰτοϊς unite in the One Intimation: without 
anything being said to the people, they are to infer what has happened (and been kept 
silent) themselves. The word περί καθαρισμού, which expresses the concealed object, 
which is the main object in this word context, is therefore more appropriate than τό 
άωρον. (For it gives of itself at the same timeComplement to εϊπης and to μαρτύριαν.)

n.9. Matth. 9:3. 4. (ενθνμεϊσθε πονηρά) is not as appropriate to the spirit of the piece as 
what Mark expresses. Jesus' question: which is easier rc. (Matth, v. 5.) is worded in 
such a way that it wants to cut off or clear away the doubtful wedges. Certainly fits 
better to this: τί όιαλογίζεσθε (what do you make for worriers?) and into the form of such 
are again the thoughts of the opponents Mark. 2:6. better set with the doubleness of 
expression than with the unapologetic ούτος βλαςφημεΐοί Matthew.

n.10. - Matth. 9,14. The pre-narrator meant to say that the disciples of John were 
referred to, but not that they themselves came and asked. "From John Schiss lern 
himself the question would have been almost fatuously posed" (Schleierm. p. 79.). On v. 
17. ρι'γη-νται οί ασκοί see above note p. 186.

n.11. - Matth. 12:4. draws together the original correct expression. It cannot be said, 
which he durst not eat, as the priests; but it can only be said, which no man durst eat, 
as rc.

n. 16 - Matth. 13:19. It has alienated some readers in the interpretation of this parable 
that the Saame is compared to men and not to doctrine. (S. Eckermann's theol. Beiträge 
5r vol. 2 p. 230.) But pay attention to Mark's presentation, and you will find the matter 
explained. Mark compares with the Saemann the teacher, as he is in action and



surrounded by listeners. Therefore, these are also distinguished and divided into 
classes (those who stand by the way, those who have no root in them, those who are 
choked with thorns, and those who bear fruit like good land). And that is why Mark 
always begins with ουτοι είττιν, i.e. those who are present at the teaching. The whole 
thing is therefore more a comparison of the teacher with the sower than it is the 
interpretation of a parable. Now Matthew also begins in this way, v. 20, 21; without one 
seeing how he arrived at this form. But he changed v. 18, 19, where this should have 
been made clear, as we have already seen; and v. 19 reveals his departure from the 
original by something else. To the: ήλθε τά πετεινό και κατέψαγεν αυτά in the parabola 
corresponds as an underlying type: έρχεται δ πονηρός (comp. Mark, and Luk.). This 
latter must be presupposed as fact for the parabolic counter-image so that it is the 
primitive. But Matthew makes it again the image of something else, and precedes it with 
an explanation: if one does not consider the word, then the devil comes, etc., so that the 
latter appears only as a trope of the preceding actually expressed, and Papist the 
performer departs from the original. (This to page 207.)
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n.44. - Matth. 22:24. gives the rejection to the Mosaic commandment the form of a 
citation. (See above p. 244.) Hence also his: Μωνσής είπε. But now no citation is given 
of Moses' words, but only an abstraction is made. - The expression of Mark (and Luke): 
Μωνσής έγραψεν ήμΐν, ένα - λάβη is therefore more correctand consequently the 
original.

n.46. - Matthew has formed his dialogue only from the material of the secondary 
narrative, for if we disregard its (methodical) formation, it has no more material than this. 
But he has departed from the original.

x) All the texts are similar in that the words of the psalm are mentioned first and then a 
reflection is made on them. Matthew also keeps this order.
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However,

n) which the other copies express as a reflection and conclusion only after the words of 
the psalm quoted: Δαβίδ ούν κύριον αυτόν καλεϊ, is prefixed by Matthew in v. 43, and 
then repeated again after the liturgical passage, thus introducing an unnecessary 
verbosity into the text. Two questions are asked, the first of which is superfluous:



aa) if the Messiah is David's son, how does David call him his Lord? and

bb) if David calls him his Lord, how is he his son? The first question was not intended to 
be a special one, but only the fact that David calls the Messiah his Lord should be linked 
to the only question of the text to be raised, how he is his son. A text that would have 
developed both questions out of an organic creative impulse would have let them come 
forward in a different connection of ideas. We see that the author imposes the first 
question on the text, while the second is forced from him by the given text *).

*) Fritzsche's commentary on Matthew, p. 670, cannot instruct "us" here, least of
all by analogies from Homer.

n. Matth. 24:9.10. Notice here how a text such as Mark's has had to submit to the 
abbreviatory hand, and the abbreviated form is no other than his own. - Two kinds of 
persecutions (a double παραδιδόναι) are spoken of, as proceeding from the unbelievers 
(Mark 13:9.), and then from the Christians themselves (Mark v. 11.). Both combined, 
after omissions, Matthew 24:9. The verse Mark 13 is shifted in Matthew 9 to the 
persecutions of the non-Christians. But the μιβέΐν is also repeated again in verse 10. At 
the same time the abbreviator wants to bring out a causal connection by the καί τότε 
σκανδαλιοθήαονται v. 10, i. e. the persecutions from without (v. 9.) will have such a 
harmful effect on the Christians themselves that they will declare themselves to each 
other among the enemies, and deliver themselves into the hands of these, (v. 11. and 
12, are, as already remarked above, to be deleted). -
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Matth, v. 14. should have come immediately after v. 9. where it speaks of being dragged 
before the tribunals. But Matthew placed the words between v. 13 and 15, and thereby 
interrupted the order of Mark (and Luke). But because by this Mark was separated from 
v. 13 and 14, that the saying: ό δε έπιμεένας είς τέλος no longer immediately precedes 
the words Mark. v. 14, therefore Matthew 24, 14. interposes the words: και τότε ήξειτδ 
τέλος (that rrlox may remain, as in Mark). This is the Genesis of his text with its 
reference back to the text of Mark (incidentally a striking proof against the reverie of 
Hebrew originals).

n.54. Matth. 26:39. We have always held to the expression: εί δυνατόν έστι, τταρελθέτω 
- πλήν ουχ ώς εγώ θέλω κ. τ, λ. offended. It sounds as if the possible and the divine will 
could come into conflict with each other. If we translate the words thus: if your wisdom 
finds it permissible, let this cup pass from me; then the limiting addition: yet not as I will 
rc. makes itself felt as an improper thing. Mark's text is more correctly expressed: you



can, if it depends on your ability, do everything (thus also spare me this cup), but I 
surrender myself to your will. But Matthew's εί δυνατόν gives the thought a different 
form. Matthew, however, has drawn his text together from one such as that of Mark:

Mark 14:35 (ττροςηΰγετο, ΐνα,) εί δυνατόν 
έστι, παρέλθη (απ' αυτού ή ώρα.

Matth, εί δυνατόν έστι, παρελθέτω

απ' έμού τό ποτηριον τούτο.
36. παρένεγκε) τό ποτηριον απ' εμού
τούτο,

Two sentences have merged into one at Matth.

n. This passage should have been mentioned above among the interpolations; in order 
not to pass it over, we will consider it here. The more eloquent speaker formulates 
Pilate's question as if two had been presented for selection. But the note v. Ιδ.ήύει γαρ 
κ. τ. λ. still proves that the original text did not have Barabbas placed next to Jesus, 
since the note looks back only to Jesus. For it cannot contain the reason why Pilate did 
not set up Jesus alone, but with Barabbas, if words are not to be arbitrarily entered into 
the counter. Also v. 21. is an alteration of the original. For if the original report had 
intended Pilate to put the question thus: which of the two here do you want to have 
released? he would not have put into his mouth afterwards the words by which Jesus is 
more closely described v. 22. But it is different when it is the people themselves who 
mention the name of Barabbas, and Pilate then opposes this (cf. above p. 285). But 
because two names are mentioned at the same time, Matthew, true to his method of 
forming anticipatory questions, has both names put up for election beforehand. - These 
were the passages of Matthew to be compared here. Those which still
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β) Luke's text presents for closer observation are the following

n. Luke 5:30 and 33 changed the question (see note above, p. 186), and his text is no 
longer the original. For Jesus' answer in 31-32 would not fit if the rebuke had not been 
directed first to Himself, but only to the disciples, and if the rebuke against the disciples 
for not fasting had been directed, as Luke suggests, to their partaking of the banquet 
that day; then the original account would have had this second rebuke addressed 
directly to the disciples themselves, just as Luke did with the first question in 10. In 
Mark's text, speeches and counter-speeches fit together harmoniously. - The texts of 
the 15th and 16th have already been examined. But in the latter, the transition 8:30. is 
not as appropriate to the play as the one made at the same point in Mark. (The sower



and the teacher must be the correlates if the hearers are to be located, not first of all the 
seed and the word. - It is less clear from Luke's text why the hearers must give the 
counter-image to the seed in the parable than in Mark; Luke v. 11. is much more on the 
way to directing the mountain church differently. But the author of the parable does not 
compare the word of God with the seed, but the hearers who receive the word).
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n.28. Luk. 9:26. is no longer the original expression. Even if the one in Mark seems to 
be more hebraistic, it nevertheless has the appropriate feature of distinguishing with the 
ψυχή a thing that can be lost, just as the κόσμος can be a thing that can be gained. The 
author of the sentences, however, undoubtedly had such a distinction in mind when he 
divided the sentences. Luke looked less at the form of the expression than at the 
content, and believed that he could put this into fewer words.

Luke refers ταϋτα 20:2. to teaching, as if Jesus should have given authority to do so. 
Against this, however, Jesus' answer would not be accurate. For even if John had a 
higher authority for his baptism, it did not follow that Jesus did not need any 
authorization for his teachings, unless his teaching was connected with John's baptism 
in content and purpose. But there is nothing of this in the text. But the relationship and 
connection with John's baptism really did not need to be explained if it did not refer to 
teaching, but to Jesus' cleansing of the temple. It was this which already as a fact - 
without the need for explanatory words in the text - was connected with John's purpose. 
- (This to p. 235.)

n.42 b. the criterion of the shortening of the text Luk. 20:9. the omitted Old Testament 
words, in so far as they form a whole with those retained by Luke, and those, a part of 
the picture, would not have been used if the whole picture had not been expressed in 
Isaiah's words (cf. above p. 238). A similar criterion is given by Mark in n. 49. to Luk. 21. 
9) Here άκοάς πολέμων (not Luke's ακαταστασίας) is original, because Jerem. 6:24. is 
considered (comp, above p. 254).
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Likewise in Luke 21:20, for since Luke once has έρήμωσις, he will also have had 
βδέλυγμα ίρημώσεως before him according to the Danielic passage (like Mark). In the 
same way the tropical words retained in Luke 21:26, αί γάρ δυνάμεις -- σαλευθήσονται, 
which he uses rather for a logical proof than for a poetical account, join more naturally 
with the poetical words Mark. 13:22. which, taken from the Old Testament, do not only 
indicate the origin of Luke's shorter text: ϊσονται σημεία έν χ. τ. λ., but also to the



equally poetic words retained by Luke: αί δυνάμεις χ. τ. λ. have led first. - Luk. 21:16. 
makes an immediate salutation, and must alter dicserhalb. Since it could not be said in 
a proper manner that those addressed would bring up traitors in their own children; so it 
could not stand: έπανα- στήσονται τέκνα έπι γονείς (Mark 13:12.), and Luke therefore 
put for it: υπό άδελφών κ. συγγενών κ. φίλων, being θανα- τώσουσιν χ. τ. λ. shows that 
he had the same text as Mark. -

n. 53. - Luke here 22:15. fills up the gap of Jesus' words taken away (from the betrayer) 
by other words: επιθυμία επιθύμησα χ. τ. λ. For the sake of these words, because Jesus 
expresses by them that he longed for the supper, the narrator also changed the 
preceding of the commission to prepare the passover (22:9.), that not, as in the other 
texts, the disciples first remind Jesus of the passover, but Jesus' own commission 
precedes it. (This to p. 273.) In

n. S5. notice the symmetrical relation between Luk. 23:16. 20. and Mark. 15:9. 12. in 
order to convince oneself that Luke had no other text before him than that expressed by 
Mark. And so the series of passages to be compared would run through.

b) Do not say that Mark corrected the expression of one copy after another. It has been 
proved

a) that the other texts which harmonize with it, where they do not literally harmonize with 
it, anticipate its expression.

β) Sometimes he deviates from both co-referents at the same time, namely, where they 
have wanted to introduce an improvement into the relation, as in n. 10. By the original 
we understand not merely the more correct, but that without which that which is 
harmonized in the copies would not be so expressed and placed in this line of thought. -

γ) Just as Mark did not change the textual measure, as Matthew and Luke did, so his 
expression also proves to be the unchanged original one, and if he has had a borlage, 
from the fact that he has changed the quantity of the nedest pieces far less than 
Matthew and Luke, the conclusion is to be drawn that he will also have changed the 
quality of the expression far less than they did.
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Note:



The hypothesis that Mark composed his text out of the two others by separating them 
out is therefore completely null and groundless, and only gives a blindly grasped finding, 
instead of a more thorough knowledge of the nature of our texts. The defenders of it, in 
order to assert the non-fact, presuppose an objective (on the part of the text from which 
it is supposed to have been separated) and a subjective (on the part of Mark, who is 
supposed to have made the separation - either voluntarily or involuntarily), which does 
not exist at all. The first has been spoken of up to now. Mark has had nothing to select,

a) What he is said to have omitted from the secondary texts, the authors of the latter 
added to the text only later,

b) The priority of Matthew's and Luke's adaptations of the text cannot be proved in itself; 
rather, they have as their basis a text such as that expressed by Mark. Their defenders 
themselves mix together (original and non-original) by falsely accusing Mark of having 
made a mixture of two texts. If they persist in their opinion in spite of the evidence given 
by the opposing side, it can be a matter of no concern to us, since nothing is decided by 
denials and power claims - rather, everything depends here on criticism *). But if we 
take into consideration what the hypothesis on the part of the Martius himself makes a 
prerequisite (the subjective, as mentioned above), then the inadmissibility of Heller is 
obvious, and this will become apparent in the following. - "But does not Mark's text 
really appear as a combined and mixed one?" It certainly has this appearance, but we 
also know how to explain the matter. The defenders of this opinion, however, will not 
explain it for all eternity, and can only demand blind faith for their opinion. The 
circumstance that Mark's text has the appearance of a compilation and mixture 
develops itself as a datum from the composition of our parallel relations, and we 
therefore proceed to it at once.

*) Here justice is done, and not according to mere suspicion. But here we have 
an analogy to the case in which someone is sometimes convicted on suspicion, 
by people who commit the crime themselves, for which reason they bring him 
under suspicion, and for that very reason assert their subjective suspicion 
against the innocent person even against evidence to the contrary, because they 
themselves believe it.
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Seventeenth Datum:

By the fact that Matthew and Luke have each added different elements to the original 
text in different places, Mark's text has the appearance of a mixture and compilation



made from the reviews of those writers, although Mark has nothing of what is the 
peculiar style of writing of his secondary writers.

a) It is an undeniable fact that Matthew and Luke deviated from their original texts, and 
if this were not proven by anything else, it would already be irrefutably proven by 
Matthew's interpolations and Luke's abbreviations of the text. Now, if Mark either had 
the same preliminary text with those, and remained more faithful to it, or if the text 
produced by himself was the model for those; then it can also be understood, granted 
that those could differ from the model, and indeed could differ as well from one and the 
same sentence of it as from different sentences, how Mark Tert had to enter into the 
very relationship with the neighboring ones in which he really stands with them. - For 
this relationship will be the following:
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a) Mark will agree with none where the others both vary at the same time, and with both 
at the same time where neither varies. So it is also, e. g., n. 8. n. 28. 42 a in the referred 
speech n. 29. and n. 39. (in the latter only Matthew 17:4. differs by its εί θέλεις, in this 
only Matth. 21:2. by its υιός καί πώλο,ς).

β) Varieties one of the neighbours through the whole pericope, the other not; so that on 
the whole it will harmonise more with the "latter. This is the case in the pericopes cited 
above, p. 294. In this case, it will appear as if Mark copied the one who did not break 
the harmony, just as in the cases where the other two do not differ, it cannot be stated 
which is the one he copied. That which the one speaker has omitted from the text, Mark 
will seem to have borrowed from the other, or that which the one adds, he omits with the 
other. But here again it will be the case that, where these two have omitted nothing, it 
cannot be stated whence Mark has the matter, instead ofthat, when one omits 
something, one is immediately at hand to show whence Mark has excepted and 
borrowed something (thus n. 28 Mark 8:31). 28. Mark 8:31. άτιοόοαιμασθϊναι is from 
Luke, but whence the rest is, no one wants to know).

y) Since the changes of text are of a double kind, changes of textual measure, and 
phraseological; the following cases may occur,

x) One writer can change the expression in the same passage where the other changes 
the textual measure (increasing or decreasing); in which case Mark will stand alone, as 
n. 49. Mark. 18:10 - 12. n. 42 b. Mark. 12:4. 5. or the one may make both changes 
where the other changes nothing, or the one may add to the unchanged words (as 
Matthew often did) where the other changes the expression. In this case Mark will have



copied the expression of the first, but will seem to have omitted some of it. (For 
examples, see p. 399 above.)
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n) As the changes may occur in various intermediate spaces, either alternately after a 
whole verse, which one retains while the other omits it, or after individual verses of the 
verse, or after individual moths of the sentence, it will seem as if Mark had compiled, 
namely, in the first case from each a whole verse, in the second from each a verse of 
the verse, in the third certain words of the sentence. So we do not need to give 
examples to prove that Mark seems to have a mixed text; we see clearly from our above 
criticisms that it must be so, and from what we have found in Matthew and Luke, that it 
could not be otherwise. Therefore, from what we know of the text of Mark, namely, that, 
if it is not the original text itself, it nevertheless comes closest to it, we understand very 
easily why passages with the appearance of a mixed text can occur less in Matthew, 
and still less in Luke, than in Mark, and why such passages must also occur from time 
to time in the latter.

aa) In the case of these two, the appearance of a mixture cannot emerge so often, since 
when they change the original text, they always retain something of what Mark has, but 
each ignores the change that the other has made, so that the other element for the 
mixture of two foreign texts is always missing. It will have a different appearance

bb) where Mark, like the other two, also really interrupts the original text, we do not want 
to say really interrupts it, but seems to interrupt it, namely in the pericopes η. 1 and n.
14, where Matthew and Luke have the same larger quantities, and in the smaller 
quantities listed on p. 295 f.. Here Matthew or Luke will borrow what they have in 
common from one another, depending on the dependence one wishes to place, and 
what follows from Mark that is in harmony with one or the other will seem to have been 
added from the latter. Such cases, however, must occur less frequently than those 
mentioned above, because Mark has expressed the text most purely, where the others 
have either only something or nothing at all from him, and none of them falls into 
agreement with the other, where they change both at the same time.
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b) Since at least" priori, even if all evidence is abstracted, the possibility exists that our 
writers have drawn from a common source, it is obviously not yet sufficient to prove that 
expressions and idioms which he uses also occur in the same way in the secondary 
texts, in order to convict the Mark of a compilation made from the secondary writers;



Rather, if he is to have infringed the property of the secondary writers, it must be proved 
that he appropriates that which is peculiar to their mode of expression and method of 
representation. But this is by no means the case, and one must pay attention to this. - 
The method of writing and presentation of the two writers, Matthew and Luke, has 
already been so adequately characterised in Date 14. 15. that from the samples given 
there, results can be obtained with regard to the relationship of our speakers to one 
another. Since, however, one deliberately blinds one's eyes in order to assert a 
hypothesis which only requires fingers *) instead of research, contrary to all truth, we 
feel compelled to make a few more remarks here.

*) Paul Conservat. p. 27. observes, that other scholars, as if with their fingers, 
have found many proofs of passages, such as Mark's text from Matt, and Luke. - 
We have explained here that we refrain from giving evidence with fingers, since 
fingers only touch the surface, but here we must go to the bottom.
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a) The same methodical principle has revealed itself under the hand of those writers in 
major and minor textual changes, - which, however, are analogies to each other. Just as 
in Mark's parallel text the greater outpourings of the principle have not penetrated, 
neither have the lesser ones. Did Mark include the questions of Matthew n. 16. n. 44. n. 
52. n. 56. that are found under greater textual transformations? (The same writer who 
sought to complete the text with matter was, according to the same maxim, concerned 
with the grammatical wholeness of the expression, and sought to make it as complete 
as possible. Mark does not have Matthew's larger interpolations; but neither does he 
have his smaller sentence-fillings (as the examples p. 397. 399. and p. 411. show). The 
same writer who likes to bring speech and response to speech into an intimate nexus by 
anticipatory questions, also likes to constrict the sentences into a logical context (by 
means of the ει beginning the prefix, see p. 406). Mark does not use this method either 
*). Does he follow Luke in omitting the additions? Luke is in the habit of simplifying. - But 
wherever his methodical principle shows itself, in the simplification of larger masses, as 
in n. 54. n. 14. and where it has had its influence on the formation of individual 
sentences, as in n. 16. (Luk. 8:6.) n. 30. (Luk. 9:41.) and in other places (see p. 409.), 
Mark deviates. Luke's preference for the participial construction is connected with his 
striving for brevity (passages e.g. Luk 5:24. 8:4. 6. 7. 15. 42. 18:18. 20:29. and others). 
Mark does not use this means of shortening the speech, even though he is said to have 
shortened some of Matthew's sentences. - But what is the need for special references 
here? The notes placed under the passages above prove that Mark does not have the 
peculiarity of the others, and that it does not pass over to him anywhere, throughout the 
whole series of these passages.



*) To be taken from n. 14. mark. 3:26. and 28. Mark 8:34. But the ει does not 
come from Matthew either, as is evident from Luke.
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β) It requires very little perspicacity to say: Mark has taken this or that word from 
Matthew or Luke, but he has omitted this or that. But how, if what is supposedly omitted 
is connected with the author's method or manner of diction, which, wherever it is 
expressed, remains only a special thing of its own; should we not thereby rather be 
made aware that it may well be different with what is declared to be a compilation, and 
that the methodical special thing, which always remains behind what is meant, may well 
have followed it only later? The condition for admitting this is, of course, that one does 
not merely take this or that individual piece before oneself, of which Mark has given a 
homogeneous representation, and then determine its extent according to the measure 
of the other representations given of the same piece - as is usually done - but that one 
seeks to penetrate the spirit of the evangelical relations themselves, and gather 
observations about the method of the writers, as it is repeated in all their 
representations.

y) If Mark did not borrow from the others what belongs to them or is from them, he 
rather breaks off the agreement with them as soon as this appears, and not in such a 
way that, leaving the one, he followed the other, but, if both secondary writers let their 
peculiar diction flow into one and the same place, he then also breaks off the agreement 
with both at the same place. Only a few such passages may be cited: - n. 9. Mark. 2:7. 
(see above p. 183.) - n. 10. Mark. 2:18. (see p. 186.) - n. 28. 8:29. (p. 216. Mark has 
here neither the interposition Matth. 16:16., nor Luke's own expression.) - n. 44. Mark. 
12:19. 26.

δ) If Mark had borrowed his text from the others, his dependence on them would be 
betrayed especially in those pericopes which he alone has in common with one and 
another of them. But even here Mark has nothing of the peculiarities of the secondary 
writers, as will be found on closer examination. Since, contrary to the truth, the opposite 
is claimed, it will be worth the effort to examine the relationship of the parallels here a 
little more closely,

x) Parallels from Luke:
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n. 7. Mark. 1:38 άγωμεν εις τάς εχυμενας 
κωμοπόλεις, ΐνα κακεΐ κηρύξω.

Luk. 4:43. οτι - με δει, peculiar to Luke, 
when a journey or a sojourn with 
someone is presented as the purpose. E. 
g. ch. 19:6, εν τη οικία ΰού δεΐ με μεΐναι. 
Act. 19:24. δεΐ με και 'Ρώμην ίδε'ί'ν. 18:21. 
δεΐ με - ποιήβαι είς ίεροο. Furthermore 
here: εναγγελίζεοθαι comp. 20:1. (where 
Mark has it also not) 1:19. Act. 8:12.40. It 
never occurs in Mark. - ταΐς ετέραις. This 
word, familiar to Luke (Luk. 6:6.8:6.7.8. 
20:11.22:58.) Mark has it nowhere.

είς τούτο γάρ ίλήλνθα. Luk. οτι (comp. 11:18. 9:12. 38.)
Luk. 8:16. - άψας νεεβί. 22:55. 11. 33. 
15:8- ΐνα οί είςπορενόμενοι - τδ φως. So 
also 11:33, (But of Luk. v. 18. it has been 
shown above p. 379. that the words 
contradict the purpose of Luke himself).

η. 16. Mark. 4:21 — 25.

η. 21. Mark. 6:14 -16. comp. Luk. 9:7. Mark has here no (24:4. Act. 2:12. 5:24. 10:17.), 
no soliloquy (as Luk. 20:13. 16.). περ'ι ον ακούω Luk. 16:2. - η. 42 b. Luk. 20:11. 12. 
and n. 49. Luk. 21:14 -16. Where would Mark have words from Luke here? - n. 48. Luk. 
21:1 - 4. Here the transition is quite different: αναβλύψας είς - είδε χήραν πενιχρόν.
Luke alternates here withthe words πενιχρά in the preface and πτωχή v. 3, as in n. 34. 
with βρίςη and παιδία. Mark has here as there the same word twice, and there on his 
side was also Matthaus. The addition to εβαλον; είς τα δώρα Mark has not. - Don the 
parallels
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n) with Matthew we need here only consider those which occur in the joint narrative 
pieces (where Mark continues the relation with Matthew alone). - Matth. 13:10 -18.
After the above discussion, there is no need for a comparison here. - And the parable 
Matth. 13:24 - 30. 36 - 52. where is it in Mark? "He left it out." Of course, anyone can 
easily say that, but it does not prove anything. (We will prove something quite different 
below.) Mark also adds a parable. He could at least have kept the transitional words 
Matth. 13:32: άλλην παραβολήν παρίθηχι. If he had but these, we would at once admit 
that he drew from Matthew. For the words are eight Matthaean (words of the Matth, 
compiler), vcrgl. v. 33. 21:33. But these words he has not, precisely because they are 
Matthaean. - Matth. 16:22. Mark is otherwise so fond of giving vividness and liveliness 
to his descriptions. He also likes to use the verbi, ipsiUma. - Why then does he not have 
here the words of Peter presented to him by his supposed source? Of the σχάνδαλόν



μου η Matth, ν. 23. he knows nothing either, and leaves it to the same compiler, who 
uses it in n. 16. in his interpolated parable of the Zizanias likewise, Matth. 13:41. and in 
the same sense of men, as here. The verse Matth, v. 27. completely repulses us with 
our attempt to derive Mark Tert from Matthew. The worst thing is that Luke (9, 26. 27.) is 
here again supposed to give pleasure to our opponents. (But the latter also retains his 
own: λίγω νμϊν αληθώς and his mutilation of words at the 
end of v. 27.)

n. 32. How completely different is Mark. 11:34. than Matth. 18:1. - Matth, ν. 3. 4. ignores 
Mark completely. Why? we already know. But are there not also genuine Matthaean 
expressions here? - προςήλΛον - ή βασό.ιία τών ουρανών? In the present of Mark v. 42 
- 47. Mark has Matthew alone by his side. Did he take what he refers to from Matthew?
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Paul's Commentary 2 Th. p. 725. remarks on Mark v. 43. 45.: "it is striking that what 
Matth. 18:9. had united into one verse, χειρ and ττους Mark cut out into two säst quite 
similar." It is remarkable that one can say this straightforwardly, since nothing is more 
certain than the opposite. - The way of joining words with H, and of changing the 
original text with this added H, is already known in Matthew. In the passages cited 
above, p. 397, he used it for interpolations (add 27:17.); here he uses it for contractions. 
That the original text would have separated the members as Mark does the separation, 
may also be inferred from the fact that in Matthew 9 the node of the eye remains in its 
separation, and η χειρ also stands alone in Matt. 5:30. The words εϊς τό πυρ το 
ασβεστον Matth, ν. 8. have arisen from Mark 9:44. 46. καί το πϋρ ον σβίννυται (Mark. ν. 
43. 45. are the Matthaean words interpolated and unächt, and are therefore also used 
by L. Syr. Pers. p. u. v. 45. moreover still expelled by B. C.) *). The words, Matth, v. 6. 
ινα - και καταποντισθη (comp. Matth. 14:30.) εν τω πελάγει της θαλάασης and the whole 
of ν. 7. (comp. Luk. 17:1.) Mark has not at all; not even εκκοψον Mark. v. 9. which yet is 
also recorded Matth. 5:30. can be found in Mark's text. - n. 49. The expression Mark. 
13:20. differs from Matth. 24:22. in a not insignificant point**). -- n. 53. Where Mark 
most agrees with Matthew, he does not have the very peculiarities of the latter, not the 
additions to the sentence Matth. 26:22. (σφόδρα - είμι κύριε) 23. (ουτός με παραδώσεί) 
27. (λέγων πίετε - Mark, καί επιον -) 28. (εις αφεσιν αμαρτιών) 29. (not μεθ υμών). Just 
so also not in n. 54. Matth. 26:33. (ουδέποτε σκανδαλισθήσομαί) 35. (οί μαθηταί) 36. 
(μετ αυτών), ν. 37. (λνπεϊσθαι) 38. (μετ εμού) 40. (μετ εμού), ν. 42. (not the repetition, 
although Mark is said to tantologisir at times) *). The words Matth, v. 50. Mark has not 
(as he had not Matth. 16:22.), nor v. 52 - 54. and therefore there is also difference 
between Matth, v. 56. (which verse, however, is expressed entirely in the Matthaic 
manner) and Mark. 14:50. - n. 55. there are differences which cannot yet be spoken of



here. As far as referential words are concerned, the expression Matth. 26:61. and Mark. 
14:58. are essentially different. (The τον ναόν added to τοϋ Θεού is Matthaean.) The 
solemn expression Matth, v. 63. (έξορ- κίζω - ζώντος) Mark has not. - Mark. 14:65. there 
is not even the τί υμΐν δοκεϊ, which is so peculiar to Matthew; but instead there is: τί υμΐν 
φαίνεται; (By the way, it might be said here that the Matthaean formula is after all in the 
passage of Mark according to its content, and that the original text therefore has an 
author to whom, like Matthew, the use of that formula was usual. But in order that this 
should not appear to be the case, it should be noted that the formula in Matthew is 
otherwise never used absolutely, as it is here, but always as an introduction to a 
question with the following interrogative words. Wherefore it will be more likely to be 
believed that in Matthew the original τί φαίνεται; has been exchanged for the popular τί 
δοχε'ί)). - η. 29. Mark 9:5. is just that which is Matthaean, (ει θελεις Matth. 17:6.) not to 
be found. - The defenders of this hypothesis ignore all this, and must do so if they wish 
to maintain it. We shall therefore have to turn far less to their assurance than to our 
date, and may rather conclude two things from the last:
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a) whoever cannot be proved to have taken something from another that is his provable 
property, cannot be said without injustice to have taken something from him;

b) since Mark does not have that which the secondary author proves to be his property, 
what he has in common with them does not belong to them as their property either. - 
And so, after it has already been shown that what Mark delivers as text was not 
originally connected with what he is said to have passed over and omitted, it has also 
been proven here that he could not have borrowed his text from those who connected it 
with other parts. The conclusion, then, is and remains this: what that opinion of the 
separation of the text of Mark from the secondary relations of Matthew and Luke 
presupposes on the part of the objective does not exist. But if we now turn to the side of 
the subjective, in order to make us understand the origin of this text as a compilation 
brought about by Mark, we come to the point where the presupposition loses all 
conceivability. And this is the same point to which we must still continue the examination 
of the hypothesis. -

Eighteenth Datum:

Mark's text separates itself from the secondary texts in such a way and unites the 
constituent parts of them in itself in such a way that, as a mixture made from them, it 
would have to be either the outflow of a coalition that arose involuntarily in the writer's



memory from both texts, or a "combination" made by chance in writing out both texts, or 
finally the effect of a deliberate neutering of both texts. - But he himself cancels out 
each of these presuppositions.

439

a) First we want to illustrate the alleged tert-mixing with only a few samples. See the 
passages listed in bei- *): - These passages are remarkable, partly because they 
instruct us more precisely as to how the mixture by which Mark's text is supposed to 
have come about is to be imagined in its essence, namely, either as a coalition or 
conflation, or neutering of two texts, partly because they are themselves the best 
refutation of the hypothesis which invokes them, which in turn is the more remarkable 
the more the defenders of the latter believe they have in these passages. For they 
regard them as more valid than all arguments. In these passages, they think, the 
assumed fact itself has taken place, and that quite visibly and evidently, so that all 
further talk about the intention underlying the fact and the associated - expedient or 
inexpedient - way of proceeding is superfluous and useless **).

*) That which is distinguished in the table by larger print is that which is allegedly 
compiled by Mark.

**) "What does it mean against this graphic proof to ask: why Mark did not also 
include this, not also that? May Mark's intention be completely unknown to us, 
may some assumptions about his purpose be mere conjecture, may he even 
have excerpted himself without a definite, consistent plan; it is not on this point, 
but on the obvious evidence that, and even how in detail, Mark has summarised 
all the main parts of yours from the texts of the two others, that the exegetes who 
have carried this view through (?) have based their assertion." Paulus 
Conservator. I. Lief p. 37 f

b) Impartial judges of the matter would not blame us if, after what has been revealed to 
us above about the relationship of our texts, we felt a secret reluctance to enter into 
more detail with a hypothesis that has not yet taken the slightest cognizance of all this. 
However, to the reason just given, which at the same time has the appearance of a 
philosophical axiom, we reply as follows:

a) even if a fact, once it has occurred, cannot be annulled again by any reasoning, yet 
many things are assumed to be facts which are not facts. The fact here is merely that 
Mark's text contains united components of the secondary texts. But that these parts



should have come into being by means of a mixture made by Mark of the two other 
texts is not a fact, but only the explanation, and indeed the false explanation of the fact.

ß) Every fact has a reason. We are in a position to think of all the reasons that can 
possibly be assumed from the one assumed here, and none of these reasons takes 
place, namely, the text's own incompatibility with each of the reasons thus added to it is 
a datum to be developed from itself.
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c) For that mixture, prepared by Mark himself, could only be either a voluntary 
(intentional) or involuntary one, or it could finally be both at the same time; we 
understand the latter in such a way that Mark - in reading both writers, peering out of 
one "with glances (as Paul's commentary often says) into the other" - took what struck 
him out of one and the other, and so threw his text together, as it were. Now, in order to 
remain stubborn about this last of the imagined possible cases, it would be extremely 
speculative,

a) that Mark should not at the same time have taken up some of the peculiarities of the 
secondary texts, that which belongs to the characteristic features of their style of writing 
or is connected with their individual treatment of the text, or how the taking up could 
have happened without the latter happening at the same time. And yet it is a fact, as 
only something can be a fact, that Mark's text has nothing of the peculiarities of Matthew 
and Luke in expression and presentation. But in general Mark probably needs

ß) does not need any defence at all against the fact that he has taken his relation from 
others. - The moderation of his treaty, both where precision and completeness are 
important, so that purpose and execution correspond to each other, is evident enough, 
and if examples were to be given, we would only have to recall his presentation of the 
pericope u. 16. So we could not speak of picking out, but only of selecting. And even so 
we do not bring reason and consequence together. Mark would have to
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a) have wanted to supplement one of his secondary writers from the other, or to unite 
both relations in one extract. But if he had had the supplies of the secondary evangelists 
before him, this could either not have been his purpose at all, or if it had been, the 
author would not have been able to carry it out as he is said to have done. As for the 
abbreviation of the addition (as well as the abbreviation), we refer to what has been said 
above under Datum 12, and the proof that it could not have been Mark's plan to



epitomize the relations of the two co-tellers or to unite them in one excerpt, we take 
from the following:

x) both secondary writers sometimes give the more detailed speech with the same 
words in one and the same piece (as n. 1. and n. 14.), or the same words in different 
places (as, for example, n. 20.). Why does Mark not keep to that in which both agree? 
"He wanted to abbreviate!" but he should also want to combine? But it is true that he 
wanted to abbreviate, because one can say that he would have had to abbreviate 
further if he had wanted to express the common text. But there are also 2) places in the 
relations, where the two speakers do not sort the speech equally; and where Mark 
likewise prolongs the speech without harmonizing with either of them- This case occurs 
in n. 49. Matth. 24:37. Luk. 21:34. Why, then, did not Mark here combine both relations 
by means of an extract, or make a composition of them? *) "He would not do it here, but 
he did it there" is no answer for us, because we do not admit that he did it there. How 
can one want to explain Jcinand's action from a maxim which he does not reveal to 
have had by unambiguous signs?

*) We are not yet speaking of the Protestant writings as a whole, otherwise the 
objection and the proof would have to be extended much further. Hug's Einleit. If 
Mark had taken Matthew and Luke as the basis of his writing, and had wanted to 
"unite" both together in one essay, he would have had to have proceeded quite 
differently, or vice versa, from his conduct such a thing cannot be perceived, if 
the writer's striving must otherwise be appropriate to his intention."

442

ß) Mark sometimes agrees literally with the others where no intentional reading out of 
the expression can be assumed. For example, in n. 49, Mark. 13:35. have his 
γρηγορεϊτε ovv skimmed off from the floods of the Matthaean discourse (Matth. 24:42. 
44.), or his απόδημος (Mark 13:34.)formed after Matth, αποδήμων (25:14.)? Or, in order 
to form the account of n. 20., is he to take Matthew before him, and from the relation of 
the latter to form nothing but the general expression παραγγβλας (Matth. 10:5.) 
excepted, and to this expression his ζα! παρήγγίΛε (Mark 6:8.), that he might improve 
on Luke's account, which is to be copied, its και εΐπι (Luk. 9:5.)? But we might, to have 
more of the incredible, ask still further: shall the same epitomator at -n. 49. when he had 
got as far as Matt. 24:9. have now all at once come to a standstill, and, bearing 
misgivings about taking up the following text from Matthew, or even about looking into 
Luke, have turned backwards and copied off Matt. 10:17 - 22? We could ask even more 
if the sajiiemi sat did not forbid it *). But one may only



*) Casually, what Paulus Conservator, p. 75: "In his foundation (i.e. in the texts of 
Matthew and Luke) he (Mark) deliberately changes some expressions, 
sometimes in order to choose a more appropriate expression, sometimes in 
order to remove something rough from the style. For it is he who improves the 
expression of his predecessor, and grinds away the roughness, as the following 
passages show:

n. 18th mark. 5:23. ΐνα ελθών έπιθής — cf. Matt. 9:18. άλλά είλθών επίθες κ. τ. λ. 
Also: η. 54. Mark. 14:49. — άλλϊνα ττληρωθώσιν άί γραφαί— cf. Matt.
26:56.τούτο δε όλον νένονεν, ΐνα ττληρωθώαιν αΐνραφαί τών προφητών. — η. 42 
a. Mark. 11:32. εάν είπωμεν — εφοβοΰυτο τάν λαόν — cf. Matth. 21:26. 
correcting the consequent in: εφοβοΰντο τον όχλον. — n. 20th mark. 6:10 όπου 
είς όίπίαν. Matt. 10:11. εις ην δ' αν (πάλιν η κώμην Luk. οικίαν). — n. 49th mark. 
13:24. άλλ' ευ εκείυαις ταϊς ήμέραΐς μετά την θλί'ψιυ — cf. Matt. 24:29. ευθεως δε 
μετά την θλίψιυτώυ ημερών εκείνων.—n. 1 Matth. 3:13. says: παραγίνεται Ιησούς 
— επι του ίορδάυηυ. Mark. 1, 9. on the other hand: καί εγένετο — ηλθεν (that is, 
to grind down the roughness of the expression?) Further: Mark, also, είδε 
οχιζομέυους τούς ούρανοϋς. Matthew more definite: άνεώχϋηοαν αύτώ οί 
ουρανοί (that is supposed to be more Hebrew-trendy?) — Matth. 3:4. again more 
definitely than Mark: είχε το ένδυμα — η δε τροφή αΰτου κ. τ. λ. (that is supposed 
to be Hebraic? and Mark with ην δε ενδεδυμένος κ. τ. λ. is said to have "revised 
how it became more readable for his gracious readers"?— If only the critics had 
looked at 2 Kon. 1:8., to see the source of the expression and to convince 
oneself of its originality. And the author of the Isagogue was able to copy these 
notes, of which not a single syllable is true! The passages where Matthew 
corrects the text of Mark, see above p. 412 .)

γ) take a closer look at the passages previously given as examples of the mixture, in 
order to have clear proof that the combination of the words used in the other texts 
cannot be based on any intentional selection. Mark would not be an abbreviator, nor an 
epitomator, nor an excerptor, but — castrator of the secondary texts, or what else 
should one call the mute of the borrowed sentences and the menger of the mutilated? 
and this idea would exist with the idea of a reasonable writer? and could it be said 
without accusing the level-headed author, who far surpassed his fellow referees in 
accuracy, of nonsense and frivolity? What should have induced Mark to play with the 
expressions of his informants and to decide to make a mishmash of their words? Was 
he striving for originality like that? But then he would have changed other things in the 
same way, and he would not have provided us with payment pieces that are the same 
as the ancillary entries, like copies of the original (e.g. n. 28. n. 42 a. u. a.). Or could 
Mark not create an account without appropriating words from the other texts? His



representations of n. 13. n. 14. n. 30. n. 7. (Mark. 1:35 - 39.) - n. 8. (Mark. 1:45.) - n. 16. 
(Mark. 4:26-29.) show the opposite. Or did he go by the other reports because it was a 
question of rendering spoken words? But then he would have had to depend entirely on 
one or the other informant: what could justify him in mutilating the words of the speakers 
and making a new mixture out of them? So there is nothing left but to take the 
combination for a coalition that had involuntarily formed from them in Mark's memory 
when reading the ancillary texts. But this suspicion can scarcely last a minute. How 
should it?
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a) happened with such an unconscious imprint in the memory that this imprint is based 
on precisely that quantity of text from which the additions and insertions made by the 
other editors were excluded? And why

ß) the favorite phrases and formulas of Matthew and Luke, belonging chiefly to these 
writers, or such solemn and emphatic expressions as Matth. 18:6. 24:31. 26:63. 18:1. 
etc. not pressed at the same time as abgc-? or how about it

y) it came about that expressions which allow the two subtexts to be heard at the same 
time (see p. 295.), and which therefore had to have an effect on the receptive reader or 
listener with redoubled force, did not stick in his memory like some others, which only 
one of the two original texts has? But now look at all

δ) self-awareness and consideration emerge far too clearly from Markus Relation to 
appear composed of accidental memories. So Mark would probably have put their texts 
in front of him and weighed them against each other, since he is supposed to improve 
the others from time to time. How could this inconsistent and unplanned combination, 
this jumping back and forth from one text to another, have come about? Of course, once 
it is presupposed, in a completely natural way, as happens "when one reads a story 
which one wants to retell. In the main passages one has then kept the line of thought 
and expression precisely in one's memory, or even looks it up again. In unimportant 
parts of the speech one does not stick to the words of the previous narrator without 
paying attention to them. One varies unintentionally, not in order to produce a seemingly 
diverse author's product, or to hide one's informant" (Paulus Konservat. p. 75.). But if 
that is the nature of the matter, it becomes a new riddle that Mark 1. He would have 
completely forgotten the main passages Matthew 3:7 -10 - Luke 3:7-15 and Matt v. 12. 
Luke v. 17 and not The secondary parts of the speech - and among them will probably 
be some of what one of the previous narrators left out - had attracted his special 
attention. E.g. in v. 18 Luke 8:49, 50. n. 17 .Luke 8:35, 36. "One varures unintentionally."



But is it also possible to unintentionally fall from one text to another when you have 
them in front of you and want to make improvements? And is e.g. B. n. 49. Mark. 13:9 
—  13. an unintentional variation of Luke? — We can therefore assume neither 
arbitrariness nor its opposite in the alleged mixture without Markus Text himself 
convicting the assumption of inconsistency. Now what do the defenders of the 
hypothesis do, because they get away with none of the accepted principles? They 
assert all three, as they are quoted, as they have to explain them—a new mixture, as 
they mix the original and the non-original in the text. — Just a remark about some 
examples of the alleged mixture given in the list because they are borrowed from the 
reflection formulas; and so nothing has yet been noticed about them and their kind. The 
passages after 7th mark. 1:32. n. 8th mark. 1:42. are meant to be a mixture of their 
subtexts. You don't believe that. Had the former place been given its form by such a 
mixture; so would Mark also chap. 14:17. the formulas δψίας δέ γενομένης (Matt.
26:20.) and Luk. 22:14. δτε έγένετο η ώρα have mixed. Mark's statement is just as 
original as chap. 16:2. λίαν πριοϊτής μιας σαββάτων also from Luke 24:2. (τη μια τών 
σαββάτων, ορθρον βαθέως) recognized. Matthew and Luke only expressed the 
statement here more simply—the former because it is generally more vague in such 
statements, the latter (chap. 4:40.) because it avoids apparent tautologies. The 
expression: δτε εδυ δ ηλως is exactly the same addition as Mark. 14:12. δτε εθυον το 
πάσχα. How is it that the subtexts came together in a combination that Mark would have 
done without them? But in the passage just quoted, Luke 22:7 has. same duality. —  
The other passage 1, 42. should be a mixture. Again, don't believe that, εχαθαρΐοθη has 
a completely different subject in Mark (soil, δ άνθρωπος) than in Matthew, who connects 
it with η λίπρα. Mark also does not write: χαι άπηλθεν ατί αντοΰ χαί εκαθαρίσθη η 
λέπρα, ηοφ χαι έχαθαρίσέλη χαι ά πηλθεν άπαντοΰηλέπρα; but he closes with 
εχαθαρίσθη, and this refers back to the preceding χαθαρΐσθητι in the constant manner 
of our representations, compare Mark. 1:17. δεντε δπΐσω μου, then: και ηκολονθησαν 
αυτώ. Also: 1:25. εξελθε ε'ξ αυτού, then: και εξηλθεν εξ αντοΰ 2:11. εγειρε, then: χαι 
ηγέρθη and others, wherever the indication of the effect coincides with the purpose 
indicated above. Matthew and Luke give the expression less fully, and have departed 
from the spirit of our narratives. (For Luke's text see the passages above on p. 410.) So 
much now for the mixtures and the mixing method in general.

446

d) We do not flatter ourselves that we can convince all friends of the opinion we dispute 
by the evidence of another; on the contrary, we are convinced that even the clearest 
proofs will be regarded by some as errors and misapprehensions rather than as correct 
observations. But how now? Is it in itself more probable that Mark's text is, as is 
supposed, a mixture made from the other Gospels, than that the appearance of it has



arisen only because the other speakers have altered the original text? is that, I say, 
more credible in itself than this? Not at all! On the contrary, the riddle is solved far more 
easily by the truth. - For it is comprehensible, for example, how one of our authors could 
have substituted a synonymous expression for the one given in the common pre-text; 
but it is not comprehensible how the writer who had two models before him should have 
dropped an expression from one of the texts he had hitherto recorded, and instead 
borrowed the synonymous one from the other text, which he had hitherto taken less into 
account. It is also understandable how a writer could introduce a variation in the middle 
of a sentence and thereby transform unity into division; but it is not understandable how 
someone could have wanted to make a mixed one out of two texts by breaking off one 
and then replacing it with the words of the other. It is understandable how one speaker 
could clarify or obscure the given expression; but it is not understandable how one who 
had the choice between two modes of expression should have forgiven the clearer one 
the mindcrdcut one. Further, it is understandable how two writers vary a text in such a 
way that one omits from the text and the other expresses it differently; but it is not 
understandable how one who had two such texts before him should have filled the gap 
left by the one from the other without at the same time taking up its expression. It is 
comprehensible how two writers could change a pre-text even in one sentence, each 
between particular words; but it is not comprehensible how one who had two parallel 
texts before him should have read out only a few words from two parallel verses, from 
the one and the other sometimes this, sometimes that, in order to make a verse with a 
different wording. It is finally comprehensible how, of two writers reproducing one and 
the same original narrative, one could remain faithful to the original type through several 
periods, and the other could express the same sentences differently, and how the 
former could then begin to deviate from the given expression, while the latter, after his 
deviation, returns to it again; But it is not comprehensible how the excerptor should all at 
once leave the writer, whom he followed through several series of sentences, and now, 
for the sake of only a few words, turn to one of whom he seemed to know nothing 
before. And who should now expect us to choose the incomprehensible instead of the 
comprehensible, or to close our eyes for the sake of the latter to undeniable facts that 
can be "invented in the text itself? But we still have to bring to light a datum which, 
although it initially only provides information about a narrative whole, can be used to 
draw conclusions about the whole relationship under investigation here. This is the 
following
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Nineteenth Datum:



As in the account of the Last Supper Mark does not harmonise with that part of the 
account which is Luke's own creation, so also that part with which he harmonises is not 
Luke's creation.

a) The account of the Last Supper (n. 53) consists of two parts, the first of which tells of 
the commission given for the preparation of the Passover, the other of the Passover 
meal and the words spoken by the Lord. In the first part of this account Mark agrees 
with Luke, much less with Matthew, in the second part the agreement is only between 
him and Matthew. Did Mark borrow the first part of the account from Luke and the 
second from Matthew? Not at all, and this is a circumstance that attracts our attention in 
particular. We already have the correct explanation of the phenomenon. For as far as 
the first part of the account is concerned, the reason lies in the fact that only Mark and 
Luke agree more exactly in Matthew, who, as his own words reveal (cf. above p. 377), 
has here shortened the original text, and with regard to the second part it has been 
shown (p. 414) that and why Luke has given the account a peculiar imprint, betraying 
his hand. For this reason, however, we can say in regard to this second part: Mark does 
not agree with that which is Luke's own creation. We only use the expression in this way 
because we can conclude from it that the first part, in which Mark agrees with Luke, did 
not first receive its expression through Luke. The latter is indeed confirmed, and that is 
what is to be proved here. Namely
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b) if one compares this piece with n. 39, one will soon become aware by the same 
features of the presentation that both pieces must be by the hand of one and the same 
author.

n. 39. Matth. 21:1. Καί δτε ήγγιβαν εις 
Ιεροσόλυμα

Mark 14:12 καϊ τή πρώτη ημέρα τών 
άζυμων δτε — έθυον.

άπέστειλε δυο μα&ητάς (Mark and Luk. 
δυο τών μαθητών) λίγων αυτόί'ς (Luk. 
ειπών comp. 9:22. 5:13. Mark: 11:2. καί 
λέγει αυτόί'ς as here).

13. Καί αποΰτέλλει δυο τών μαθητών 
αντοΰ

και λέγει αυτόί'ς ’

πορενθητε (Mark and Luk.: υπάγετε) 
είςτην κώμην την απέναντι υμών, Now the 
characteristic is given:

υπάγετε εις την πάλιν (Luk. 22:8. 
πορευθέντες -). Just so here Matth. - Now 
the characteristic is given:

καί ευθέως (Μαρκ: καί ευθέως 
είςπορευόμενοι εις αυτήν. Luk.: έν ή 
είςπορευόμενοι) ευφήσετε - δεδεμένον

καϊ (Luk. 22:10. adds here as there: 
είςελθόντων υμών).



(Mark u. Luke: πώλον δεδεμένον, έφ δν 
ουδεις άν&ρώπων εκαθισε); now the 
imperative:

απαντηθεί ΰμΐν άνθρωπος κεράμιον 
υδατος βαστάζων. now the imperative:

Λυσαντες αυτόν αγαγετε. - When that has 
happened, what then to observe further.

ακολουθήσατε αυτώ. - When this has 
happened, what then to observe further:

3. Και έάν τις υμΐν ε’ίπη τι 14. καϊ δπου έάν είςέλθη, (Luk. 22:10. 
only connected the words differently 
here).

ερεΐτε- - (the words follow) είπατε (Luk. ερεΐτε) τώ οικοδεσπότη (the 
words follow),

καί ευθεως αυτόν αποβτελεΐ ωδε (von 
Luk. weggelassen, s. oben S. 409.)

15. καϊ αυτός υμΐν δείξει - εστρωμένον.

Mark. 11:4. άπήλθον δε κα'ι ενρον τον 
πώλον (δαί. απελθόντες ευρον.) —

16. καί εξήλθον — καί εύραν καθώς εΐπεν 
αυτοΐς

και λνονδιν αυτόν (cf. above λνΰαντες 
άγάγετε).

καϊ ητοίμαβαν το πάσχα.
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Now, the first of the compared narratives (n. 39.), according to the same version, gives 
the referents to all three. So what Mark seems to have borrowed from Luke alone in the 
second place (namely, in the place of the second account), he also borrowed from 
Matthew in the first place. Who was the first to connect the sentences in both pieces in 
the same way? If Luke is to be the original author of the second report, he would also 
have to be the author of the first, and it would therefore have to be assumed that Mark 
and Matthew are both - directly or indirectly (one through the other) - derived from Luke. 
But this assumption cannot be carried out. For among Luke's reports, it is precisely his 
own accounts with which the reports of the others do not harmonize, as the parallels of 
n. 7 (Luk. 4:42 - 47.) n. 16 (Luk. 8:1 - 15.) n. (Luk. 9:7 - 9.) n. 36 (Luk. 18:31 - 34.) n. 49 
(Luk. 21:11 - 28.) n. 53 (Luk. 27:14 - 19. 24 - 38.) and others prove. We have this proof 
already in the first of the two accounts compared here, Luk 19:36 - 44. But as here 
certain phrases peculiar to Luke v. 37. 38. difference, so Luke's treaty also omits 
phrases which the original writer will certainly have expressed, and which the 
re-narrator, according to a special custom, has only omitted-namely, v. 31. και ευθεως 
άποστελεϊ ωδε and ν. 34. καί άφήκαν αντοΰς (comp, above, ρ. 409.). Matthew, however, 
cannot be the original author, because he did not remain faithful to the spirit of the 
exposition in the second piece (namely, in the place of Matth. 26:18.), although in both 
pieces he shows a similar manner in that he abbreviates what is given. Compare Matth.



21:6. -- και ποιησαττες καθώς προςίτάξιν αυτοΐς ό Ιησούς, and 26:18. και εποίησαν - ως 
σννετα'ξεν αντοΐς ο 'Ιησούς. - What will result from this, and what can result? Nothing 
but this: either Mark is the predecessor of the others, or the reports of the speakers are 
based on one and the same original report, more or less modified by them. Here we 
come back to the result that earlier investigations have already led us to, whereby the 
existing relationship of the parallel texts to each other, namely that Mark at the 
beginning of the second report Mark 14:12, is not the same as Mark at the beginning of 
the second report Mark 14:12, is not the same as Mark at the beginning of the second 
report Mark 14:12. 14:12. is not harmonised with Luke as in the following verses, but 
more with Matthew.
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After this discussion, let us take a look back at the path we have taken in our 
investigation. After the original dimensions of the texts had been determined, we set 
ourselves the task, after page 304, of comparing the parallel pieces more precisely 
within their original scope. This comparison was made and carried through the series of 
the same pieces, which had been quantitatively altered. The result here, as above in the 
determination of the measurements, turned to the side of Mark. Far from this writer 
having made an excerpt from the mixtures of others, or a mixture and combination of 
two copies of the identical, he rather gives us the purest expression, as well as the 
correct measure, of the original Greek text, which the speakers all had before them.
This, then, has resulted from the comparisons. But we have not yet compared the 
copies of all the orations: one strange genre is still lagging behind. These are the 
pericopes n. 1 and n. 14, in which Matthew and Luke extend the speech beyond Mark's 
text with words that agree with each other. These pieces are strange because they 
seem to be instances against our result. For what in two copies of the same piece is a 
part of the speech connected with it, and has the same expression, should it not also 
belong to the original text? and on this condition - what could Mark's shorter text be but 
an abbreviation or an excerpt? We promised above, p. 345, that we would pay special 
attention to the pieces now mentioned. It is now time to consider them. However, they 
do not contradict our view, for the following is the date.
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Twentieth Datum:

In one of the speeches, which Matthew and Luke extend beyond Mark's text with 
concordant words, Mark himself makes it clear that he did not have a longer text before 
him, and in both of them the encounter of Matthew and Luke in the extension of the



η.
8

M t 8 :4 ορα, μηδεν ι ε ιπ ης, άλλα  ύπ αγε (the  fo llo w in g  from  bo th  Mt. and  Lk. a t the  sa m e  tim e  up to ) Lk 5 :1 4  π ερ ί τού κα θα ρ ιδμ ο ύ  σου (the  fo llo w in g  from  bo th) = M k 1:14

η.
10

M t
9 :14

δ ια  τί

ημ ε ίς  και οι φ α ρ ισ α ιο ι νη σ τευ ο μ εν  π ολλά

οι δε

μαθητα ι σ ου  ου νησ τευο θσ ι;

= M k 2:18.

Lk
5 :33

οι μαθητα ι ιω α ννο υ  νη σ τευ ο υ σ ι (π υκνά  και δ εή σ ε ις  π ο ιυντα ι) σοι εσ θ ιο υσ ι και π ινουσ ι;

Fu
rth
er

M t
9 :15

μ η

δ υ ναντα ι οι υιο ί

του νυ μ φ ω νο ς

ν η σ τευ ε ιν  εφ  ο σ ον

ο ν υ μ φ ιο ς  μετ α υ τώ ν  εστι; = M k 2 :1 9
Lk
5 :34

δυ να σ θ ε  το υ ς  υ ιο ις π ο ιη σ α ι νη σ τεθ ε ιν  εν  ω

Fu
rth
er

M t
9 :17

ουδ έ  β α λλο θ σ ιν

ο ίνο ν  ν εο ν  ε ις  ασκ. π α λα ιο ύ ς  ει δε μη (γε)

ρηγνυντα ι οι ασκο ί

και ο ο ίνος

εκχειτα ι

.... αλλα

β α λλουσ
IV

ε ις  α σ κο ύς 
κα ινούς.Lk

5 :37
και ο υ δ ε ις  βάλλει ρηξει ο ο ίνο ς  ν έο ς  τους 

α σ κο ύς
εκχυθησ ετα ι β λη τεο ν

n.
11

M t
12:2

ιδού, ο ϊ μαθητα ι σου π ο ιο ύ σ ιν

ο ουκ  εξεσ τ ι π ο ιεν εν

τω  σ αβ β ά τω

= M ark  2 :24

Lk 6 :2 τι π ο ιε ίτε το ις  σ αβ βα σ ι

Fu
rth
er

M t
12:4

π ω ς
ε ίςη λθ εν  
ε ις  το ν  
ο ικο ν  του 
θεού  .... 
π ρ ο ςθ εσ  
εω ς

εφ α γεν

ους ουκ

εξόν  ην αυτώ

φ α γειν . ει 
μη

τόί'ς ίερ εύσ ι μόνο ις

Lk 6 :4 ω ς ελα βε και 
εφ α γε

εξεσ τ ΐ νομ ω μ ο νούς το υ ς  ιερείς , και εδ ω κε  και το ις  μετ' αυτού;

n.
16

M t
13 :19

ερχετα ι

ο π ο νη ρ ό ς  κ. α ρπ άζει το  εσ π α ρ μ ενο ν  εν  τη  κα ρδ ία  αυτού

= M k 4 :1 3
Lk
8:12

ο δ ιά β ο λο ς  κ. α ίρε ι το ν  λό γ ο ν  α π ό  τη ς  κα ρ δ ία ς  α υ τώ ν



η.
20

Mt.
10:11

ε ις  ην  δ ’ ά ν  π ό λ ιν  η κώ μ ην

ε ιςελθ η τε

εξετά σ ετε  —  κά κε ϊ με ίνα τε  εω ς ά ν  εξελθητε.

Lk 9:4 ε ις  ην  δ ά ν  ο ικ ία ν έκει μ ένετε και εκ έ ίθ εν  εξέρχεσ θε.

η.
28

M t
16 :26

τι εά ν  κερδ ησ η

το ν  κο σ μ ο ν  ολον

τη ν  δε ψ υχή ν  α υτού  ζημ ιω θη ; η τ ί δώ δε ι .... 
αυτού.

ν .27 μέλλει γάρ  ό υ ιός του ά νθ ρ ω π ο ν  κ. τ. λ.

Lk
9 :25

τί κ ερ δ η σ α ς εα υ τό ν  δε ά π ο λεσ α ς  η ζημ ιω θε ίς ; m iss ing ν.26. ός  γά ρ  ά ν  επ α ϊσ χυ νθ η  κ. τ. λ.

η.
35

M t
19 :16

τί

π ο ιη σ ώ  ΐν α  εχω

ζω ήν α ιώ ν ιον;
Lk
18 :18

π ο ιη σ α ς  κλη ρ ο νο μ ή σ ω

η.
42
b

M t
21 :3 7

M k 12 :6  ετι ο υ ν  ενα  υ ιόν  εχω ν

Ύ σ τερ ο ν  δε α π εσ τε ιλ ε  π ρ ο ς  αυτους,

Lk
20 :1 3

π εμ ψ ω  το ν  υ ιό ν  μου το ν  α γαπ ητόν .

η.
43

M t
22 :1 6 ο ιδ α μ εν

ΟΤΙ

α λη θ η ς  ει και ου μελει .... ο υ δ ενο ς ού γα ρ  βλεπ ε ίς  ε ίς  .... α νθ ρ ώ π ω ν και εν  α λήθ ε ια

τη ν  ο δ ο ν  του θεού 
δ ιδ ά σ κε ις

Lk
20 :22

ο ρ θ ω ς λ εγε ις  κ. δ ιδ ά σ κε ις m iss ing και ου λ α μ β ά νε ις  π ρ ό ςω π ο ν αλλ ' επ  α λη τε ία ς

η.
44

M t
22:31

π ερ ί δέ τή ς  α νσ ττά σ εω ς  τω ν  ν εκω ν

M k 12 :26 c f n. 7

M t 8 :16  οψ ια ς  δε γ ενο μ ενη ς
M k 1:32 cf. 
n. 8

M t 8 :3
και
ευθεω ς

εκα θα ρ ι
σ θη
α υτου  η 
λέπ ρ α

M k 1:42

Lk
29 :3 7

οτι δε εγε ίρο ντα ι οι νεκρο ί Lk 4 :4 0  δυ νο ντο ς Lk 5 :13 η λέπ ρ α  
α π η λθ εν  
α π ’ 
αυτου



η.
55

M t
26:71

και ο υ τος  ην  μετά  Ίη σ ο υ  του να ζω ρα ιου

M k 14 :69  S. m o re  M k 10 :29 .30 , 12 :14 .26  (of. 6 :3 5 .3 6 )Lk
22 :5 8

και συ εξ  α υ τώ ν  ει

C o m b in a tio n s  o f o th e r kinds:

n.
35

M t
19:21

τι ετι υσ τερς;

M k εν  σοι υσ τερεί
Lk
18 :22

εν  σο ι λ ε ίπ ει

n.
49

M t
24:1

επ ιδε ιξα ι αυτω  τα ς  ο ικο δ ο μ ά ς  του ιερού
M k 13:1 ιδε π οτα π ο ι λ ίθο ι και π οτα π α ι ο ικοδ ομ α ι!

Lk
21 :5

οτι λ ιθ ο ις  κα λο ις  κεκοσ μητα ι

n.
42
b

M t
21 :3 4

λα β ε ιν  το υς  κα ρπ ούς αυτου

M k 12 :4 [s ic . corr. 19] ινα λάβη.
Lk
20 :1 0

ινα  δ ω σ ιν  α π ο του καρπ ού



speech would not have occurred if Matthew had not offset the original text with later 
additions.

a) Not in the pericope n. 1. 1, but certainly in v. 14.

a) Mark himself indicates that he had no longer text before him than that which he had 
expressed. Let us now consider this passage. Where does this indication lie? First of all, 
we ask you to look at what has been noted above, p. 193, about the context of the 
argumentation expressed by Mark. The second sentence of the same, by which it 
intends to prepare the conclusion, contains nothing more for its premise than the 
sentence: No one can take anything from the strong unless he first overcomes him. In 
this, Jesus overcame Satan through a superior power, but that this power was the 
power of God was not actually said. (Matthew and Luke are clearer on this point, of 
which we shall speak later.) If, according to Mark, the exalted speaker is said to have 
gone directly from here to the statement that he who blasphemes against the Holy Spirit 
receives no forgiveness, then this statement, because it was not properly motivated, 
was not sufficiently comprehensible. But this is precisely what the narrator himself felt. 
What does Mark do? He adds an explanatory note to the saying v. 30. και ποιησαττες 
καθώς προςίτάξιν
αντοΐς ό Ιησούς, by which it is to be made clear, partly what the saying refers to, partly 
why the expression πνεύμα ακάθαρτον (opposed to: πνεύμα άγων v. 29. is used. Had 
belonged to the argument that member which Matth. 12:27. 28. incorporated it; so Mark 
would as little have appended the remark mentioned, as that, his secondary narrator. - 
But now let us also show that
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ß) Matthew inserted that part of the argument only later.

x) was reminded earlier that the verse Mark. 3:27. - Matth. 12:29. expresses nothing 
more than the idea of a power superior to Satan. The inference to the power of God is, 
however close it may be, a later moment. Matthew, however, according to his habit of 
putting similar things together, reverses the moments. The declaration that Jesus casts 
out demons by God's power he prefixes to the sentence that a superior power is 
required, and the latter is supposed to be the affirmation of the former, if it were 
doubted. This in itself would still be sufficient. But now the preceding statement is itself 
only a conclusion from another premise which preceded it, by which it was already 
sufficiently and clearly proved: Jesus casts out devils by Beelzebul as little as the 
Jewish exorcists. If the contrast to this is: he casts them out by the co-operation of God,



- why should this only be proved by another proposition, namely, from the fact that one 
must be superior to the devil if one casts him out? But notice further

n) that in that text from which Matthew has taken the interpolated, the proposition that 
Jesus casts out devils by God's power, in so far as it is opposed to an impossibility 
(Matt. v. 27.), is in part already taken as proved, and in part, for this very reason, is 
subordinated as a basis to another conclusion, the conclusion: that then the reign of 
God among men has already taken hold, v. Is it now a very natural connection of ideas, 
if the conclusion is put aside again, and the proposition, from which, as from one 
already admitted, it was further concluded, is first itself to be proved again, and that by a 
general one? It will perhaps be objected that in Luke, too, the explanatory speech of 
overcoming the strong follows those sentences. It follows, indeed, but in a quite different 
form. It does not form a proof that the devil is overcome by God's power, but speaks of 
the distribution of the spoils after the conquest (see above, p. 195). Here these 
expositions cannot be made,
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Luke's text thus proves that those verses: Matth, v. 27. 28. to a verse, expressed as 
Mark. 3:27., do not belong. But further

t) one also sees that Matthew wants to fill in by those verses what seemed to him to be 
incomplete in a text such as Mark's. He wants to fill in Jesus' saying about Mark. He 
wants to fill in Jesus' statement about the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit. He wants to 
motivate Jesus' statement about the blasphemy of the Holy Spirit (which Luke again 
does not have). This shows

aa) his διά τοντο (Matth, v. 31.),

bb) he changes Luke's expression εν δακτνλω Θεόν *) into the other: εν ττνενματι Θεοϋ 
because of v. 31. following: η δε τον ηνενματος βλαςφημία. Now if the more complete in 
Matthew is really an intercalation, then we have one more proof that Mark did not have 
a longer text before him than he himself gives.

*) The words in Luke are the original ones. The original author wrote from the 
memory of Exod. 8:15. Jesus is to distinguish himself here from the Jewish 
exorcists by means of the expression by which in that passage the distinction is 
made between the power of magic and the power of God.



b) From what we have found here, we can draw conclusions with regard to the first part 
of n. 1. But there is again special evidence that what goes beyond Mark's relation in 
Matthew and Luke is a later addition to an earlier text. Let us take

x) the addition και ττυρί to πνενματι άγΐω Matth. 3:11. - Luk. 3:16. together with the 
following words which belong to it; so we have here a transformation of the speech of 
the Baptist into a threat, But the comparison which the Baptist makes between himself 
and the Coming One does not fit this, if this comparison is to be the expression of 
humility according to the original text. The Baptist, when he compares himself with one 
who will accomplish greater and more perfect things (in the pleasing sense), and 
instead of cleansing men with water, as he does, may rather use the Holy Spirit, - he 
may well, when he compares himself with the latter, use the expression that he is 
scarcely worthy to have his shoe-straps untied; but how could it be an expression of 
humility, if he should thus compare himself as the milder with the more severe and, as it 
were, the more fearful? How does John's assurance that the Messiah is the one who is 
much greater than he is, for the sake of his function, fit in with the announcement that 
the Messiah will execute the judgment? The Baptist must have made his serious 
rebukes and punitive sermons an analogy of the erection that the Messiah would bring 
about, in order to conclude a mioori all msius, to which, however, the expression that 
He, the serious one, (with all His severity) could hardly untie the laces of the coming 
one and place Himself in the lowest relation to him, is again not correct. So we see that 
Matthew and Luke have retained words from the original text which are not compatible 
with their enrichment of the text. No wonder that Mark does not have this richer text! But 
also
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n) that which precedes Mark's words from the Baptist's speech in Matthew and Luke 
(Matth. 3:7 - 10.) will be textual enrichment. This can already be concluded from the fact 
that in Matthew and Luke those words, which Mark also rcserates, are placed differently. 
But there is also other evidence. However, we want to speak only of Matthew. On his 
side it is quite clear that he has given the text a different form and direction through 
amalgamations. If we take his words in their entirety, they are nothing else than a 
threatening speech to the Pharisees (see v. 7), and at the same time an invitation to 
them to be baptised. Now the Gospel history assures us that the Pharisees were not 
baptized, Luk. 7:30. cf. Matth. 21:32, and therefore the speech of the Baptist told here 
would be a vain speech. But it is not in the spirit of the evangelical relations to give 
examples of exhortations which are said to have been spoken in vain; least of all will the 
original relation have had the purpose of setting up here, at the beginning of the Gospel, 
the type of such a vain speech. - Whoever wants more proof that what has been



described here in the text of Matthew as a later compilation and combination of the 
interpolator is really interpolated, should compare the transitional formula Matth. 3:7. 
with 5:1. 8:18. and the interpolated punitive speech 3:10. with chap. 7:19., furthermore 
3:7. with 22:33., where the analogy is also only interpolated. - Thus Mark's text again 
asserts itself as - either the only original one or closer to the original one, and it will now 
become clear why the pieces now considered above p. 343. f. had to be separated out 
as pericopes of their own kind. Our investigation has now reached a limit. It is a fact 
proved on all sides that Mark did not draw from the secondary gospel writers. This is as 
clear as day, and we have to ask those who are interested in our investigation to 
convince themselves of the correctness of this result above all else, and not to believe a 
syllable, not even a word, of all the talk that is supposed to prove the opposite. What 
should now be taken into special consideration is the question whether the original text 
lies outside of Mark, that is, whether this evangelist either with his secondary authors at 
the same time, or these indirectly through him from another source, or whether it does 
not lie outside of him, and Mark is therefore himself the first concipient of the relations, 
from which the other speakers have directly drawn. Therefore, we still establish that 
datum which expresses the last characteristic feature of the relationship of our texts, 
and, just as it presupposes the previous data, also makes the dividing point at the end 
of them between the decided and the problematic.
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Twenty-first Datum:

According to the interrelationship in which the parallel texts of the communicated 
orations are placed to each other, nothing stands in the way of the assumption that 
Mark is the original author of the narratives, except the additions by which his text is 
richer than the common text.

457

a) If we take a look at the series of data that have been established, and draw together 
what comes into account with them, they all unite in the proof that Mark himself could be 
the author of the original text. Above, the pieces were first reduced to an original 
quantum of content; but this quantum was contained in the text of Mark (see Dat. 7. n. 
8.). Concerning the language idiom, according to which the original type of the parallel 
relations formed its expression, it was found that it was the Greek one (Dat. 14.); the 
original type can therefore have its origin in Mark. Matthew and Luke were found to 
have expanded the sentences of a Greek text, partly by incorporating them, and partly 
to have condensed them; but the very sentences which are the substratum of the



transformation still have their original form in the text of Mark. We noted that all copies 
are based on one and the same original type; however, the comparisons made showed 
that Mark's execution of the relation is in a more correct relationship to the tendency and 
purpose of its composition and structure than is the case with the other narrators. 
Matthew and Luke sometimes vary in the same passage; but instead of Mark having 
taken something from one or the other and formed a third, these variations can only be 
explained and related to each other when they are based on Mark's expression (Dat.
16). The existence of the relation, the structure and purpose, the form and expression of 
it - to whichever of these we direct our gaze; Mark's account, where it is paralleled in the 
other Gospels, has the marks of originality before them. In addition, the spirit of his 
speech and presentation, where he writes alone, is the same as that which was 
represented in the archetype of the communal communications. It is permissible to 
remark only a few things about this.

x) It is peculiar to Mark, before the other speakers, to mention the verbs ipsissims; e.g., 
n. 17, Mark 4:39. 4:39. σιώπα, πεφίμωσο, comp. 5:8. 9:25. 5:41. This way alone also 
the common relation follows. Mark. 4:35. (Luk. 8:22.) 5:12. (Matth. 8:31.) 5:23. (Matth. 
9:18.) 5:41. (Luk. 8:35.) η. 8. 1:44. (cf. the parallel) 1:24. 27. (Luk. 4:34. 36.) n. 20. 6,
10. (cf. the parallel).

n) Mark loves distinctions and contrasts, n. 14. 3:26. αλλά τέλος έχει, comp. v. 29. 45. 
5:26. 2:27. 6:5. 9. 9:37. 10:27. *) But the common text also aspires to these; e.g. Mark. 
1:22. ουχ ως οί γραμματείς (Matth. 7:29.) 3:29. (Matth. 12:31.) 4:17. (Matth. 13:21.) 33. 
(Matth. 13:34.) 5:36. (Luk. 8:50.) 39. (Matth. 9:24. Luk. 8:52.) 4:8. (Matth. 17:8.) 2:22. 
Luk. 5:38. Matth. 9:17.) 10:8. (Matth. 19:6.) 14. (Matth. 19:14. Luk. 18:16.) 10:39. 40. 
(Matth. 20:22. 23.) 45. (Matth, v. 28.) 12:14. (Matth. 22:16. Luk. 20:21.) 12:25. (Matth. 
22:30. 8:33. Matth. 16:24.

*) The examples given in Echott's Isagoge p. 92. n. 9. are not correct, since the 
author has mixed up with them "those" passages which are not peculiar to Mark.

a) Mark is fond of repeating the words used just before in the continuation of his 
discourse, e.g. 2:27. 28. τοϋ σαββάτον st. αυτόν in η. 14. 3:24. (βασιλεία) 25.(οικία) - η. 
16, 4:15. σπείρεται, and εσμαρμένος. - η. 17. 5:15, 16. δαιμονιζόμενος). 6:37. before 
δότε, after καί δωμεν αυτοΐς. 9:42, 14:3. This alone is also the manner of the common 
relation, which, of course, is commonly not noticed. See n. 10. 2:20. 22. δ οίνος εκχεϊται 
as Matth. 9:17. - η. 14. Mark. 3:27. twice (Matth. 12:29.) 28. (Matth, v. 31.) - n. 15. 3:35. 
(same tautology Matth. 12:51.) - n. 16. 4:7. αϊακανθαι (Matth. 13:7.) 4:19. ron twice 
(Matth. 13:22.) 4:34. ελάλει (Matth. 13:34.) - n. 17. 5:27. ήψατο and άψόί μαι (Matth. 
9:21.) n. 28. 8:35. ψυχήν twice (just so the subsidiary texts.) - n, 42, a. 11:28. εξουσία



(so also the subsidiary texts). 29. ερα υμΐν κ. τ. λ. comp. 33. οΰδε ερώ κ.τ. λ. (Matth. 
21:24. 27.) - η. 42. b, 12:7. κληρονόμος and κληρονομιά (so also the subsidiary texts). - 
n. 49. 13:20. εκολόβωσε (Matth. 24:22.). - n. 53. 14:21, δ νιος τον άνθρωπον and ό 
άνθρωπος εκείνος (Matth. 26:24.). Compare still in n. 7. Mark. 1:29. 30. τον σίμωνος 
(Luk. 4, 38.)
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ί ) Mark loves inversions; e.g. δς - αυτός, e.g. n. 28. 8:38. δς αν επαισχννθη - και δ νιος 
τ. άνθη, επαισχννθήσεται αυτόν (Luk. 9:26. τούτον επαισχννθήσεται). Perhaps 6:16. u. 
36. τί φάγωσιν ουκ εχουσιν. 11: 24. But Matthew also has the same construction with 
Mark in n. 54. Mark. 14:44. = Matth. 26:48. δν αν φιλήσω, αυτός κ. τ. λ. Likewise in n.
15. Matth. 12:50. and in n. 16. Mark. 4:25. cf. Luk. 8:18., in n. 20. Mark. 6:10. comp.
Luk. 9:4. - Especially peculiar to Mark is the construction: όπου - εις οικίαν, κώμην, and 
the like; e. g. 2: 4. 6, 10. 55. But just so writes with him Matthew, Mark. 14:9. όπου αν - 
είς δλον τον κόσμον (Matth. 26:13. οπού - εν δλω τω κόσμοι).

π) The orr, which is so often used in Mark before the speeches, sometimes occurs in 
the same place in Luke: Luk 8:40. 21:8.

i) Mark likes to make the construction of the είναι with the particip; s. e.g. Mark. 13:25. 
2:18. 5:21. but so also the communal text in n. 35. Mark. 10:22. Matth. 19:22. comp. 
Mark. 1:22. = Matth. 7:29. Matth. 21:57. - 15:40.

τ) Especially frequent in Mark is the Adv. ευθέως. Matthew also has it often enough in 
the parallel passages; e.g. Matthew 13:5. (comp. 4:20. 22. 14:22. 20:34.) 21:2. (3.) -

n) It is noticed that Mark sometimes makes questions where the others do not (Schott's 
Issg. p. 92. 8.); e. g. Mark. 4:21. but herewith compare the common text in n. 10. Matth. 
9:15. Luk. 5:34. and in n. 37. Matth. 20:22. Another kind of questions: 5:35. τί σκΰλλεις; 
(Luk. 8:49. μη σκνλλέ) 39. τΐθορυβεϊσθε καί κλαίετε; (Luk. 8:52. μή κλαίετε) 8:12. τΐ 
επιζητεί; (Matth. 16. 4. affirmative: επιζητεί). But the questions of this kind (by which it is 
made known how unnecessary the action is, and that commonly by adding assertive 
sentences from which the uselessness or unseemliness of the action results) also 
belong to the rhetoric of the common text. See n. 9. mark. 2:8. τί όιαλογίζεσθε; - n. 17. 
Mark. 4 40. τί δειλοί εστε οντω; - n. 27. 8:17. τίδιαλογΐζεσθες; n. 51. 14:6. τίαυτη κόπους 
παρέχετε; (compare with these passages Matth.). And so perhaps still more 
characteristic features can be found, in which the similarity which Mark's own 
representations have with the common relations is just as noticeably expressed. But the 
perceptions of such similarities must strengthen the opinion that Mark himself was the



original author of those relations. However much this assumption may have in itself, we 
must at the same time mention what stands in opposition to it. And what will this be?
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b) First of all, difficulties arise from the passages listed above, p. 205, where Matthew 
and Luke give words that agree with each other, which Mark does not express. For 
where does the literal agreement between these two come from? If the words are an 
outflow from the text used by all together, then this must have been outside Mark, 
because he deviated from it. - But this conclusion can be eliminated if the premise is 
changed, i.e., if it may be assumed that one of these two writers borrowed the 
expression from the other and implanted it in the original typical relation which he, as a 
re-narrator (like Mark), had to express. And could this not also have happened in this 
way? We have already been given hints as to how we should think of the connection 
between Matthew and Luke. Let us remember what has already been found.

x) 14. Matthew amalgamated several sentences with the text of Mark, which have their 
appropriate connection, indeed, as we saw in one place, even the original expression, 
only in Luke. Inn. 1, Matthew, by referring to the words of the Baptist with Luke, but 
changing them into an address to those who were not baptized, has caused an 
exposition by a deviation from Luke, contrary to the otherwise consistent report, which is 
not the fault of his secondary speaker. But just as he, as the narrator who deviates from 
the correct type, refers to himself as the re-narrator, so in other respects his relation to 
Luke's account, which conforms to it, is such that it may well be taken for an excerpt 
from it, although we do not yet wish to determine anything definite about this.

Consider, however, in what relation Matthew (or we want to say, the Matthaean 
compiler) again places himself to Luke in the treatment of the play n. 20. Matth. 10:9. 
enumerates the acceptable masses completely (as this speaker strives for 
completeness), gold, silver, brass. His secondary writers already had two masses, the 
one (Mark) the other (Luke) He unites and completesBoth. And that which he adds to 
Mark's text in the following and draws from a secondary source, where is it found? again 
in Luke. In Luke it is a separate thing in itself, the same thing that in Matthew, just as it 
is added to another material by the hand of a compiling writer, separates itself by its 
nature as a special thing from the mixtures. But the suspicion that the Matthean speaker 
may have borrowed from Luke is strengthened by other truths. Compare n. 12. with Luk. 
14:1 - 6. Matthew here transforms the words used in the neighbouring texts Mark. 3:4. 
3:4. Luk. 6:9. into an inference - from cases in which saving life was regarded without 
contradiction as something permissible, as cited Luk. 14:5. But by placing the 
άγαθοποιήσαι, retained from the original text, between animals and men, the 
impropriety arises, that either the benevolence to be exercised against men is not



distinctly enough denoted, or, taken in this sense, is so detached from those examples 
of benevolence practised towards animals, as if it were something quite different, and 
that were not a άγαθοποήσαι, - a difficulty into which that other narrative of Luke, in 
which those examples occur (Luk. 14:5.), does not involve. But Matthew has used other 
things from the same story, and again in such a way that one can see how he has made 
a new composition out of different parts. According to Luk 14:3, Jesus himself put the 
question to the Pharisees whether it was right to heal on the Sabbath before he heard 
the healing. In our narrative it is said, they (probably also the Pharisees,) observed 
Jesus whether he would heal on the Sabbath, and that'i'va κατηγορήσωσιν αυτόν. 
Matthew retains these words, expressing the reflection of the narrator, and now, in doing 
this, but wanting to use the other narrative also, puts into the mouths of Jesus' 
opponents that question which Luk 14:3. was a question of Jesus, although it is clear 
enough from our narrative that the Pharisees did not want to know Jesus' opinion about 
the permissibility of such healings, but rather whether he undertook such things on the 
Sabbath. - But we find another passage in Matthew, where a mixture is made with the 
words of Luke, which cannot even be blamed on Matthew, namely in n. 16. Matth.
13:31. If this passage refers us back to Luk. 13:19. we must also notice a difference in 
the use of the same words. What Luke compares to the kingdom of God is given as 
historical: the kingdom of God is like a mustard seed, which a certain man sowed in his 
garden and which became a tree. But here, in the common relation (comp. Mark 4:31. 
32.), it is not spoken of any mustard seed taken for sowing, but of the nature of the 
mustard seed, how it is the smallest, and, when sown, becomes (not became) a tree. 
Now this sense of the original text is likewise expressed by Matth. 13:32. with εστί and 
γίνεται. This, then, is the proof that the words v. 31. δν λαβών άνθρωπος - αυτόν, which 
to the following would demand not an εστί and γίνεται, but an εγενετο, and instead of 
όταν αυξηθή rather ηνξήθη, as it is in Luke, do not belong in the text *). But where else 
would the words be from than from the passage of Luke cited, where they occur in the 
same grammatical form? (δν λαβών άνθρωπος κ. τ. λ.) - From all these inductions the 
possibility will now probably arise that the above examples of special agreement 
between Matthew and Luke may have as their basis a conformation of the text made 
after the last. In this way, however, the objection taken from these examples against our 
assumption would be eliminated. What is it now that still stands in the way of this? If we 
consider everything, nothing more than the additions which Mark makes to the relation, 
and which the other speakers exclude on both sides.

*) Again, an argument that Mark is not dependent on Matthew.
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c) But of these additions we must also note that they permit a distinction. - We include



a) the smaller ones (see above p. 323.).

k) Some of them certainly do not belong to the original text. Among these may be 
reckoned those in n. 11. (comp. p. 190.), further 4:7. and so 6:37. δηναρίων διακοσίων. 
Let these words be omitted, and then compare the following question of Jesus with the 
words of the disciples, and it will be seen (especially by the και δα μεν αντοΐς) that the 
determination of the trouble to be taken, if any, could not have been intended at all in 
the construction of the words. (They are from Joh. 6:7. where they are in the appropriate 
context.) Further, in n. 20. 6:9. - in n. 49. 13:32. ονδε ό νίύς. (By οί άγγελοι is set vas 
highest. This is already betrayed by the οίδε after ονδείς - ne angeli guidem; - a double 
ουδέ cannot have been intended in the construction of the sentence, apart from the fact 
that Jesus, when speaking out of his earthly circumstances, designates himself in Mark 
only as νιος τοϋ ανθρώπου, as also 13:26. But if the Son is to be thought of after his 
transition into the state of exaltation; then the gradations: ου&ίς - εν ονραι οΐς become 
superfluous, and the distinction no longer fits.1 - n. 53. 14:20. 14:30. (All the other 
Gospels have not this provision. But it also here omits the H ä/; from Mark cod. D., and 
the remarks on it Mark. 14:72. εκ δευτέρου separate the codd. C. L. and Mark. 14:68. 
και -- ειρώνησε cod. L. out.) - n. 57. 16:7. τώ πέτριμ is only patched in after μαθηταΐς. 
Why should Peter be called special, and distinguished from the μαθηταΐς? (Note, by the 
way, that the commission is not both to report the resurrection that has taken place, but 
rather to indicate where Jesus would be found; τφ πίτρω is inserted out of consideration 
for Mark. 14:28.) But if these additions were not in the original text, it is always doubtful 
whether they were added to it by Mark, and whether they have Mark as their author. Of 
some we would rather deny this, and among them also of 1 Mark. 1, 7. ((χνψας) for the 
reason that it is peculiar to Mark in the relation of the speeches to avoid the participial 
construction.
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n) Other additions may be by Mark's hand, such as those in n. 9. 16. 28. 35. 44. 54. 
excellent. Can these not have been omitted by the other speakers? What

β) the larger ones, it would certainly seem that in n. 10. Mark. 2:19. does not belong to 
the original text. For why should the question have been raised beforehand, if the 
relation had been intended to express the same thing immediately afterwards in a 
negative sentence? Would not the answer have been immediately begun with the 
negative clause ον δννανται, etc., as Mark 2:21? 2:21.? (The text intends here, as in the 
following examples, to distinguish between two things, namely, the time when fasting 
could not take place, and the opposite time when it could. The contrast only has its



force when the opposing elements are placed directly next to each other, without one 
sentence being developed before the other or being made verbose. Thus the addition of 
v. 19. intervenes unwelcome). - Mark. 2:27. seems to belong just as little to the original 
text, although the sentence is connected with the following v. 28. and this connection 
with "He" also has an analogy in Mark 10:6. 10:6. To remark only a few things, it is not 
clear how the expression δ νίός τον άθρ. would be used in the conclusion, if the premise 
had kept to the word. And then, according to that proving sentence (v. 27.), what is the 
καί before σαββάτον? (apart from the fact that the latter is already communicated 
something conspicuous by the repetition). It seems that the gnomes are not to be 
explained further. Luke hints at this by prefixing the και ελεγεν to it, as to a note made in 
passing. - Mark. 10:30. the decision is difficult. After the explanatory note it seems as if 
Mark wanted to divide the εκατονταττλασίονα by means of a closer definition into a 
twofold, into that which is to be received here in the world, and eternal life. ("No one 
leaves - without receiving a hundredfold, namely here in this world this and that, and in 
the world to come eternal life"). But according to Luke (18:30.) the sentences are not to 
behave in this way; rather Luke refers the εκατονταττλασίονα merely to that which is to 
be received here in the world, which indeed seems more correct, since the expression 
is probably only intended to indicate a multiplication of that which was mentioned as 
being left. Mark's words can now also be taken in this way, if the comma is not placed 
after εκατονταττλασίονα, but only after εν - τούτω. But then the following words: οικίας - 
διωγμών isolate themselves even more to a mere addition. Now, on the one hand, it 
seems as if the έκατονταττλ. would remain too indefinite if the explanatory apposition 
were not added, but, on the other hand, one would like to suppose from the express 
singling out made in v. 29. that it was made precisely so that the έκατονταττλ. following it 
need not be explained further. It also appears that the original author, if such an addition 
should have been made to the words, would have sought to achieve clarity in a shorter 
way, for instance, by forming the expression as follows: ΐ  τις άγηκεν ένεκεν εμού εϊ'τε 
οικίαν είτε, and so on. s. w.aT^r'injSTai ταντα πάντα u. s. w. But what does not come 
from the original author, we do not need to derive from Mark. But if the addition really 
belongs to Mark, then it is not impossible that the others, drawing from Mark, have 
omitted it (especially since the Matthaean copyist has also followed Luke elsewhere, 
and Mark can therefore always be the writer from whom the relation has its origin *). 
Among the great additions is the verse Mark. 11:10. in n. 39. is to be reckoned among 
the great additions. What is said of the others also applies to this one.

*) The reading taken from Fritzsche's commentary Matth. 10:30: και πατέρα και 
μητέρα και γνναϊκα cannot claim to be included. It is derived from copyists from 
whom Paulus Comment. 2 Th. p. 834. quite correctly remarks: the good people 
thought of substitutes in nsturn. On the meaning of the passage, see our remarks 
above, p. 361. Jesus was so sure of the victory of his cause, because of his faith



in mankind, that, according to his conception, it required but a short time for the 
company of his confessors to expand to a great extent (Mark 4:32.). How could 
he not have rightly said that in his family covenant one would often find again all 
that one left to enter into it: fathers, mothers, brothers and sisters, and also 
dwellings enough? Is the explanation which thus summarises his words 
supposed to be jejuna? Yes, jejuna would be the one who wants to plant in the 
developed speech again the v. 29. as it is, with πατέρα and μητέρα and even 
γυναίκα. - That explanation, moreover, is said to be false? and why? Nam quo 
tempore lesus hoc pronuntiavit, apostoli de futuro Christianorum coetu ne 
suspicari quidem potuerunt. - So? What ruling of power decided this?

a) Will Jesus have explained to the disciples even more clearly than our Gospels 
tell us, what their destiny was, and how they were to influence the nation through 
teaching and instruction, i.e. how they were to gather a coetus of true confessors 
of the Messiah? The idea of such a coetus must not have been so remote to 
them,

b) Compare sayings like Mark. 13:10. 14:9. 4:32. Several more in the other 
evangelists.
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d) Thus, as we have now seen, the additions under consideration are not decisive proof 
against the assumption that Matthew and Luke drew from Mark. If, however, together 
with others of their kind, which we have not yet been able to consider here, they should 
constitute an instance against the presupposition, let the result always remain that our 
evangelists, independently of one another, drew from a common source. Either this or 
that, then, is what contains the final answer to our question. Our development should 
have led up to the point (p. 288) where the final either-or emerges. Here we have it now; 
we find nothing further in the area granted to us, and a standstill therefore occurs for our 
investigation.

e) However, we would still have a quite incomplete and inadequate knowledge of our 
evangelical writings and their sources and of the relationship in which their authors 
placed themselves to one another, if we were to stop at this result, drawn from only one 
part of their content and wavering between two possibilities, and did not want to 
investigate their organisation more precisely and more deeply. Rather, we realise that 
even on some of the points on which the discussion has been made, a still brighter light 
must be shed if we are to have a firm and certain judgement. But our investigation so far 
has been of so much use to us that we have
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1) we have arrived at results that cannot be overturned by the discussions that are still 
reserved. It has been proved

a) that our writers did not translate Hebrew originals, but that the original type of their 
relations was Greek. It is further raised to certainty

b) that Mark did not draw from the Ncbcnevangclists; only that it is not yet clear whether 
he is not himself the original Revangeist to whom the others owe their relations. And

2) even this, that the question of controversy has been brought to this point, may be 
regarded as a gain which the investigation has procured for us. The really problematic 
has now emerged, and we know what we have to find out more about if the 
investigation is to be continued: just as the points have separated from one another on 
which we can be more brief, and on the discussion of which we must devote even more 
effort. Finally, however

3) we must also consider the speeches in themselves, so that we may see how our 
writers have treated the main material of the tradition they have received (cf. p. 177). 
There is no doubt that our comparisons will have revealed something about this. What 
has been found is entitled to be distinguished as a date in its own right. As we are about 
to complete this section of the investigation, we still have this last date to issue.

Twenty-second Datum:

The speakers have given full credence to the historical source they used, that Jesus 
really spoke the speeches referred to; but they have been of the opinion that the 
preliminary news did not deprive them of the liberty either to place these speeches in a 
different context, or to use other words instead of those given before, in order to 
express their meaning.
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What results from the interrelation of the texts on this point, if it is to be fully expressed, 
cannot be summed up in any shorter expression than this. If we divide our consideration 
between the concordant and the divergent that occurs in our relations, we must,



however far the latter may extend and however often it may appear, nevertheless admit 
that

a) that the authors considered their model to be a credible account of the sayings of 
Jesus,

a) Of Mark, if he is not himself the original author of the unanimous report, it is 
immediately evident that he would have changed the least and handed down most 
faithfully what he had received.

ß) Matthew strives for completeness of the materials. It is not important to him in what 
context and on what occasion the words spoken occur. It is enough for him that they are 
the words of Jesus, and that they remain so, however they are spoken. For this reason, 
he connects what is important with what is not, so that nothing is lost. Wherever he 
omits something from Jesus' discourses that he does not himself replace by other 
formulas, he inserts other authentic words, as he has borrowed them from another 
account. He thus also changes one speech for another (as in n. 16), but it is enough for 
him, or rather he strives to form a whole that consists of the Lord's words, whenever and 
on whatever occasion they may have been spoken. What he omits in one place, he 
adds in another. Even though this speaker may be a compiler, these compilations reveal 
the author's conviction that the components of his message are drawn from credible 
traditions.

y) In Luke we notice that he does not omit anything from an account that he did not 
replace again, or of which he did not retain the essentials. At least this is his rule. In η. 1 
he is over complete. In the pieces n. 8. - n. 12. he has left out nothing. Of n. 14. he 
gives a more detailed review - n. 15. he abridges the form of the narrative, but retains 
the essential content of Jesus' words (in Luk. 8:22.). Even though he makes changes in 
n. 16, he leaves the parable of the sower intact. Of the other parables belonging to it, if 
one takes Mark's text as a basis, his Gospel only lacks the comparison of the kingdom 
of God with a fruit that develops of its own accord from the seed once it has been sown, 
and which grows towards the harvest. Luke probably thought that the main idea 
underlying the comparison was also expressed in the other parable of the mustard seed 
growing into a tree (whereupon we have here again a sample of his way of avoiding 
apparent tautologies). - In n. 28, the wording concerns only a circumstance, namely that 
Peter wanted to dissuade Jesus from the declared intention, not Jesus' declaration 
itself. - In n. 29. the narrator omits the instruction given to the disciples, that Elias had 
already come in the person of the Baptist, but it had also already occurred Luk. 7:26 - 
28. - n. 32. Since the warning of Jesus against self-seduction says nothing else than: 
get used to renunciations in order to preserve yourselves to eternal life, Luke did not



leave out anything but an instruction, which is often repeated in his gospel in different 
forms. Compare Luk 12:20 - 24. 14:26 - 35. - n. 36. (see above p. 342.) The words of 
Jesus contain only the description of the course of events, and Luke therefore believed 
that he could make them shorter. - In regard to the wording of n. 49, it has already been 
noted above, p. 342 f., how Luke substituted for what was omitted. - In n. 54, the same 
narrator omits the statement of Jesus that he was deeply grieved. The same narrator 
omits the statement of Jesus that He was deeply grieved (Mark 14:34.35.), and gives 
the description of Jesus' anguish in another place (Luke 22:46.). Since in the detailed 
account of Jesus' repeated return to the disciples, and to prayer, it is mentioned that the 
Lord always spoke the same words, Luke believed that he could simplify the account. - 
In the story of the crucifixion of Jesus, the narrator was just as at liberty to abbreviate 
the words of the mockers (Luk. 23:35.), since here it was less a question of the words 
themselves than of the content, and the general statement of the fact would also have 
sufficed. - Luke does not mention the words of the dying Saviour, which are mentioned 
in the corresponding texts, probably because they were used as an excuse for mockery, 
but he gives others instead, unknown to the secondary narrators. Thus Luke proceeds 
throughout *). What else does he reveal in the care he has taken to omit what could not 
either remain or be replaced, than the conviction that the standard scripture he uses has 
a credible content and presents this content in an expression from which the Protestant 
historian must depart as little as possible? All our writers, then, at the same time, and 
each in a special way, give evidence that they ascribe full credibility to their historical 
source, and if we now consider this more closely, we can also draw a conclusion from it 
with regard to the external nature of this written source. It was said above, p. 177, that 
the speeches alone, considered in isolation, would not give us any information as to 
whether they were part of a single whole or of individual collections. Of course, they do 
not provide any decisive information about this; however, it is very likely that our 
authors, if they had drawn their information from various collections, perhaps originating 
from unknown compilers, would hardly have given their originals credit with so much 
resignation to their own literary freedom. But

*) It may be noted in passing that Luke did not abridge because he presupposed 
existing knowledge of the matter (as Dr. Hug thinks, Einleit. L. Th. p. 171. 3rd 
edition). For as we have seen, Luke abbreviates and simplifies

a) according to method, namely, that which has the appearance of a tautology 
(i.e., without taking into consideration how the matter might be presented 
elsewhere).

b) Since he replaces what he omits, it follows that he wants to indemnify the 
readers for what he omits by means of extraneous information (such as that of



Matthew). We also remark subsequently on n. 53. that Luke's twice εσθιοντων 
αυτών Mark. 14:18. 22. offered itself for simplification, as in other passages 
where Luke has simplified, similar doublings, and that therefore our criticism, 
which excluded that which is interpolated from Paul, has for itself that Luke, 
instead of doubling, as is supposed to have happened in his relation to the cup 
(Luk. 22:17. 20.), rather "simplifies" and combines.
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b) "our authors have always deviated from the standard script here and there, and even, 
as we have noted, significantly! - At this point we note that the expression "significantly" 
is relative. If it applies to diplomatic accuracy and fidelity to the copy, then the 
expression is in its place. But our authors did not make it their duty to do so. They 
looked more at the meaning of the speech than at the words and the expression. If we 
wish to explain to ourselves how they united accuracy and arbitrariness in one plan, we 
shall have the unifying thought when we say: our authors did not want to be the 
recounters of the words of Jesus, but the interpreters of his meaning, and therefore 
believed that they could clarify and explain these words at one time, and abbreviate or 
supplement them at another. And only on the assumption that this could have been the 
plan of our writers, can the origin of several Gospels be conceived from the root relation 
of an original writing that preceded them. If, then, there was such an original, its 
expression of the sayings of Jesus was not regarded by the retellers as a compelling 
standard, from which it may be concluded that this Scripture, when it was written, was 
not intended to give such a standard. - On the other hand, the author of such a writing, 
even if it had only been intended as a guide to evangelical preaching, would not have 
been able to make room for such compositions as those made by the Matthean 
speaker, who interweaves news from works that have been prepared and from various 
places into a whole. - The difference is that the author of the first writing, when he was 
conscious of having put everything into a certain expression, could hardly allow an 
extension of his work by another work, but later editors could mix works which they 
considered equally credible, in the opinion that they were so. - Our explanation of this 
must remain uncertain until we have considered the layout and disposition of our 
Gospels more closely. Therefore, we now set out to find what we might still be lacking in 
order to substantiate and complete our results, in the area where alone it can still be 
found.
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Of the second part

Second section:

Data from the reflective aspect.

First, some preliminary remarks.

1) As soon as there was a reason to separate the mnemonic aspect from the substance 
of the evangelical accounts, the rest, which is contingent upon the narrator's agency, 
could only be distinguished under the name of the reflective aspect.

It is unnecessary to extensively discuss the manifold contribution that reflection, in 
general, had on the formation of the evangelical narratives. However, they possess 
such a nature and are so interconnected that the characteristics of the reflection 
incorporated into the narrative can be specifically identified. Specifically, if we consider 
all general statements as a whole that are used to carry out logical functions, whether in 
the categorization of the concrete into general concepts or in the formation of judgments 
and conclusions, or in the use of intermediary formulas that connect preceding and 
succeeding elements or in the exclusion of the thread of coherence for the purpose of 
further development of the discourse, then the following aspects stand out in our 
evangelical accounts as products of the reflection performed by the narrators:
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a) the general statements and summary remarks preceding the specific accounts of 
events or the relation of certain speeches, which mark the external circumstances to 
which the facts or reported words are connected, and through which the specific 
elements are partly introduced, partly explained, and partly marked as a new specific 
moment in the progressive narrative;

ß) the general concluding formulas attached to the individual narrative sections or those 
placed between the sections, which replace the lack of specific descriptions in order to 
maintain the historical connection. In particular, we will have to derive from the narrator's 
agency

y) the narratives of facts because they are based on perceptions and moments of 
perception that could not become the content of a narrative without first being 
designated by concepts and ordered into a coherent structure. When shaping such



narratives, the connection and arrangement of moments and the teleological 
relationship that the account is intended to have are already the work of reflection. 
Moreover, what is noticeably separated from the objective aspect of the narrative is 
often what is merely the narrator's judgment, and thus undeniably the product of their 
reflection. And if the writer of the factual description occasionally adds or intermixes 
pragmatic remarks, it is the writer themselves who separates the subjective from the 
objective in the presentation without leaving this separation to the reader. Therefore, we 
see where our focus should primarily lie when drawing conclusions from the reflective 
content of the Gospels. However, if conclusions are to be drawn from this, the 
consideration needs to be further expanded. Specifically,
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δ) even the quantification of the discourse conveyed in the speeches, insofar as its 
quantity is related to the narrator's purpose, appears as an expression of reflection (or 
reflective mental activity), just as any calculation of means for a purpose appears as 
such. Moreover, any speech conveyed by the historian, even if it is presented as 
something received by them, will have one of its conditions rooted in the reflection of the 
re-narrator, as it always relies on a particular selection of words from several words, 
even if it is not the narrator who must clothe the meaning of what was heard in specific 
words according to their own manner. However, it is undisputed that the narrator's own 
activity has played a role, especially when, as our evangelical storytellers sometimes 
do, they convey dialogues. In cases where such dialogues occur in reality, even if the 
narrator must clarify the meaning and context of the conversation through it and has 
been set, there usually exists an unorganized mass of words and speeches that need to 
be arranged. Therefore, the historian who is supposed to reproduce such a 
conversation must first delineate a territory and make various divisions and connections 
within it to create a coherent and cohesive whole. Finally, in our Gospels as a whole,

ε) the entire structure and arrangement, the limitation of scope to specific materials and 
their placement—thus, what matters most to us now—are to be regarded as works of 
reflection. The designation under which we intend to address the materials to be 
examined in the new part of the investigation, in contrast to the first part, is therefore 
fully justified. However, for the sake of this justification, we do not want to deconstruct 
the concept into its elements. The main point is rather

2) to assert and apply the psychological datum right at the beginning, before all other 
data, that in the expression of reflection, various writers cannot coincide without having 
a standard of agreement or being dependent on each other. Since reflection is the free 
activity of the mind, it individualizes itself in each individual and is carried out in each



person's own way. We therefore maintain, according to what has been called the 
characteristic of reflection, or the measure of reflection, in regard to our Gospels, that 
our writers, without having a particular standard of agreement before them, could not 
have disagreed

475

a) in all the general terms and propositions by which ideas are designated and summed 
up;

b) not in the summary statements preceding the specific introductions at the beginnings 
or in the middle of the narrative pieces, because these could undeniably be defined 
more narrowly or more broadly, and it has a different influence on the writing of such 
statements if the narrative is begun with the description of the event, or if a series of 
similar descriptions already begun is continued;

(c) in the general clauses and their succession, by which the description of a fact is 
carried out and completed; or

d) in the concluding and transitional formulas, by which the particular reports are 
excluded from the common context, because this context is founded in the outline of the 
whole, and thus has as its prerequisite a particular direction and entertainment of the 
reflection; just as little finally

e) in the division and the measure of the interchanges, because these, too, must be 
included by the narrator, especially if they are to contain the preconceptions for an 
abstraction to be made, both within the specific scope and quantified within it as speech 
and counter-speech in relation to one another. But why would we need specific remarks 
to confirm or remove any doubt about something that is self-evident? Perhaps it may 
not be entirely self-evident.

a) It may not be so self-evident. For otherwise it would have been impossible to have 
put forward hypotheses about the harmony of our Gospels, which could only have been 
put forward if all this had not been thought of at all, nor would it have been possible to 
have regarded the coincidence of our authors in the general formulas and in the 
expressions of the reflections as something so quite natural, as it were self-evident, in 
order to have reports which are quite undisputed because of such characteristic 
similarities, which quite indisputably, because of such characteristic similarities, can 
have only one narrator as their author, to be derived from different authors, or to 
assume them to be originally different productions because, in addition to those



similarities, they also sometimes have many different things *), as if what is really 
rathsome about the matter were only the coincidental, and, on the contrary, what is in 
fact coincidental is rather the rathsome thing. If the psychological datum is 
acknowledged to be correct and true, then we can make the arrangement of our 
investigation all the more certain. For then

*) This is done especially by those for whom the source of our tales is the 
multifarious saga, or who have collections made by various collectors, in which 
different narrators have written, and from the mouths of different sources, some 
specimens nevertheless -- who solves this riddle? -- are said to have occurred in 
conformity and in the same construction.
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b) as a methodological principle, the principle emerges and legitimizes itself that above 
all, attention should be given to the agreement in our accounts, and the extent of the 
original should be measured according to how far this agreement truly extends and 
must have extended. This principle, too, has been attempted to be invalidated. 
Schleiermacher, in his frequently cited work (on Luke), says on page 16: "To decide this 
question (whether the agreement of the Gospels presupposes even a single type only in 
their arrangement), it is certainly not sufficient, as has been largely contented with 
recently, to compare the individual sections of the three Gospels, whether they are 
shared or unique. Because through this comparison, attention is more or less diverted 
from the way in which the individual narratives in each Gospel are connected or linked 
with one another **), and thus one may perhaps obscure more than half of the matter, 
perhaps the best and most reliable indications from which one could still develop the 
manner of the origin of these books. If until now the comparative view has been pursued 
unilaterally, then it seems almost necessary, for the advancement of the matter, to bring 
forward just as unilaterally (?) the other half and from the consideration of each of these 
three books individually," and so on. And further down, when evaluating the examples 
from numbers 42 to 46, the identity of which an unbiased person cannot at all overlook, 
he says, after seeking to make major differences for the entire account based on the 
different arrangements in Matthew 22:22 and later in verse 34, on page 259: "I ask, 
then, how must the original Gospel have been composed, from which narratives that 
present such different views could have arisen?" *) A question that, of course, does not 
arise when one dissects the three Gospels into the smallest possible sections and only 
compares those sections among themselves." However, if we remain true to that 
psychological fact, according to which it is entirely impossible for the accounts of the 
three narrators in those sections to coincide without a root relation as they actually do, 
here and elsewhere we will not only ignore the chatter of aster criticism but also flatter



ourselves to have found in that fact the true and decisive reason by which such 
speeches are refuted. So, it remains firm for us: where in the three similar formations of 
the shared narrative, general statements are expressed in the same way, even if only 
with synonymous words or phrases that are identical in content, and in the same place, 
then—especially if the agreement is repeated several times in the same passage—we 
must observe the consequences of a single original account. However, we should still 
consider

**) As if anything would or could come of this, if these narratives in themselves, 
whatever their position, had the same version. Editors and authors would still be 
different. Why should it be assumed that what comes from one author cannot be 
arranged differently by another?

*) As if this question didn't answer itself! — In general, the verse is inconsistent. 
For the sake of similarity, he assumes one original narrative from many similar 
narratives, and thinks that they have passed through different hands. Again, he 
doesn't want it from others.
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c) one objection. It has been attempted to explain the convergence of our narrators in 
general formulas and phrases by the poverty of the Hebrew language, its own rhetoric, 
and the familiarity of the authors with the narrative typology expressed in the historical 
books of the Old Testament (see above, page 41). It has been suggested that for such 
narrators, this convergence in form is not remarkable but rather natural when they had 
only one and the same narrative object to deal with. While we certainly do not overlook 
the truth of what is actually the case, we must note that it does not suffice for our 
question, and we can easily demonstrate this.

a) Language, even if it provides phrases and formulas, does not determine the 
sequence of thoughts, the entry of formulas, and their connection. Least of all does it 
determine the place and expression for concluding and transitional formulas to the 
extent that the latter is to be formulated with respect to the whole. All of this is the 
product of reflection, which, as performed by each individual, is also expressed in a 
particular way, regardless of how limited the language may be to certain formulas. Just 
as little can

ß) the language determine how an idea that precedes the action as a principle should 
be expressed, whether as cause and reason (by means of certain causal conjunctions 
like γαρ, oti, etc.) or as its purpose (through conjunctions like ώςτε, ινα, εϊς τί, τοϋ, etc.),



and even the Hebrew language must allow for freedom in this regard, just as any 
language that has different words for expression even more so.

γ) General formulas such as: καί άποκριθεΐς είπε, καί εγενετο, and the like, are not 
important here, but the place which they occupy in a narrative divided into moments, 
whether this is the same in the uniform narratives. Nor does it depend solely on whether 
the phrases have something similar to each other, but on the expression of compound 
sentences, whether this can occur with the same word stock in the different copies of a 
narrative as the product of different authors.

δ) We have already noticed above, p. 50, by means of an example, what latitude the 
narrators have been given by their language and their circle of ideas, in order to be able 
to give different turns and forms of expression to the speech of one and the same 
occurrence. And

ε) who would say that singleness of language and equality of formation of mind could 
have led different speakers to the same mode of exposition, such as is given, e. g., in n. 
42. a., where the answer: ουκ οϊόαμίν (Matth. 26:27. comp, the parallel st.) is rendered 
intelligible not by a remark appended by the writer, but by the relation of what the 
authors of the same thought before? - So much for that objection. But if
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d) our speakers could not completely agree on what is an expression of reflection 
without shaping the expression according to an original type that predetermines certain 
words, then one should also assume that this agreement, once it had begun, would also 
have been continued as far as the ncflerionic reaches in the narrative. But this does not 
happen. It is suspended and renewed again. But the more often this happens in a 
narrative piece, or the longer the conformity is maintained in it, the more it will draw our 
attention to the deviations that occur, in order to trace the reasons for them, since they 
must have special causes. The comparative approach, then, far from being one-sided 
and directed solely to the similarities of the parallel sections, has its essence rather in 
that it relates opposites - the concordant and the divergent - to one another, in order to 
investigate the nature of each all the more precisely. It is therefore not one-sided, but 
rather two-sided, and that it must be so follows from the psychological principle that has 
been established. At the same time, however, something else flows from what has just 
been said for the method of investigation. We see in advance how much rests on the 
differences between the texts to be paralleled and their individual parts. If correct results 
are to be drawn from the text, we must have it before us according to its original 
composition.
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What matters, then, is correct criticism. But correct exegesis will be no less important 
than this, so that real differences are not mixed up on the one hand, and such things are 
not invented from the other where there are none, as has nevertheless been done by 
many critics of our texts. - 3> Finally, let us consider what course the investigation must 
take from now on, and in what order it must proceed; then, first of all, certain points of 
inquiry will be distinguished and brought into relation with one another, which will draw 
certain circles for the data to be selected, so that structure or classification can be 
brought into the discussions. A few more remarks on this.

a) First of all, according to what has been said above about the concept and scope of 
the reflective, two things can be distinguished from one another: the composition of the 
pieces (according to their logical formulas, according to the division of their propositions, 
according to their quantity and purpose) and then the order and position of them and the 
connection in which they are placed with others.

a) From the setting of the pieces, if it is the same in the three copies, it will follow that 
the narrative given in the copies has one and the same original author (may he be one 
of our evangelists or another). This would be the most general result. It does not yet 
follow from this that the pieces of which the three copies are present all originate with 
one another from one and the same original author; they could also be by different 
authors (borrowed from different collections and arranged together). *) More precise 
information will be found here if

*) We have ended our consideration of the passages in the first section with the 
result that the evangelists either drew from a common source, or that Mark was 
the author of the texts. The latter, however, could only be considered possible 
and not yet definitely asserted, and in view of the equally presupposable 
common source, it could also not be firmly determined whether it was a whole of 
Scripture or a majority of collections or individual essays, whether the former was 
more probable: only this was completely decided, that Mark did not have his text 
hon the secondary speakers.

ß) the order and position of the pieces is observed. This is what is mainly being 
considered here. - After the phenomenon that is revealed in the first tablet, that Matthew 
and Luke sometimes hold on to Mark's order in opposition to each other, and also that 
certain narrative pieces are appropriated with him one before the other, the interest of 
the investigation rests on the question: was the first tablet a work in itself, or did Mark's



Gospel only come into being as an excerpt from Matthew and Luke? Should the former 
prove to be the case, then that which has not yet been decided from the version of the 
pieces alone will be decided at the same time, since it will probably be possible to 
determine more precisely whether the order of the pieces was later than their 
composition or whether it originated at the same time as it. But even here there remains 
an indeterminacy. For even if we were to arrive at a Protestant original, not only would 
nothing be determined about its author, but there would also remain the doubt as to 
whether Mark did not give the original in a different scope than it originally had (either in 
a small or in a wide one). How could this indeterminacy be removed?

y) In the first section just completed, we came to the dilemma: either our speakers have 
drawn from one and the same source, or Mark himself is the author of this text, and we 
expressed that we wanted to await further clarification on this. If this question were 
decided, and it were shown that Mark's Gospel itself was the original, then the doubt 
just mentioned as to the author and the extent of it would be settled, and the last light 
would have been shed on our whole question, so far as it concerns the harmony of our 
writings. - Thus, three questions stand out, and according to these we will divide our 
investigation. There is still one remark to be made here

b) on the first point. The pieces on which we want to look first at the version, according 
to our plan, are, as has already been mentioned, of two kinds: speeches and reports of 
facts. Since they have already been considered above, we have nothing more to add to 
the speeches than the historical information, the general formulas of events, the 
intermediate remarks, etc., added by the narrators. It does not seem necessary, 
however, to single out these formulas in order to prove that the copies of each play are 
based on one and the same original relation, since this proof has already been deduced 
from the nature of the speech texts themselves. However, even if it were not necessary 
to make use of these formulas, it would still be necessary to complete the argument if it 
were shown that the traces of unity in the conformal relations can be traced not only in 
the memorable material, but even in the expressions of free reflection. It might also be 
feared that some of our fellow researchers would not have been convinced by the 
earlier reasoning, and if, then, Mark should still have no other relationship than to be the 
first cerptor of the others, then the opinion could attach itself to Matthew's and Luke's 
parallel relations, at least to several of them, that they were originally different records, if 
the opposite were not proven from the equality of the reflective elements, and thus the 
latter were not still particularly shown. So much for the present. We now proceed to the 
matter itself, and collect the data under each particular question.

The first question concerns the version of the parallel narrative sections, whether they 
derive from a primordial relationship.



It is a fact that up to n. 34, not a single piece is found that is given by the speakers in 
completely the same form and with the same historical moments. Luke is shorter than 
Matthew in one part of the narrative, and Matthew shorter than Luke in another. - 
Matthew's n. 7. is placed differently, and has a shorter form. Likewise n. 8. and n. 9. - n. 
10. the connecting formulas in Luke are different. - n. 11. is placed differently in 
Matthew. - n. 12. has special content in Matthew. -

Matthew and Mark have only certain parts of n. 13. (Matthew says nothing of the 
separation of the twelve, and the Sermon on the Mount, which he has, is put differently. 
Mark has not the Sermon on the Mount). - n. 14. in Luke is not only differently placed, 
but also differently formed. - n. 15. is also differently placed in Luke and of shorter form.
- n. 16. is altered by Matthew, and Luke takes the piece from a different point of view. - 
n. 17. is placed in a different connection in Matthew, n. 18. has a much shorter form in 
him than in the others, and n. 20. has quite different surroundings. - n. 21. differs from 
Luke's account, Matthew lacks some things. - n. 22. Matthew's historical context is 
changed, Luke mentions nothing about a departure by ship. - n. 28. Luke does not want 
to know about a journey to Caesarea. - n. 29. The location is described differently in 
Luke. - n. 30. Mark's account differs. - n. 31. Luke connects in a special way. n. 32. all 
speakers have their own, Matthew gives more, Luke less than Mark. From n. 50 to n.
57, however, Luke almost always gives his own account. - With such differences the 
investigation becomes all the more difficult, but special characteristics of the unity, which 
is important to us here, can be emphasised.
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First Datum:

The oratorical remarks added by the narrators at the beginning of the play or in the 
middle of the play about the external occasions to which the speech is connected, and 
the concluding remarks about the effects and consequences of the speeches, are either 
literally identical in the parallel relations, if the different linking of the plays has not had 
an influence on this, or they express the same general sentences with other 
synonymous words, or their expression includes jointly used words and speech 
formulas. But they always stand at the same place in the play.
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We consider a) those sections that are in the same order.



η. 34. (cf. ρ. 221.)

Mark 10:18 Και 
προςέφερον αΰτώ παιδία, 
ΐνα άψητοι αυτών ' οί δέ 
μα&ηται έττετίμων το'ί'ς 
προςφέρουσιν.

Luk. 18:15. Προςέφεραν δέ 
αΰτώ και τα βρέφη, ΐνα 
αυτών ατττηταΐ — οί 
μαθηταϊ έττετίμησαν αυτοίς.

Matth. 19:13. Τότε 
ττροςηνέχθη αΰτώ παιδία, 
ΐνατας γεϊρας έπιδή αυτοίς 
(0) — οί δέ μαθηταϊ 
έπετίμησαν αΰτοΐς.

14. Ίδών δέόΤησοΰς 
(ήνανάχτησε και) εΐττεν 
αΰτοΐς" —

16. Ό δέ Τηβοΰς ( 
ττροςκαλεσάμενος αυτά) 
εΐττεν" —

14. Ό δέ Τηβοΰς είπεν·

η. 35. (cf.p.222.)

Mark 10:17 Καί — 
προςδραμών εις και — 
έπηρωτα αυτόν ■ — 18. Ό 
δέ Ιησοΰς είπεν αΰτώ ■ — 
20. Ό δέ άποκρι- ϋεϊς 
είπεν αΰτώ' —

Luke 18:18 Κάί έπηρώτησέ 
τις αυτόν — λέγουν ■ —19. 
Είπε δε αυτώ ό’Ιησονς ■ — 
21. Ό  δέ είπε’ —

Matth. 19:16 Καί ιδού, εις 
προςελθών έί'πεν αΰτώ' — 
17. Ό δέ έί'πεν αΰτώ' — 20. 
Λέγει αΰτώ (ό νεανίσκος)

21. Ό δέ Ιησοΰς — καί 
έί'πεν αΰτώ’ —

22. Άκοΰβας δέ ό Ιησοΰς 
έί'πεν αΰτώ’ —

21. Έφη αΰτώ ό Ιησούς' —

22. Ό δέ στυγνάβας έπϊ τώ 
λόγω άπήλθε λυποΰμένος ’ 
ήν γάρ έγων κτήματα 
πολλά.

23. Ό δέ άκοΰσας ταϋτα 
περίλυπος έγένετο" ήν γάρ 
πλούσιος σφόδρα’

22. Άκοΰσας δέ (ό 
νεανίσκος) τον λόγον 
άπήλθε λυποΰ μένος’ ήν 
γάρ έγων κτήματα πολλά.

23. Καί περιβλεψά- μένος 
ό Ιησοΰς λέγει το'ί'ς 
μαθηταΐς αυτού"

24. Ιδών δέ — είπε’ 23. Ό δε Ιησούς' είπε το'ί'ς 
μαθηταΐς αυτού ■

26. ,Οίδέ (περισσώς) 
έξεπλήσσοντο λέγοντες 
προς έαυτούς' —

26. Εί'πον δέ οί 
άκονσαντες-

25. Ακοΰσαντες δέ (οί 
μαθηταϊ) έξεπλήσσοντο 
σφόδρα λέγοντες' —

27- Εμβλέψαςδέ αΰτοΐς ό 
Ιησοΰς λέγει ’ —

27. Ό δέ είπε — 26. Έμβλέψας δε δ Ιησοΰς' 
έί'πεν αΰτοΐς ’ —

28. Ήρξατο δέ{ σ' Πέτρος 
λέγειν αΰτώ'

28. Είπε δέ ό Πέτρος 27. Τότε άποκριθεϊς ό 
Πέτρος είπεν αυτώ" —



29. ΆποκριΛεΙς δέ ό 29. 0  δέ είπεν αΰτδί'ς — 28. Ό δέ Ιησούς' είπεν
Ιησούς είπεν — αΰτοΐς" —
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η. 36. (cf. ρ. 229.)

Mark 10:32 Ήσαν δε έν 
όδω άναβαίνοντες είς 
Ίεροσόλ. — *) και 
παραλαβών πάλιν τούς 
δώδεκα, ηρξατο αύτοϊς 
λέγειν (τά μέλλοντα αύτω 
συμβαίνειν’)—

Matth 20:17 Και άναβαίνων 
οΊηΰοΰς εις Ίεροσόλ.

Luk. 18. (missing. But cf. 
ch. 17:11.

παρελαβε τούς δώδεκα 
κατ’ Ιδίαν έν τή όδω και 
είπεν αύτόίς’ —

18:31. Παραλαβών δέτούς 
δώδεκα είπε προς αυτούς-

*) The καί έθαμβοΰντο and καί - εφοβουντο seems to be a double gloss.

a) Contradicts the statement that the disciples are said to have walked in 
anxious fear, the following Mark. 10:35. (and Matth.)

b) Since the δώδεκα are mentioned after the αντοϊς, those αυτοί must have 
been others. The text means the caravan that accompanied Jesus. He went 
ahead of it and then called the disciples to him. But how could it be said that the 
companions other than the disciples followed with trepidation?

c) If the gloss is removed, the text of Mark is united with that of Matthew.

η. 39. (cf. ρ. 231.)

Mark 11:1 Καί οτε 
έγγίξουαιν εις 'Ιερουσαλήμ, 
εις Βηθφαγη — προς 
τοορος των ελαίων, 
άποΰτελλει δύο των 
μαθητών αύτοΰ

Luke 19:29 Κάί έγίνετο, ώς 
ηγγιαεν εις Βηθφαγη 
—προς τό ορος (τό 
καλούμενου) έλαιών, 
απέστειλε .... αυτού

Matth 21:1 Καί οτε ηγγισαν 
εις Ιεροσόλ. (καί ηλθον) εις 
Βηθφαγη προς .... έλαιών, 
τότε ο Ίησ. άπέστειλε δύο 
μαθητας, —

2. κάί λέγει αύτοϊς"— 30. είπών’ — 2. λίγων αύτοϊς’



4. Άττήλθον δε καί ευρον 
τον πώλον —

32. Άπελθόντες οί 
απεβτναλμέοι ευρον καθώς 
είπεν αύτοϊς

6. Πορευθέντες δε οί 
μαθηταί, —

καί λύουσιν αυτόν. 33. Λυόντων δε αύτών τον 
πώλον

5. Καίτινες τών εκεί 
εοτηκότων έ'λεγον αύτοϊς"

είπον οί κύριοι άύτού προς 
αύτούς’ —

6. οί δέ είπον αύτοϊς — 34. οί δέ είπον —

7. Καί ηγαγον τον πώλον 
προς τόν Ίησούν

35. Καί ηγαγον αύτόν προς 
τ. Ίησ.

7. ηγαγον τόν — πώλον,

και ίπιβάλλουαιναυτώ τά 
ίμάτια κ. εκάθισεν επ 
αυτόν.

και επιρρίψαντες εαυτών 
τα ίμάτια επ'ι τον πώλον 
επεβίβασαντόν Ιησούν.

καί επεθηκαν τά ιμάτια 
αυτών καί επεκάθισαν 
επάνω αυτών.

8. Πολλοί δί τά ιμάτια 
αυτών έστρωσαν εις την 
οδόν

36. Πορευομίνου δε αυτού 
ύπεστρώννυον τά ιμάτια 
αυτών εν τή όδώ’

8. Ό δε πλείατος όχλος 
έστρωσαν εαυτών τά ίμάτια 
εν τή όδώ ’

άλλοι δε .... είς την οδόν. missing άλλοι δε .... εν τή όδώ.

9. Και οίπροάγοντες και οί 
άκολουθούντες

37. Έγγίξοντος δε αυτού 
ήδη προς — τών ελαιών

9. (Οί δε όχλοι) οί 
προάγοντες και οί 
άκολουθούντες

έκραξον λεγοντες- — ήρξαντο — αίνεΐν τον θεόν 
φωνή μεγάλη — λίγοντες

εκραξον λεγοντες- —
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η. 41. (cf. ρ.233.)

Mark 11:15 Και είςελθών 
είς τό ιερόν ήρξατο 
εκβάλλειν τους πολούντας 
κα'ι αγοράζοντας εν τώ 
ίερώ’

Matth 21:12 Και είςήλθεν 
είς τό ιερόν κ. εξεβαλε 
πάντας τούς πωλούντας κ. 
άγοράξ. εν τώ ίερώ,

Luke 19:45 Κάί είςελθών 
είς τό ιερόν ήρξατο 
εκβάλλειν τούς πωλούντας 
κ. αγοράξοντας πεισμε



και τάς τραπεξας .... 
κατίστρεψε

literally the same. missing

17. (Καί εδίδασκε) λίγων 
αύτοϊς-—

13. Καί λεγει αυτόί'ς’ 46. λεγων αΰτοΐς

Final formula: ν. 18. Κ. — 
— οί γραμματείς κ. οί 
αρχιερείς, καί εξήτουν, πώς 
αυτόν άπολίσωσιν

missing, but occurs: 
ίδόντες δε οί αρχιερείς κ. οί 
γραμματείς —

47. — οί δε αρχιερείς κ. οί 
γραμματείς ίξητουν αυτόν 
άπολεσαΓ

— ότι πας ό όχλος 
εξεπλήσσετο επί τή διδαχή 
αυτού *).

48.— ό λαός γάρ άπας 
εξεκρεμασε αυτού άκοΰων.

η. 42 a. (cf. ρ, 234.)

Mark 11:27 Καί εν τώ ίερφ 
περιπατούντος αυτού 
έρχονται προς αυτόν οί 
αρχιερείς κ, οί γραμματείς 
κ. οί πρεσβυτεροι. 28. καί 
λέγουσίν αΰτώ ■

Matth. 21:23 Καί ελθόντι 
αΰτώ είς τό ιερόν 
προςήλθον αυτώ 
διδάσκοντι οί αρχιερείς κ, 
οί πρεσβυτεροι τού λαού 
λέγοντες —

Luke 20:1 Καϊ εγενετο — 
διδάσκοντος αυτού τον 
λαόν εν τώ ΐερφ, 
επεστησαν οί αρχιερείς κ. 
οί γραμματείς συν τοΐς 
πρεσβυτέροις, 2. κ. εΐπον 
προς αΰτόν λέγοντες ■ —

31. Και έλογίξοντο προς 
εαυτούς λέγοντες ’ έάν 
εΐπωμεν, έξ ουρανού ' έρε'Γ 
διατί οΰκ έπιστεΰσατε 
αΰτώ; 32. Άλλ’ έάν 
εΐπωμεν, έξ ανθρώπων , 
έφοβούντο τον λαόν 
άπαντες γάρ εΐχον τον 
Ιωάννην, ότι όντως 
προφήτης ήν.

25. Οίδέδιελογίξοντο παρ’ 
έαυτοϊς λέγοντες" έάν .... 
έρε'Γ (ήμΐν) διατί οΰν οΰκ .... 
αΰτώ; 26. έάν δέ εΐπωμεν 
.... ανθρώπων φοβούμέθα 
τον όχλον πάντες γάρ 
εχουσι τον Ιωάννην ώς 
προφήτην.

5. Οί δέ συνελογίσαντο 
προς εαυτούς λέγοντες ■ 
έάν .... αΰτώ; 6. έάν δέ 
εΐπωμεν, έξ ανθρώπων — 
πεπεισμένος γάρ έστιν 
Ιωάννην προφήτην είναι.

33. Καί άποκριθέντες 
λέγουσι τώ Ιησού" —

27. Καϊ άποκριθέντες τω 
Ιησού εϊπον’

7. Καί άπεκρίθησαν —
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*) Mark v. 18. is perhaps an oversight, that αυτόν is put instead of τον όχλον.



η. 42 b. (ρ. 236.)

Mark 12:1 Καί ήρξατο 
αΰτοΐς έν παραβολαΐς 
λέγειν ■ —

Matth. 21:33 "Αλλην 
παραβολήν ακούσατε.—

Luke 20:9 "Ηρξατο δέ 
προς τον λαόν λέγειν τήν 
παραβολήν ταΰτην

Concluding remarks: ν. 12. 
Καί έξήτουν αυτόν 
κρατήσαι, καί έφοβήθησαν 
τον όχλον’ έ'γνωσαν γάρ, 
ότι προς αυτούς την 
παραβολήν είπε'

45. — έ'γνωσαν, ότι περί 
αΰτών λέγει. 46. Καί 
ξητούντες αΰτόν κρατήσαι 
έφοβήθησαν τούς όχλους 
έπειδή ώς προφήτην αΰτόν 
εΐχον.

19. Κ. έξήτουν (οί αρχιερείς 
— ) έπιβαλεΐν έπ’ αΰτόν 
τάς χεϊρίας — κ. 
έφοβήθησαν τον λαόν 
εγνωσαν γάρ, οτιπρός 
αΰτους τήν παραβολήν 
ταΰτην είπε.

καί αφέντες αΰτόν 
απήλθον.

S. ch. 22:22.

η. 43 (ρ. 240)

Mark 12:13 Καί 
άποστέλλουσι προς αΰτόν 
τινάς των φαρισαίων — ΐνα 
αυτόν αγρευσωσι λόγω. — 
(Compare the conversion 
chap. 21, 45. 46.)

Matth. 22:15 Τότε — όπως 
αΰτόν παγιδεΰσωσιν έν 
λόγω. 16. Καί 
άποστε’λλουσιν αΰτφ τούς 
μαθητάς αυτών ’— 
λέγοντες ■

Luke 20:20 Καί — 
άπέστειλαν έγκαθέτους — 
ΐνα έπιλάβωνται αΰτού 
λόγου — 21. Καί 
έπηροίτησαν αΰτόν 
λέγοντες—

15. Ό δέ είδώς αΰτών την 
ΰττόκρισιν εΐττεν αΰτοΐς' —

18. Ινούς δέ ό Ιησούςτήν 
πονηριάν αΰτών, είπε" ■—

23. Κατανοήσας δέ αΰτών 
τήν πανουργίαν είπε πρός, 
αΰτοΰς —

Concluding remarks: 17. 
Καί έθαύμασαν έπ αυτώ.

22. Και ακουσαντες έθαύ 
μασαν.

26. — καί θαύμάσαντες έπί 
τη άποκρίσει αυτόν 
έσίγησαν.
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η. 44. (ρ. 242)

Mark 12:18. Και έρχονται 
σαδδουκάίοι προς αυτόν, 
οΐτινες λέγουσιν άνάστασιν 
μή είναι, καί έπηρώτησαν 
αυτόν λέλοντες

23. προςηλθον αυτώ 
σαδδουκαϊοι λέγοντες μή 
είναι άνάστασιν' καί 
έπηρώτησαν αΰτόν 
λέγοντες —

27. Προςελθόντες δέ τινες 
τών σαδδουκαίων, οί 
αντιλέγοντες ανάστσιν μή 
είναι, έπηρώτησαν αυτόν'



n. 46. (p. 245)

Mark 12:35. Και άποκριθεις 
ό Ίηΰούς έλεγε διδάσκων 
έν τώ ίερώ.

Math. 22:41. — 
έπηράτησεν αυτούς ό 
’Ιησούς λέγουν'

Luke 20:42. Είπε δέ προς 
αυτούς ■ —

η. 47. (ρ. 247)

Mark 12:37 — καί ό πολύς 
όγλος ήκουεν αυτού 
ήδέως. 38. Και ελεγεν 
αύτοϊς (έν τή διδαχή αυτού.

Matth. 23:1. Τότε έλάλησε 
τοϊς ’όχλοις (καϊ τοϊς 
μαθηταϊς αυτού) —

Luke 20:45 Ακούοντας δέ 
παντός τού λαού είπε προς 
αυτούς. *)

*) The ordinary τοϊς μαθηταϊς αύτού is without doubt correction according to 
Matthew. This is in addition to the comment on p. 366.

η. 49. (ρ. 249.)

Mark 13:1 Και 
έκπορευομένου αύτού έκ 
τού ιερού, λέγει αυτώ 
εΐςτών μαθητών αυτού- 
διδάσκαλε, ΐδε, ποταποϊ 
λίθοι κ. ποταπαϊ οίκοδομαί!

Matth. 24:1 Καϊ — 
έπορεύετο από τού ιερού, 
καί προςήλθον οί μαθηταί 
αύτού έπιδεΐξαι αύτω τας 
οικοδομάς τού ιερού.

Luke 21:5 Καί τινων 
λεγόντων περί τού ιερού, 
ότι λίθοις καλοΐς καί 
άναθήμασι κεκόσμηται,

2. Καί ό Ιησούς άποκριθεις 
είπεν αύτφ 5 —

2. Ό δέ Ιησούς είπεν 
αύτοϊς" —

είπε —

3. Καί καθημένου αύτού εις 
τό όρος τών έλαιών 
(κατέναντι τού ιερού) 
έπηρωτων αυτόν κατ’ ιδίαν

3. Καθημένου δέ αύτού 
έπίτού ορούς τών έλαιών 
προςήλθον αυτώ οί 
μαθηταί κατ Ιδίαν λέγοντες'

7. έπηρώτησαν δε αύτόν 
λέγοντες —

5. Ό δέ Ιησούς άποκριθεις 
αύτοϊς ήρξατο λέγειν

4. Καί αποχριθεΐς ο Ιησούς 
εΐπεν αύτοϊς’

8. Ό δέ είπε-
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n. 53. (p. 272)



Mark 14:12. Καί τη πρώτη 
ήμερα των άζυμων δτε τό 
πάσχα έθυον,

Luke 22:7. Ήλθε δε ή 
ημέρα τών άζυμων, εν ή 
έδει θύεσθαι τό πάσχα-

Matth. 26:17. Τή δε πρώτη 
τών άζυμων

λέγουσιν αύτώ οι μαθηταί 
αυτού ■ —

προςήλθον οί μαθηταί — 
λέγοντες—

13. Καί αποστέλλει δύο 
των μαθητών αυτού και 
λέγει αύτοϊς ■ —

8. Καί άπέστειλε (Πέτρον κ. 
Τωάννην) είπών—

18. Ό δέ εΐπεν ■

16. Καί έξήλθον οί μαθηταί 
αυτού κ. ήλθαν είς την 
πόλιν κ. ευρον καθώς 
εΐπεν αύτοϊς, κ. ήτοίμασαν 
τό πάσχα.

13. Άπελθόντες δε ευρον 
καθώς εϊρηκεν αύτοϊς κ. 
ήτοίμασαν τό πάσχα.

19. — ώς συνέταξεν αύτοϊς 
κ. ήτοίμασαν τό πάσχα.

(Cf. ρ. 274.) 17. Καϊόψίας 
γενομένης έρχεται μετά 
τών δώδεκα. 18. Καί 
άνακειμένων αυτών καί 
έσθιόντων εΐπεν ό ’Ιησούς'

14. Και ότε έγένετό ή ώρα, 
άνέπεσε, κ. οί δώδεκα 
απόστολοι συν αύτώ.

20. Όψίας δε γει νομένης 
άνέκειτο μετά τών δώδεκα.
21. Καί έσθιόντων αυτών 
εΐπεν ’

22. Καί έσθιόντων αυτών, 
λαβών ό’Ιησούς άρτον, 
εύλογήσας έκλασε κ. 
έδωκεν αύτοϊς κ. είπε'

19. Καί λαβών άρτον, 
ευχάριστή σας εκλασε καί 
έδωκε λέγων ■

26. Έσθιόντων δέ αύτών 
λαβών ο Ιησούς άρτον κ. 
εύλογήσας .... έδίδου. τοϊς 
μαθηταΐς κ. είπε1

26. Καί ύμνήσαντες 
έζήλθον είς τό όρος τών 
έλαιών.

39. Καί έζελθών έπορενθη 
— είς τό όρος τών έλαιών, 
ήκολούθησαν δέ αύτώ κ. οί 
μαθηταί.

30. like Mark.

For Luke's report, see above p. 414.

n. 54 (ρ. 277)

Mark 14:32 Καί έρχονται 
είς χωρίον, ού τό ονομα 
Γεθσημανή,

Matth. 26:36 Τότε έρχεται 
μετ' αύτών ο Ιησούς είς 
χωρίον λεγόμενον 
Γεθσημανή,

Luke 22:40 Γενόμενος δέ 
έπι τού τόπου

καί λέγει τόίς μαθηταΐς κ. λέγει αύτοϊς' — εΐπεν αύτοϊς' —



αυτόν ■ —

35. Και προελθών μικρόν 
επεσεν έττϊ τής γής καί 
προςηύχετο. 36. Καί έλεγεν

39. Και .... επεσεν έπί 
προςωπον αύτοϋ 
προςευχόμενος κ. λέγων

41. Καί αυτός απεσπασθη 
απ’ αΰτών ωςεί λίθος 
βολής , κ. θεϊς. τα γόνατα 
πρϋςηύχετο λέγων —

37. Κ. έρχεται κ. ευρίσκει 
αυτούς καθεύδοντας,

40. Καί όρχεται προς τούς 
μαθητάς κάί ευρίσκει 
αυτούς καθεύδοντας,

45. Καί — έλθών προς 
τούς μαθητάς εΰρεν αΰτούς 
κοιμωμένους (από τής 
λύπης),

καί λέγει τω Πέτρω’ — καί λέγει τώ Πετρω — 46. καί έί'πεν αΰτοΐς' —

43. Καί ευθέως, ετι αυτού 
λαλοΰντος,

47. Καί ότι αυτού 
λαλοΰντος,

47. Έτιδέ αυτού 
λαλοΰντος,

παραγίνεται Ιούδας εις των 
δώδεκα

ιδού, ’Ιούδας εις τών 
δώδεκα

ιδού όχλος καί δ 
λεγάμενος, ’Ιούδας εις τών 
δώδεκα.

καί μετ’ αυτού όχλος πολύς 
μετά μαχαιρών καί ξύλων,

καί μετ αυτού όχλος πολύς 
μετά .... ξύλων

Omitted because of ν. 51.

παρά τών αρχιερέων κ. 
(τών γραμματέωνκαϊ) τών 
πρεσβυτέρων.

από τών άρχιερέων κ. 
πρεσβυτέρων (τού λαού).

Cf. ν. 51.

44. Δεδώκει δέ δ 
παραδιδούς αύτόν 
σύσσημον αΰτοΐς, λέγων 
όν αν φιλήσω κ. τ. λ.

48. Ό δέπαραδιδους αύτόν 
εδωκεν αΰτοΐς σημεΐον, 
λέγων ■ ον άν φιλήσω κ. τ. 
λ.

47. Προήρχετο αΰτοΐς καί 
ήγγισε τώ Ιησού φιλήσαι 
αΰτόν.

45. Καί ευθέως προςελθών 
— κατεφίλησεν αύτόν.

in the same way

46. Οί δέ έπέβαλον έπ 
αΰτόν τάς χεΐρας αυτών καί 
έκράτησαν αυτόν.

50. — Τότε προςελθόντες 
έπέβαλον τάς χεΐρας έπ'ί 
τον Ίησοΰν καί έκράτησαν 
αύτόν.

Omitted in ν. 49. because 
the use of the sword is 
mentioned before.

47. Εί'ς δέ τις τών 
παρεστηκότων 
σπασάμενος τήν μάχαιραν 
έπαισε τον δούλαν τού 
άρχιερεως και άφεϊλεν 
αυτού τό ώτίον *).

51. Και ιδού εις τών μετά 
Ιησού —. άπέσπασε τήν 
μάχαιραν αυτού και πατά 
ξας τον δούλον .... άφεϊλεν 
.... τό ώτίον.

50. Καί έπάταξεν εις τις έξ 
αΰτών τον δούλον τού άρχ. 
καί άφεϊλεν αυτού τό ούς 
(τό δεξόν).



48. Καί άποκριθεϊς ό 
’Ιησούς εϊττεν αύτοϊς

55. Είπεν ο Ιησούς τοϊς 
οχλοις

52. Είπε δέ ό Ιησούς προς 
τούς παραγενομένονς έπ 
αυτόν —

50. Καί αφέντες αύτον 
πάντες έφυγον. *)

56. Τότε (οί μαθηται) 
πάντες αφέντες άύτον 
έφυγον.

Is omitted in ν. 53. because 
it is included in v. 54. (Cf. 
p. 410.)

53. Καί άπήγαγον τον Ίησ. 
προς τον άρχιερέα —

57. Οί δέ κραΐήσαντες τόν 
Ίησούν άπήγαγον προς — 
τον αρχ. —

54. Συλλαβόντες δέ αύτον 
ηγαγον κ. είςήγαγον εις τόν 
οίκον τού άρχιερέως.

54. Καί δ Πέτρος από 
μακρόδεν ηκολούθησεν 
αύτώ,

58. Ό δέ Πέτρος ηκολοΰθει 
αύτω από μακρόθεν

Ό δέ Πέτρος ηκολούθει 
μακρόθεν.

εως έσω εις την αυλήν τού 
αρχιερέως-

εως τής αυλής του αρχ.

καϊ ήν συγκαθημε νος μετά 
τών υπηρετών κ. 
θερμαινόμενος προς τό 
φως.

καϊ είςολθών έσω έκάθητο 
μετά τών ΰπηρ. (ίδεϊν το 
τέλος.)

55. Αφαντων δέ πύρ έν 
μέσω τής αύλής, κ. 
συγκαθισάντων αυτών 
έχάθητο ό Πέτρος εν μέσω 
αυτών.

*) That this notice (of the use of the sword) did not constitute a part of the original 
text can be proved for the following reasons:

a) Jesus expected that night, as the common account of Matthew ch. 26:31 and 
Mark ch. 14:27 tells us, only the behaviour of cowardice from the disciples, and 
the same account justifies this assumption by the fact that the disciples all fled 
(Matth. 26:56. Mark. 14:50.) - a proof that the discourse had only planned to 
carry out the word of the prediction, and that therefore there was no question of 
an attempted resistance or the omission of it after Jesus had forbidden it,

b) The use of the sword, if it should have constituted a historical moment in our 
narrative, would also be seen as a (presumed) attempt to avert Jesus' 
imprisonment: έκράτηβαν αυτόν. With this last, however, such a note is 
indisputably cut off, and it receives no more space after it. The assertion thus 
just made justifies

(c) Luke himself, who places that note according to plan. He



says that the sword was grasped when one saw τό εσόμενον, which 
indisputably precedes the concluding: καί εκράτηβαν αυτόν. - But even Mark's 
Gospel cannot have originally conceived the message in itself.

a) Already no gap at all arises when v. 47. is omitted, but one does arise 
when it is inserted (or, as it is present after the interpolation, retained). For it is 
noticeable that the fact is not taken into account at all in the narrative, and not 
a word is mentioned that Jesus spoke in relation to it. Mark would least of all 
have omitted to mention such a word if it had been in his plan to include the 
circumstance in the narrative.

β) The account is condensed in such a way that the facts actually narrated 
have certain preliminary remarks by the narrator as a counterpoint. Namely, v. 
4?. Jesus' words are related to v. 43 (μετά μαχαιρών καί ξύλων), and ν. 46 is 
joined by the note v. 50. - And because all who could protect Jesus had 
escaped, it just happened that he had to speak only as a prisoner v. 43, and 
that now v. 53. the καί άττήγαγον could immediately follow. - The note v. 47. is 
therefore omitted altogether. -

γ) If it should remain a part of the narrative; then one would have to imagine 
that the disciples would have departed only when Jesus, by his words v. 48, 
49, made it known that he would not attempt any resistance. But in this way 
the word αφέντες stands out, which contains for the disciples the secret 
reproach that they alone met their Master.

δ) The ττάντες (έφυγον) ν. 50. is not said without emphasis. It takes in itself 
the word of Jesus : ττάντες σκανβαλισθήσεσθε έν έμοί (Matth. 26:31. Mark, 
14:27.). But what does this σκανδαλίξεσθαι say? (It corresponds to the ττάντες 
έφυγον.) - Mark nowhere inserts anything contradictory into his reports. So 
that note will have to be omitted. *)

*) The anecdote Mark. 14:51. 52. is certainly interpolated.

(a) The text of the narrative unites the flight of the disciples and the taking away 
of Jesus in such a way that the latter becomes explicable by the former, and 
both circumstances are supposed to come into immediate connection. How 
could the narrative be held up by the intervening mention of a young man who 
was almost caught during his flight?



b) Since the removal of Jesus is not mentioned until v. 53, it cannot be said 
before v. 51: ήκολούθει αύτώ.

c) Only one person was reported as following Jesus, and that is Peter. -

d) Jesus had - as the narrators have expressly preferred - gone into the garden 
with the twelve disciples after the Passover. In one of these the word νεανίσκος 
is all the less suggestive, since πάντες έφυγον precedes it.
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n. 55. (p. 280)

Mark 14:55 Οί δέ αρχιερείς 
καί ολον τό συνέδριου 
έξήτουν χατά τού Ιησοϋ 
μαρτυρίαν είς τό 
θανατώσαι αυτόν, καί οΰχ 
εΰριΰκον. — 56. Πολλοί δέ 
έψευδομαρτΰρουν κατ’ 
αυτού, καϊΐσαι αί 
μαρτυρίαν ουκ ηβαν.

Matth. 26:59 Οί δέ 
αρχιερείς — καϊ τό 
συνέδριον όλον έξητουν 
ψευδομαρτυρίαν κατά τοΰ 
Ιησού, όπως αΰτόν 
θανατώσωσι, καϊ πολλών 
ψευδομαρτυρούν 
προεςλθόντων οΰχ εύρον.

missing

57. Καί τινες άναστάντες 
έψευδομαρτυρουν, 
λέγοντες —

60. Υστερον δέ 
προςελθόντες δυο 
ψευδομάρτυρες είπαν ■ —

60. Καί άναστάς ό 
αρχιερεΰς εις τό μέσον 
έττηρωτησε τόν Ιησοΰν; —

62. Καί άναστάς ό άρχ. 
έί'ττεν αΰτώ —

follows at the interrogation 
in the morning.

61. Ό δέ έσιώπακ. οΰδέν 
άπεκρίνατο.

63. Ό δέ ’ Ιησούς έσιώπα.

Πάλιν ό αρχιερεΰς 
έπηρώτα αυτόν κ. λέγει 
αΰτώ — 62. Ό δέ Ιησούς 
έί'ττεν

Καϊ αποκριθε'ις δ άρχ. 
εΐπεν αΰτώ’ — 64. Λέγει 
αΰτώ ό ’ Ιησούς” —

63.Ό δέ αρχιερεΰς 
διαρρήξας τους χιτώνας 
αΰτοΰ λέγει ’ —

65. Τότε ό άρχ. διέρρηξε τά 
ίμάτια αυτού, λέγουν



Other events of that night:

a) Jesus' maltreatment by the servants;

b) Peter's denial.

Both parts of the account are left over in Luke - after the nightly interrogation was taken 
away - but rearranged: b. a. We will look at them later.
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n. 56 (p. 283)

Mark 15:1 Καί— δήσαντες 
τόν Ίησούν άπήγαγον, και 
παρεδωκαν τώ Πιλατω

Matth. 27:2 Καί δήσαντες 
αυτόν άπήγαγον, κ. παρεδ. 
αυτόν Πιλάτοι (τώ ήγεμόνι.)

Luke 23:1 Καϊ------
ηγαγον αυτόν επί τόν 
Πιλάτον (2. 0.)

2. Καί επηρώτησεν αύτόν ό 
Πιλάτος

11. — καϊ έπηρώτησεν 
αυτόν ό ήγεμών, λεγων —

3. Ό  δέ Πιλάτος 
επηρώτησεν αύτόν, λεγων

Ό δέ άττοκριθεϊς εΐπεν 
αύτώ’ —

Ό δέ’Ιησούς έφη αύτώ — Ό δέ αποκρίσεις αύτώ έφη

3. Καί κατηγορούν αυτού οί 
αρχιερείς πολλά (omitted: 
καϊ ούδέν άπεκρίνατο).

12. Καϊ εν τώ
κατηγορεΐσθαι αύτόν (υπό 
τών αρχιερέων κ. τών 
πρεσβυτέρων) ούδέν 
άπεκρίνατο.

2. Ήρξαντο δέ κατηγορεϊν 
αύτού (λεγοντες ■ —)

4. Ό  δέ Πιλάτος πάλιν 
επηρώτησεν αυτόν, λεγων 
— 5. 0  δέ ’Ιησούς ούκετι 
ουδέν άπεκρίθη ωςτε 
θαυμάζειν τόν Πιλάτον.

13.Τότε λέγει αύτώ ό 
Πιλάτος" — 14. Καϊ ούκ 
άπεκρίθη αυτώ ουδέ έν 
ρήμα *) ωςτε θαυμάζειν τόν 
ηγεμόνα λίαν.

Luke omits the superfluous 
(cf. p. 410).

6. Κατά δέ εορτήν 
άπελυσεν αύτοϊς ένα 
δεσμιον,

15. Κατά δέ την εορτήν 
είώθει ό ήγεμών άπολύειν 
ένα (τώ όχλω) δεσμιον, όν 
ήθελον.

16. Ανάγκην δέ είχεν 
άπολύειν αύτοϊς κατά 
εορτήν ένα.

όνπερ ήτούντο. (cf. ν. 25. ον ήτούντο)

7. Ήν δέ ό λεγόμενος 16. Είχον δέ τότε δεσμιον cf. 25 (τόν διά στάσιν καϊ



Βαραββάς μετά τών 
συστασιαστών δεδεμενος, 
όί'τινες εν τή στάσει φόνον 
πεποιήκεισαν.

επίσημον λεγόμενον 
Βαραββάν

φόνον βεβλημίνον είς τήν 
φυλακήν).

8. Καί άναβας *) ό όχλος 
ήρξατο αιτεΐσθαι, ώς έποίει 
αντόί'ς. —

17. Συνηγμένων ουν 
αυτών εΐπεν αΰτοίς ό 
Πιλάτος **).

10. Έγίνωΰκε γάρ ότι διά 
φθόνον παραδεδώκεισαν 
αυτόν (οί αρχιερείς.)

18. Ήιδει γάρ ότι διά 
φθόνον παρέδωκαν αυτόν.

is already contained in 
Luke 23:4-15.

11. Οί δέ αρχιερείς 
άνέσεισαν τον όχλον, ΐνα 
μάλλον τον Βαραβ- βάν 
άπολύση αΰτόί'ς.

20. Οίδέ άρχ. (κ. οί πρεσβ. 
έπεισαν τους όχλους, ΐνα 
αίτήσωνται τον Βαραββάν, 
τον δέ Ιηοοΰν άπολέσωσιν.

18. ’Ανέκραξαν δέ 
παμπληθεί λέγοντες άί'ρε 
τούτον! άπόλυσον δέ ήμΐν 
Βαραββάν

12. Ό δέ Πιλάτος 
άποκριθεις πάλιν εΐπεν 
αΰτόί'ς —

21. Άποκριθεις δέ ό 
ήγεμών εΐπεν αΰτόί'ς' —

20. Πάλιν οΰν δ Πιλάτος 
προςεφώνηβε- —

13. Οί δέ πάλιν έκραξαν' Οί δέ ε'ί'πον — 21. Οί δέ έπεφώνουν 
λέγοντες" —

14. Ό δέ Πιλάτος έλεγεν 
αΰτόί'ς' —

23. Ό δέ ήγεμών έφη’ — 22. Ό δέ τρίτον είπε' —

Οί δέπερισσώς έκραξαν — just so. 23. Οί δέ έπέκειντο φωναΐς 
μεγάλαις —

15. Ό δέ Πιλάτος 
βουλόμενος τώ όχλω τό 
ικανόν ποιήσαι,

missing. 24. Ό δέ Πιλάτος άπέκρινε 
τό αίτημα αΰτών γενέσθαι.

άπίλνοεν αΰτόί'ς τον 
Βαραββάν

26. Τότε άπέλυσεν αΰτόί'ς τ. 
Βαραββάν,

25. Άπέλυβε τον — όν 
ήτούντο ■

καί παρεδωκε τόν Ιησοΰν, 
φραγελλώσας, ΐνα 
σταυρωθή.

τόν' δέ Ίησούν 
φραγελλώσας παρεδώκεν, 
ΐνα σταυρωθή.

τόν δέ Ίησοΰν παρίδωκε 
τω θελήματι αυτών.

*) The agreement of Matthew with Mark suggests that after the omission of πρός, 
it should be expressed: Jesus answered no word, not: he answered the judge not 
a word. The former rather than the latter is also consistent with the fact that the 
praetor is said to have been amazed. But if it were meant to be: 'not a word of the 
accusers' — which would indeed be correct — then αύτώ would be in the way.



Another is another: he did not answer him a word. The former sounds as if the 
judge had presented him with special questions. According to the latter, this is 
not the case.

*) Fritzsche's Commentary on Mark at the passage: "Certum est, si quidquam,
Marcum άναβοήοας, non άναβάς scripsisse," we
maintain that nothing is more certain than the opposite, and that
Dav. Schulz is right. The Verfaffer of the Commentary remarks:
p. 674.

a) άναβάς est tantum in B. D. (et al.) - But he himself has Mark. 11:7. καθίζει 
included, notwithstanding it is also only in D. and a pair of others.

(b) άναβάς nimis nude positum est quam ut explicari possit: et quum plebs in 
Pilati palatium enixa (?) esset. This, however, is true. About άναβοήοας before 
ήρξατο αίτεϊοθαι is still far more improper: the people cried out and began to 
ask (for stärkeres does not lie in αιτεισθαι). The word order should be another, 
that: και ήρξατο ο λαός αναβοών αιτείσθαι, or αναβοαν, αιτούντες, κ. τ. λ.

(ο) αναβάς vix recte habet ob vers, οι δε πάλιν έκραξαν.
Untw.: these words do not look back to v. 8. but to άνεσεισαν, ϊνα - άπολυση v. 
11. where indisputably

a) an analogous κράξαι is to be thought of — far sooner than it can be 
thought that the people should have cried out to Pilate about it, let him do as 
he used, v. 8.

β) The πάλιν έκραξε v. 13, with which the definite desire is expressed to 
release Jesus, can only reasonably correspond to a similar mention, and a 
cry raised with the same intention, thus only to what is told in v. 11, and not to 
what is told in v. 8.

y) But that in v. 11. the narrator intended to subintelligate a κράξαι, is also 
shown by the parallel passage in Luke (23:18.). **)

**) The reading taken up by Prof. D. Fritzsche in Matth. 27:17. Ίησοϋν Βαραββάν 
we must likewise reject.



a) Matthew, as we saw earlier, has a way of making more explicit what the 
communal text contains. The common text here supplies only the names 
Barabbas (from the mouth of the people Mark v. 11. Luk v. 18. Matth, v. 20.) 
and Jesus ( from the mouth of Pilate Mark v. 9. 12. Luk v. 16. 20.). The two 
persons in question are mentioned by Pilate at the same time, as if they were 
being put forward for election. Since the common narrative mentions only one 
Barabbas and not one Jesus Barabbas, it is more than probable that the 
composition of Matthew v. 29. also had only one Barabbas, and that the 
pre-sanctified Ίησοϋς was only a scribal error, the anticipated name of the other 
person. The reasons given to justify the wrong reading do not decide anything.

a) In idoneis invenitur libris. The idonei libri very often have wrong readings, 
and this would not be the first. But here find not even idonei libri for it. S. 
Griesbach.

b) After the confusion of Matth, v. 17. had arisen, v. 16, could also be formed 
according to it in other manuscripts.

c) Barabbas cognomen potius est, quam nomen. Answer: But where such a 
cognomen, formed with bar, is put, it has vim nominis ; comp. Act. 13:6. 4.,
36. 13:1. 2. Matth. 10:3. Mark 10:46. An exception is made in Matth. 16:17. 
but for a special cause. - If the writer had known Barabbas by the name of 
Jesus, and had wanted to base Pilate's question on two similar names, he 
would have had to mention the name already in 16, and no doubt would have 
done so. (The confusion may also be due to the fact that the name Barnabas 
was in the minds of the copyists with a double: Joses Barnabas Act. 4:36. in 
their heads, and so they took the misspelled name Jesus rather for the 
surname of Barabbas (who had been confused with Barnabas).
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These were the speeches that are placed in the same chronological order. We now also 
consider

b) Those which occur in one or other of our writers in a different order of time, 

a) Those which in Matthew are placed differently (n. 8. 9. and 10. 11. and 12. 20.)

n. 8 (cf. p. 180) - Matthew's text must be placed first here.



Matth. 8:2. Καί ιδού, 
λεπρός ελθών προςεκύνει 
αύτώ λεγων —

Mark 1:40 Καϊ έρχεται 
προς αύτόν λεπρός — καϊ 
γονυπετών αύτόν κ. λεγών 
αύτώ —

Luke 5:12 — καϊ ιδού, 
άνήρ πλήρης λέπρας καϊ 
— πεσών επί πρόςωπον 
έδεήθη αυτού λεγων —

3. Καϊ εκτείνας την χείρα 
ήψατο αύτού λίγων' —

41. Ό δε Ιησούς — 
εκτείνας την χεΐρα ήψατο 
αύτού —

13. Καί εκτείνας την χεΐρα 
ήψατο αύτού είττών’ —

καϊ εύθεως εκαθαρίσθη 
(αύτού ή λέπρα).

42. Καϊ εύθεως απήλθε'ν 
απ αυτού ή λέπρα κ. 
εκαθαρίσθη.

και εύθεως απήλθεν απ’ 
αύτού ή λέπρα *).

*) Schleiermacher (Luk. p. 73) remarks with regard to the recensions of this 
piece: "Incidentally, the narrative of Matthew and that of Luke only coincide 
almost word for word at the decisive moment, which is certainly not to be 
wondered at in the case of such a simple event (note: as if it would have been so 
simple in itself as it is presented here!). This should come out as if narrators who 
were independent of each other could also have come together in this way. 
Therefore, he did not consider at all what the coincidence in abstract and general 
formulas, such as: εκτείνας την χείρα, ήψατο αυτού — the adaptation of the 
effect: εκαθαρίσθη to Jesus's word: καθαρίσθήτι and already at the beginning: και 
ιδού or και ερχεται says.

η 9. (ρ. 182,) follows in Matthew after η. 17.

Math. 9:2 Καϊ ιδού, 
προςέφερον αυτώ 
παραλυτικόν έπ'ι κλίνης 
βεβλημένον.

Mark 2:3 Καϊ έρχονται 
προς αύτόν παραλυτικόν 
φέροντες. —

Luke 5:18 Καϊ ιδού, 
άνδρεςφέροντες έπϊ κλίνης 
άνθρωπον, ος ήν 
παραλελυμένος ■

Καϊ'ίδών ο ’ Ιησούς τήν 
πίοτιν αυτών είπε τώ 
παραλυτικώ —.

5. Ίδών δε ό 'Ιησούς τήν 
πίοτιν αυτών λέγει τώ 
παραλυτικώ ’ —

20. Καί ίδών τήν πίοτιν 
αΰτών εΐπεν-—

3. Καί ιδού, τινές τών 
γραμματέων εΐττον έν 
έαυτοϊς —

6. Ήσαν δέ τινες τών 
γραμματέων έκεΐ 
καθήμενοι κ. 
διαλογιζόμενοι έν, ταϊς 
καρδίαις αυτών. —

21. Καϊ ή ρ ξαντό 
διαλογΐζεσθαι οί 
γραμματείς (cf. ν. 17.) κ. οί 
φαρισάίοι λέγοντες —

4. Καϊ Ιδών ό Ίησ. τάς 
ενθυμήσεις αυτών είπε-

8. Κ. ευθέως έπιγνοΰς δ 
Ίησ. — ότι ούτως

22. Έπιγνοΰς δε ό Ιησ. 
τούς διαλογισμούς αΰτών



διαλογίζονται έν έαυτοϊς 
εΐττεν αΰτδί'ς —

είπε προς αυτούς —

7. K. έγερθε'ις άττήλθεν εις 
τόν οίκον αΰτοΰ.

12. Καί ήγέρθη ευθέως κ. 
άρας τόν κράββατον 
έξήλθεν έναντίον πάντων

25. Κ. παραχρήμα άναστάς 
έν ώπιον αΰτών, άρας 
έφ'ω κατέκειτο, άπήλθεν 
εις τόν οίκον αΰτοΰ. —

Final note: Ιδοντες δε οί 
όχλοι έθαύμαβαν κ. 
έδόξαβαν τόν θεόν. —

ωςτε έξίστασθαι πάντας κ. 
δοξάζειν τόν θεόν. —

26. Καϊ έκστασις έλαβεν 
απαντας, καϊ έδόξαζον τόν 
θεόν.
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Here the unity would stand out if the narrators only agreed that Jesus was willing to help 
because he saw the trust of the bearers - not of the sick person himself.

η. 10 (ρ. 184)

Matth. 9:9 Και παράγων ό 
Ιησούς έκεϊθεν είδε — 
καθήμενον έπϊτό τελωνίον 
— καϊ λέγει αυτώ —

Mark 2:13 Καί έξήλθε 
πάλιν —

14. Παράγων είδε — 
καθήμενον έπϊ τό τελώνιον 
κ. λέγει αυτώ —

Luke 5:27 Καϊ μετά τούτα 
έξήλθε

καϊ έθεάσατο — 
καθήμενον έπϊ τό τελώνιον 
καϊ εΐπεν αΰτώ

καί άναστάς ήκολούθησεν 
αΰτώ.

likewise 28. Καϊ καταλιπών άπαντα 
ήκολούθησεν αυτώ. —

10. Καϊ έγένετο αΰτοΰ 
άνακειμένου έν τή οικία, και 
ιδού, πολλοί τελώναι κ. 
αμαρτωλοί έλθόντες 
συνανέχειντο τώ ’ιησού κ. 
τοϊς μαθηταΐς αυτού.

15. Καϊ έγένετο έν τώ 
κατακεϊαθαι αύτδν εν τή 
οικία αύτού, κ. πολλοί 
τελώναι κ. αμαρτωλοί 
συνανέκειντο τώ Ιησού κ. 
τοϊς μαθηταΐς αύτού. —

29. Καϊ έποίησε δοχήν 
μεγάλην — έν τή οικία 
αύτού κ. ήν όχλος τελωνών 
πολύς κ. άλλων *) οι ησαν 
μετ' αυτών κατακείμενοι.

11. Καϊ ίδόντες οί φαρισαϊοι 
ειπον τοϊς μαθηταΐς αυτού ■

16. Καϊ οί γραμματείς καϊ οί 
φάρισάίοι ίδόντες — 
έλεγαν τοϊς μαθηταΐς αύτού

30. Καϊ εγόγγυξον οί 
γραμματείς καϊ οί φαρισαϊοι 
προς τούς μαθητάς αύτού 
λέγοντες —

12. Ό δέ 5 Ιησούς εΐπεν 
αύτοϊς —

17. Καϊ απούσας ο Ιησούς 
λέγει αύτοϊς —

31. Καϊ άποκρι — θεις ό 
Ιησούς είπε προς αύτους

14. Τότε προςέρχονται 18. Και — καϊ έρχονται κ. 33. Οί δέ ειπον προς αυτόν



αύτώ οί—λέγοντες. λέγουσιν αυτώ’ — —

15. Καί είπεν αύτοϊς ό ’ 
Ιησούς' —

19. ditto 34. 0  δέ είπε προς αυτούς

η. 11. (ρ. 188.)

Matth. 12:1. —έπορευθη ό 
Ιησούς τοϊς σάββασι διά 
τών σπόριμων

Matth. 2:23 Καϊ έγένετο 
παραπορεύεσθαι αύτόν .... 
διά τών σπόριμων,

Luke 6:1 Έγένετο — 
διαπορεύεσθαι αύτδν διά τ. 
σπορ.

οί δέ μαθηταί αυτού 
επείνασαν καί ήρξαντο 
τίλλειν στάχυας καϊ εσθίειν.

και ήρξαντο οί μαθηταί 
αύτού οδόν ποιεϊν 
τίλλοντες τούς σταχυας.

καί έτιλλον οί μαθ. αύτού 
τούς στάχυας κ. ήσθιον -
(0)

2. ΟΙ δέ φαρισαϊοι ίδόντες 
ειπον αύτώ' —

24. Κ. οί φαρισ. έλεγον 
αυτώ —

2. Τινές δέ τών φαρισ. 
ειπον αύτοϊς

3. Ό δέ είπεν αύτοϊς — 25. Κ. αύτός έλεγεν αύτοϊς 3. Κ. αποκριθεις προς 
αυτούς είπε- —

*) Did this άλλων originate from άμαρτωλών?
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η. 12 (ρ. 191)

Math. 12:9 Καί— ήλθεν είς 
την συναγωγήν αύτών.

Mark 3:1 Και είςήλθε πάλιν 
είς την συναγωγήν5

Luke 6:6 Έγένετο δέ — 
είςελθεϊν αύτόν είς την 
συναγωγήν (κ. διδασκειν)·

10. Καϊ ιδού, άνθρωπος ήν 
έκεΐτην χεϊρα έχων ξηρόν.

και ην εκεί άνθρ. 
έξηραμμένην έχων την 
χεϊρα.

καϊ ήν έκεΐ άνθρ. κ. ή χειρ 
αυτού ή δεξιή ην ξηρά.

Καϊ (έπηρώτησαν) αυτόν 
— εί (έξεστι) τοϊς σάββασι 
θεραπευ ειν, ΐνα 
κατηγορήσωδιν αυτόν.

2. Καϊ παρετήρουν αύτόν, 
εί τοϊς σάββασι θεραπεύσει 
αύτόν, ΐνα κατηγορ αύτού.

7. Παρετήρουν δέ —  εί εν 
τώ σαββάτω θεραπεύσει 
αύτόν, ΐνα έχωαι 
κατηγορίαν αύτού.

11. Ό δέ είπεν αύ- 3. Καϊ 
λέγει τώ τοϊς’ —

3. Καϊ λέγει τώ άνθρωποι 
τώ έξηραμμένην έχοντιτήν 
χεϊρα ’ — 4. Κ. λέγει αύτοϊς

9. Είπε δέ ό Ίησ. προς 
αύτούς’ — 8. — κ. είπε τώ 
άνθρωπω τώ ξηράν έχοντι 
την χεϊρα. 9. Είπεν συν



ο’Ιησούς προς αυτους' —

13. Το'τε λέγει τώ 
άνθρώπω’ —

5. Καί περιβλεψά- μένος 
αύτούς — λέγει τώ 
άνθρώπω

10. Καϊττεριβλεψάμενος 
πάντας αυτούς είπεν αύτώ’

Final expression: 14. Οί δέ 
φαρισαϊοι έξελθόντες *)

6. Καί έξελθόντες οί φαρ., 
ευθέως

11. Αύτοϊ δέ έπλήσθησαν 
άνοιας

συμβούλιου έλαβον κατ 
αύτού, όπως αύτόν 
άπολέσωσι.

(μετά τών ήρωδιανων **) 
συμβούλιου έποίουν κατ' 
αύτού, όπως αύτόν 
άπολέσωσι.

καί διελάλουν προς 
άλλήλονς, τί άν ποίησειαν 
τώ ’Ιησού.

*) Fritzsche's commentary also puts this word differently from the usual text, 
namely: έξελθόντες δε of. But since δε stands there, and yet nothing new begins 
herewith, but the conclusion is made of the speech of persons already 
mentioned, and consequently also of the whole speech ; so we believe that οί δε 
φαρισαϊοι must be prefixed. Here again we have proof that the text can be 
incorrectly fine, even if there is no variety of readings in the manuscripts.

**) It is impossible that Mark has already mentioned the Herodians here. The 
interpolation is from the very similar passage in n. 43, where in Matthew ( 22:15) 
the formula used by him here: συμβούλιον έλαβον degenerates, and in the 
parallel passage of Mark the Herodians are mentioned as pariahs. From the 
whole of the note given there, the reminiscence has been expressed here under 
the hand of the copyist. Another error in the traditional text.
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η. 20 (ρ. 210)

Matth. 10:1 Καί 
προςκαλεσάμένος τούς 
δώδεκα (μαθητάς) έ'δωκεν 
αύτοϊς εξουσίαν 
πνευμάτων άκαθαρτων

( ώςτε έκβάλλειν αυτά) 
καϊθεραπεύειν πάσαν 
νόσον και πάσαν μαλαχίαν.

Mark 6:7 Κάί προςκαλεΐται 
τους δώδεκα, και

εδίδου αύτοϊς έξουσίαντών 
πνευμάτων τών 
ακαθάρτων

missing (but is in the 
concluding note v. 13)

Luke 9:1 Συγκαλεσάμενος 
δέ τούς δώδεκα έ'δωκεν 
αύτοϊς (δύναμιν καί) 
έξουσίαν έπϊ (πάντα) τά 
δαιμόνια καί νόσους 
θεραπεύειν *).



5. Τούτους τούς δώδεκα 
άπέστειλεν ό Ιησούς, 
παραγγείλας αύτδί'ς, λέγων

καϊήρξατο αυτούς 
άποστέλλειν δύο δυο. 
(Rearranged the 
sentences)

2. Καί άπέστειλεν αυ’τούς 
κηρύσσειν τήν βασιλείαν 
του Θεού κ. ίάσθαΐ τούς 
άσθενούντας.

7. Πορευόμενοι δέ 
κηρύσσετε λέγοντες- ότι 
ήγγικεν ή βασιλ. τών 
ουρανών.

missing (but is in the 
concluding note v. 12)

8. Άσθενοΰντας 
θεραπεύετε —

Concluding note: 12. Καί 
έξελθόντες έκήρυσσον, ΐνα 
μετανοήσωσι. 13. Κ. 
δαιμόνια πολλά εξέβαλαν 
(καί 0.)

6. Έξερχόμενυι δέ 
διήρχοντο κατά τάς κώμας 
εύαγγελιξόμενοι κ. 
θεραπεύοντες πανταχού.

*) The enclosed last words seem to be ruled out by v. 2.
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ß) Which are placed in a different chronological order in Luke: n. 15. 16. 28. 31. and 32. 
- (n. 14. we pass over here, because Luke has given a different recension of it, and 
Matthew a mixture of the texts of Mark and Luke, as we have seen in dat. 21.)

η. 15 (ρ. 198)

Luke 8:19 Παρεγένοντο 
προς αυτόν ή μήτηρ και οί 
αδελφοί αυτού κ. ούκ 
ήδύναντο συντυχεΐν αυτώ 
διά τόν όχλον (but cf. ν. 20 
έστήκασιν εξω).

Matth. 12:46 12:46. Έτι 
αυτού λαλοΰντος, Ιδού, ή 
μήτηρ κ. οί αδελφοί 
είστήχεισαν έξω ξητοϋντες 
αυτώ λαλήσαι.

Mark 3:31 3:31 Έρχονται 
συν ή μητηρ .... αύτοΰ καί 
έξω έστώτες άπέστειλαν 
προς αύτόν. 32. Καί 
έκάθητο όχλος περί αύτον.

20. Καί άπηγγέλη αυτώ 
λεγόντων ■ —

47. Είπε δέ τις αυτώ — Είπον δέαύτώ' —

21. Ό δε άττοκριθεϊς είπε 
προς αυτούς —

49. Καί εκτείνας τήν χεΐρα 
έπϊ τους μαθητάς αυτού 
είπε' —

34. Καί περιβλεψάμενος 
κύκλω τούς περί αύτόν 
καθημένους (vergl. ν. 32.) 
λέγει —



n. 16 (p. 199)

Luke 8:4 Συνιόντος δέ 
όχλου πολλού και — 
(According to the others, 
the people gather around 
Jesus on the shore of the 
lake; according to Luke, on 
the journey. All make a 
preliminary remark to 
convey the presence of the 
audience).

Matth. 13:1 — εκάθητο 
παρά την θάλασσαν. 2. Καί 
συνήχθησαν προς αυτόν 
όχλοι πολλοί, ώςτε αυτόν 
είς τό πλόίον εμβάντα 
καθήσθαι, και πας ό όχλος 
έπ τον αίγιαλόν είστήκει.

Mark 4:1 K. — ήρξατο 
διδάσκειν παρά την 
θάλασσαν καϊ συνήχθη 
προς αύτόν όχλος πολύς, 
ώςτε .... καθήσθαι εντή 
θαλάσση, καϊ πάς ο όχλος 
προς την θαλασσαν επι 
τής γής ήιν.

είπε διά παραβολής- — 
(otherwise Luke always 
says είπε παραβολήν— 
here; he gave a parab. 
lecture. Compare Mark v. 
32, χωρίς παραβολής.

3. Και ελάλησεν αύτοϊς 
πολλά εν παραβολαΐς, 
λεγων —

2. Καί εδίδασκεν αύτούς εν 
παραβολαΐς πολλά κ. 
ελεγεν αύτοϊς εν τή διδαχή 
αυτού.

9. Έπηρώτων δέ αυτόν οί 
μαθηταί αυτού λέγοντες, τίς 
εϊη ή παραβολή αΰτη.

10. Καί προςελθόντες οί 
μαθηταί ειπον αύτώ' διατί 
— λαλεϊς αύτοϊς;

10. Ότε δέ εγίνετο 
καταμόνας, ήρώτησαν 
αυτόν — την παραβολήν.

10. Ό δέ εΐπεν ’ — 11. Καϊ έλεγεν αύτοϊς — 11. Ό δέ άττοκριθεις εΐπεν 
αύτοϊς —

The concluding remark is 
missing.

34. Ταΰτα πάντα ελάλησεν 
ό Ίησ, εν παραβολαΐς τοϊς 
όχλοϊς κ. χωρίς παραβολής 
.... Αύτοϊς.

Examples of such 
interpretation v. 36-52.

33. Καϊτοιαύταις 
παραβολαΐς πολλαϊς ελάλει 
αύτοϊς τον λόγον, καθώς 
ήδύναντο άκούειν *). 34. 
Χωρίς δέ παραβολής ούκ 
ελάλει αύτοϊς, κατ’ ιδίαν δέ 
τοϊς μαθηταΐς αύτού επίλυε 
πάντα.

*) This formula proves that Mark did not want to express Jesus' own intention 
with the ινα - μήΐδωσι v. 12, and that therefore our explanation given above was
the correct one. (This subsequently to p. 206. Note *) **.) The parables were 
therefore understandable also to the people.



n. 28, (p, 213.) in Luke directly connected with n. 21

Luke 9:18 Καί εγένετο — 
καταμάνας, ουνήσαν αΰτώ 
οί μαθηταϊ και έπηρώτησεν 
αυτούς λέγων" —

Mark 8:27 — καί έν 'τή 
άδω έπηρώτα τους 
μαθητάς αυτού λεγων 
αντοΐς ’ —

Matth. 16:13 — ηρωτατοΰς 
μαθητάς αΰτοΰ λίγων —

19. Οί δέ άποκριθέντες 
εΐπον —

28. Οί δέ άπεκρίθησαν”— 14. Οί δέ εΐπον —

20. Είπε δέ αΰτόί'ς — 29. Καϊ αυτός λέγει αΰτοΐς 15. Λέγει αΰτοΐς —

21. Όδέ έπιτιμησας αΰτοΐς 
παρήγγειλε μηδενϊ λέγειν 
τούτο, εί- πών —

30. Καϊ έπετίμηοεν αΰτοΐς, 
ΐνα μηδενϊ λέγωσι περί 
αΰτού, καί ήρξατο 
διδάσκειν αΰτοΰς —

20. Τότε έπετίμηβε το'ί'ς 
μαθ. αΰτοΰ, ΐνα μηδενϊ 
εΐπωσιν (ότι αΰτός έστιν ο 
χριστός.) 21. Άπό τότε 
ήρξατο δ Ιησ. δεικνΰειν το'ί'ς 
μαθ. αυτού.

23. "Ελεγε δέ προς παντας 34. Καϊ προςκαλεασάμενος 
τόν όχλον σύν το'ί'ς 
μαθηταΐς αΰτοΰ ■

24. Τότε ό Ίηο. είπε το'ί'ς 
μαθηταΐς αΰτοΰ —

As according to the others Jesus is on the journey with the disciples, so Luke also 
expressly notes that he had them around him.
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η. 31, (ρ. 217.) in Luke directly connected with η. 30.

Luke 9:43 Πάντωι δέ 
θαυμαζόντων έπι πάσιν όίς 
έποίει —

Mark 9:30 Καϊ — 
παρεπορευοντο διά τής 
γαλιλαίας καί οΰκ ήθελεν, 
ΐνα εις γνώ.

Matth. 17:22 
‘Αναστρεφομένων δέ 
αΰτών έν τή γαλιλαία *).

45. Οί δέ ήγνόουν το ρήμα 
τούτο, καϊ ην 
παρακεκαλυμμίνον άπ 
αυτών, ΐνα μή αισθωνται 
αυτό, κ. εφοβούντο 
έρωτήααι αυτόν περί του

32. Οι δέ ήγνόουν τό ρήμα 
τούτο καϊ εφοβούντο 
αυτόν έπερωτήσαι *).



ρήματος τούτου.

*) Here the ordinary way of life is indisputably wrong, and we must take the other 
one: στρεφομένων δε αυτών εις γαλιλαίαν. The following reasons decide the 
choice:

(a) is Matthaus' text sufficiently conformable to that of Mark to be made entirely 
equal to it by transforming the εν into είς (just as the codices interchange both 
prepositions elsewhere), or rather, is it too conformable to it for the εν to be 
tolerated here. Matthew here mentions (why here?) Galilee just like Mark does, 
and uses a word that can mean "return" just like Mark does when he speaks of 
a return journey.

(b) Jesus, according to the Gospels, gives the revelation that he is to meet 
suffering three times, first on the journey to Caesarea, then on the return 
journey from thence, and the third time, as he has Jerusalem before him as his 
goal (Mark 10:10). Now Matthew makes the same division points for this 
announcement. Why, then, should his words be contradicted here at the 
second point, or should we wish to wring his στρέφεαθαι εις out of his hands, in 
order to assert the εν instead of εις?

c) How then would Matthew just here come up with the remark: "As they turned 
to and fro (turned around) in Galilee? The little that Matthew lets follow from 
here on with Mark for the stay in Galilee, does not testify that the writer had a 
άναβτρέφεαϋαι εν in mind, or could grasp it in his mind.

*) As Griesbach notes, 2 ed. omit this verse; but nothing is more probable than 
that it came into Mark by interpolation from Luke.

a) After v. 30, Mark himself does not suggest any other conclusion than that of
r. 33: καϊ ήλθεν εις Καπερν. since ν. 31. is a parenthetical remark. If v. 32. should 
still have been added to v. 31; Mark would not have given v. 31. the form of a 
subsequent parenthetical remark,

b) If r. 32. belonged to the narrative, the author would have wanted to 
summarize what was to be said of the disciples' behaviour on the way, or he 
would have wanted to cut off any question about it by this remark. That Mark 
could not have had such an intention is shown by v. 34. Read impartially, and 
you will feel that v. 34 contrasts unpleasantly with v. 32.



c) Luke could well have made such a remark, since he has not yet sent a piece 
in which the announcement of Jesus was explained (in n. 28. there is no 
explanation of it); but after a piece like Mark 9:11-13. such a remark would have 
to be disconcerting in the present place.

(d) Consistently Luke repeats the same remark at n. 36, (Luke 18:34.) Mark 
there remarks nothing of the kind. What he does not know there will be strange 
to him here,

e) We see here that the words of Luke are written out, in themselves. Mark 
never agrees so literally with Luke in the closing formulae. (That Luke 4:44. 
makes no exception will be shown elsewhere).
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n. 32 (p. 218)

Luke 9:46 Είςήλθε δέ 
διαλογισμός εν αύτοϊς, τό, 
τις άν εϊη μείξων αυτών.

Mark 9:34 — προς 
αλλήλονς γάρ 
διελίχθησαν(ίν τή όδώ), τίς 
μείξων.

Matth. 18:1 — προςήλθον 
οί μαθηται τώ’Ιησού 
λεγοντες τις άρα μείξων 
εστί —

previously ν. 33. Καί ή λ θ ε ν  
ε ίς  Κ α π ε ρ ν α ο ύ μ  κα ι εν  τή  
ο ικ ία  γ ε ν ο μ ε ν ο ς  
ε π η ρ ώ τ η σ ε  α ύ τ ο ΰ ς

17:24. Έλθόντων δέ αυτών 
είς Καπερναούμ. — 25. Καί 
ότε είςήλθεν εις την οικίαν, 
προεφθασεν αυτόν ό 
’Ιησούς λίγων" —

These were all the orations with their written details. However, there are differences 
here and there in the narrative formulas woven into or attached to the outside of the 
specimens. But these differences would hardly come into consideration against those 
parts that are imprints of one and the same type, if we could not even make an effort to 
explain the origin of each formula that emerges from the unity in fact. But this too can be 
done, and so it is all the more certain that our concordant relations have flowed out of a 
single written source. Now we turn to those pieces of narrative which, although they are 
no less integral parts of our Gospels than the speeches, we have nevertheless 
distinguished from the speeches according to the extent to which reflection took part in 
the formation of the relations when they were first produced - to the descriptions of 
facts. (The reason for the distinction that led us to separate the latter from the former 
was, to mention it again in passing, that for the drafting of the former, the original author 
already had certain, more or less definite or extensive, boron descriptions of the



declarations of Jesus or others whose speech was to be handed down, whereas the 
first report of facts was preceded only by the facts themselves *).

*) We made this distinction in the first place with regard to the hypothesis of the 
oral primal gospel in order to

a) to show, with regard to the latter, that, even if it could be assumed to be a 
co-healing organ for the substance in question, the the matter under 
discussion, the obscurity might still have been different, if from composition, 
teleological direction, and composition... the operations of reflection are seen;

b) in the event that the written record had to be set as the principle of the 
formation of the evangelical news, to concede its right to the presupposition 
that the author's will might have been bound by "something".
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It is to be assumed that the mutual relationship of our Gospels will also present itself in 
the pieces of this second type in the same way as in those. But this must be mentioned 
as a special datum.

Second Datum.

Even the reports of individual miraculous acts of Jesus presented on the first table as 
parallels, even if they are presented in different ways and in part especially executed, 
nevertheless have the "same" disposition and sequence of moments, and include not 
only individual concepts and views, but also whole series of general sentences in the 
same literal expression, as proof that they originated from a single original record.

We consider

a) those pieces that are in the same chronological order in all speakers. We will 
designate the successive moments of the narrative with numbers.

n. 22. (is found in all of them after the sending out of the disciples)

Math. 14:13. 1) Καί — 
άνεχώρησιν εκείθεν έν 
ττλοίω — εις έρημον τόπον 
κατ ιδίαν, χαϊ άχοΰσαντις οί

Luke 9:10 Καί — 
ύπεχώρησε και ιδίαν εις 
τόπον έρημον — 11. οί δέ 
όχλοι γνόντες

Mark 6:32 Καί άπήλθεν εις 
έρημον τόπον τώ πλοίω 
χατ ιδίαν, 33, — καί 
έπέγνωσαν πολλοί



όχλοι ήχολονθησαν αυτώ ήχολοΰθήσαν αυτώ ’

(πεζή από τών πόλεων). (κ. πεζή από πασών τών 
πόλεων συνέδραμαν καί 
ηλθον έχει).

14. 2) Καί εξελθών είδε 
πολύν όχλον και 
εσπλαγχνίσθη επ αύτοϊς

καί δεξάμένος αυτούς 34. Καί εξελθών είδε πολύν 
όχλον κ. εσπλαγχνίσθη επ’ 
αύτοϊς

καί εθεράπευσε τούς 
αρρώστους αύτών.

καί ελάλει αύτοϊς περί τής 
βασιλείας τού Θεού, καί 
τούς χρείαν έχοντας 
θεραπείας ιάτο.

καί ήρξατο διδάσκειν 
αύτούς πολλά.
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For the rest, see p. 51 above. The following moments in the narrative are found:

3) The disciples ask Jesus, as it is evening, to dismiss the people. Matth, v. 15. Luk. 12. 
(The words here are constructed in the same way άπόλυσον — ινα. Before, in the same 
place, the narrator's remark that it was evening).

4) Jesus encourages the disciples to feed the people themselves.

5) He takes the small supply of bread that they have, which is not nearly enough for the 
people.

6) He arranges for the people to lie down.

7) He says a prayer of thanksgiving over the food supply and then distributes it.

8) Finally, he says that they all ate and were satisfied. - Now compare the accounts 
according to their literal expression and then judge - when a statement is made such as 
the following: "The news of what happened on the return, which is obviously still 
connected with this story, shows that the story of the feeding can also be traced back to 
another original story, and one also sees from this how great the agreement between 
two simple stories of a simple process can be, even without a common source. (Veil 
Writings of Luke, p. 144) - one may judge, I say, what is to be said or thought of such a 
statement, perhaps one will admire the ease with which the primal gospel is thus 
explained away*).



*) Still we remember in view of the text that the ordinary reading Mark 6:40 
πρασιαΐπρασιαι άνά έκατόν και άνά πεντήκοντα is wrong. Mark divides the 5000 
men into groups according to ranks. So it is to be read: κρασιαΐ έκατδν άνά 
πεντήκοντα, i.e., a hundred shifts of 50 men each = 5000 men. How is it that this 
has not yet been noticed?
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n. 29 and 30. (Luke gives a freer account).

Math. 17:1. 1) Καϊ με θ’ 
ήμέρας 'έξ παραλαμβάνει 
ό. Ίησ. τον . Πέτρον κ. 
’Ιάκωβον κ. Ίωάννην — καϊ 
αναφέρει αύτούς είς όρος 
υψηλόν και ιδίαν.

Luke 9:28 Έγένετο δ« 
μετά — ώςει ήμέραι οκτώ, 
κ. παραλαβών Πέτρον — 
.... Ιωάννην, — άνέβη εις 
τοόρος (προςεύξασθαι).

Mark 9:2 Καϊ μεθ’ ημέρας 
έξ παραλαμβανεί ά Ιησ. τον 
Πέτρον .... (Ιαννην κ. 
αναφέρει αύτούς .... 
υψηλόν κατ ιδίαν μονούς

2.2) Καί μετεμορφώθη 
έμπροσθεν αυτών

29. Κ. έγένετο (έν τώ 
προςεύχεσθαι αυτόν)

κ. μετεμορφώθη έμπρ. 
αυτών,

και ελαμψε τό πρόςωπον 
αυτού ώς ό ήλιος

τό είδος τού ττροςώττον 
αύτού έτερον,

τά δε ίμάτια αυτού έγένετο 
λευκά ώς τό φώς.

κ. ό ιματισμός αύτού 
λευκός έξαστράτττων.

3. καί τά ίμάτια αυτού 
έγένετο στίλβοντα —

3. 3) Καί ιδού, ώφθησαν 
αύτοϊς Μωνσής κ. Ήλίας 
μετ’ αύτού συλλαλοΰντες.

30. Κ. Ιδού, άνδρες δυο 
συνελαλούν αυτώ, όίτινές 
ήσαν Μωϋσής καϊ ΓΗλίας’
31. Οϊ όφθεντίς έν δόξη —

4. Καϊ ώφθησαν αύτοϊς 
Ήλϊ'ας καϊ Μωϋσής καϊ 
ησαν συλλαλούντεςτώ 
Ίησου.

4.4) ΆποκριθεΊς δέ δ 
Πέτρος είπε προς τόν ’ 
Ιησουν (the words are the 
same in all copies).

(ν. 32. Ο.) 33. Κ. — εΐπεν ο 
Πέτρος προς τον Ίησούν" 
— (μή είδώς ο λέγει).

5. Και άποκριθεϊς ό Πέτρος 
λέγει τώ Ιησού —

5.5) Έτι αυτού λαλοΰντος, 
ιδού, νεφέλη φωτεινή 
έπεσκίασεν αυτούς

34. Ταύτα αύτού λέγοντας 
έγένετο νεφέλη καί έπεσκ. 
αύτούς- (Ο.)

(ού γάρ ήδει, τί λαλήση *). 
7. Κ. έγένετο νεφέλη 
έπισκισξουσα αύτοϊς

καϊ ιδού, φωνή έκ τής 
νεφέλης λέγουσα'—  (the 
words are the same for all.) 
6.7. O.

35. καϊ φωνή έγένετο έκ 
τής νεφέλης λέγουσα" —

κ. ήλθε φωνή έκ τής 
νεφέλης. —

8. Επαραντες δε τούς 36. Κ. έν τώ γενέσθαι τήν 8. Καϊ έξάπινα



οφθαλμούς αύτών ουδένα 
είδον, εί μή τόν Ιησοΰν.

φωνήν εύρέθη ό Ιησούς 
μόνος.

περιβλεψάμενοι ούκ ετι 
οΰδένα είδον αλλά τόν 
Ίησόϋν μόνον.

9. Κ.(καταβαινόντων 
αύτώνίκ τού όρους) 
ένέτείλατο αΰτοΐς ό Ιησ. 
λίγων μηδενϊ εΐττητετό 
όραμά (εως ό υιός τού 
άνθρ. έκ νεκρών άναστη).

Καί (cf. 37. κατελθόντων 
αυτών από τού όρους) 
αΰτοι εσίγησαν κ. οΰδενι 
απήγγειλαν — οΰδέν ών 
έωράκασι.

9. Καταβαινόντων, δέ 
αύτών άπό τού όρους 
διεβτεΐλατο αΰτοίς, ίνα 
μηδενϊ διηγησωνται α 
είδον, εΐ μη έπάν δ υιός τ. 
άνδρ. έκ νεκρών άναστή.

*) Did it originally also say: έν δέ τώ λαλήβαι έγένετο νεφέλη ? At least the 
coincidence of this λαληση with the ετι λαλοθντος of Matth, is striking.
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η. 30.

Math. 17:14 Luke 9:37Κ. έγένετο 
κατελθόντων αύτών — 
συνήντησεν αΰτώ όχλος 
πολύς.

Mark 9:14 Καί έλθών προς 
τούς μαθητάς εΐδεν όχλον 
πολύν περί αυτούς. —

15. 2) προςήλθιν αΰτώ 
άνθρ. γονυπετών αυτόν
16. καϊλεγων

38. Κ. ίδου, ανήρ εκ τού 
όχλου άνεβόη σε λεγων

17. Καί άποκριθεϊς εις έκ 
τού όχλου είπε

κύριε, έλεησόν μου τόν 
ύίόν, ότι σελήνιάζεται, και 
κακώς πάσχει (cf. 15:22.)·

διδάσκαλε — έπίβλέψον 
επι τόν υιόν μου. — 39. Καί 
ίδόύ, πνεύμα λαμβάνει 
αΰτον — και σπαρασσει 
αυτών μετ’ αφροΰ — 
συντρϊβον αυτόν

διδάβκαλε, ήνεγκα τόν υιόν 
μου πρόςσε έχοντα 
πνεύμα άλαλον. 18. Κ. 
οπού άν αυτόν καταλάβη, 
ρήσσει αυτόν κ. αφρίζει — 
κ. ξηραίνεται

16. καί προςήνεγκα αυτόν 
τόί'ς μαθητάίς σου, κ. ούκ η 
δυνήθήσαν αυτόν 
θεραπεύσαι.

40. κ. εδ εήθην τών 
μαθητών σου, ϊ'να 
εκβάλωσιν αυτό, καί οΰκ 
ήδυνήθησαν.

κ. έίπον τόί'ς μαθ. σου, ϊ'να 
αυτό έκβαλωσι κ. οΰκ 
ϊσχυσαν.

17. 3) Άποκριθει ς δε 
ό’Ιηβούς εΐπεν ■

41. Άττοκριθεις δέ ό Ιησούς
εΐπεν

19. Ό δέ άποκριθεϊς είπε

ω γενεά άπιστος κ. 
διεστραμμένη" έως πότε 
έσομαι μεθ’ νμών, έως

ώ γενεά άπιστος κ......
έσομαι προς υμάς και 
ανίξομαι υμών; προςάγαγε

ώ γενεά άπιστος, έως πότε 
προς υμάς έσομαι, έως 
πότε άνέξομαι υμών;



ποτέ ανίξομαι υμών; 
φέρετε μοι αυτόν ώδε.

ώδε τόν υιόν σου. φέρετε αΰτόν πρός με.

4) missing 42. Έτι δε προςερχομένου 
αυτού έρρηξεν αΰτόν τό 
δαιμόνιον κ. 
συνεσπάραξεν.

20. Κ. ήνεγκαν πρός αύτόν 
κ. ίδόν αυτόν ευθέως 

τό πνεύμα έσπάραξεν 
αύτόν *). — (21 -24. 0.)

18. 5) Κ. έπετίμησεν αυτώ 
ό Ιησούς καϊ έξ-ήλθεν άπ 
αυτού τό δαιμόνιου, κ. 
έθεραπεΰθη ό παΐς —

42. Έπετίμησε δέ ό Ίησ. 
τώ πνεΰματι τώ άκαθάρτω 
κ. ιάσατο τον παϊδα. —

25. — έπετίμησε τώ 
πνεΰματι τώ άκαθάρτω — 
Έξελθε έξ αυτού — καϊ — 
έξήλθε.

(ν. 26. 0.) 27. Ό δε Ιησ. 
κράτησας αυτόν τής χειρός 
ήγειρεν αυτόν, κ. άνέστη.

*) The ιδων is in fact nothing but a spelling mistake, probably caused by the 
transposition of the words that should actually stand like this: καί ίδόν αυτόν το 
πνεΰμά ευθέως έσπ. Ανιόν.
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η. 38. 1)

Luke 18:35 Έγένετο δέ έν 
τώ έγγΐξειν αυτόν είς 
'Ιεριχώ, τυφλός τις έκάθητο 
παρά την οδόν προςαιτών'

Mark 10:46 Καί 
έκπορευομένου αυτού από 
Ιεριχώ — τυφλός έκάθητο 
παρά την οδόν προςαιτών’

Matth. 20:29 Κ. 
έκπορευομένων αυτών 
από Ιεριχώ.— 30. Κ. Ιδού, 
δύο τυφλοί καθήμενοι 
παρά τήν οδόν,

36.2) άκουσας δέ — 37. — 
ότι ’Ιησούς ό ναξωράίος 
παρέρχεται.

47. καί άκούσας ότι Ιησούς 
ό ναξωράίός έστιν,

άκοΰσαντεςότι Ιησούς 
παραγει,

38. Καϊέβόησε λέγων 
Ιησού, υιέ Δαβίδ, έλέησόν 
με.

ήρξατοκράξειν καϊ λέγειν' ό 
υιός Δαβίδ, Ιησού, έλέησόν 
με.

έκραξαν λέγοντες’ έλέησόν 
ημάς, κύριε, υιός Δαβίδ

39. 3) Κ. οί προάγοντες 
έπετίμων αύτώ, ΐνα 
σιωπήση αυτός δέ πολλώ

48. Καϊ έπετίμων αυτώ 
πολλά, ΐνα σιωπήσω οδέ 
πολλώ μάλλον εκραξεν υίέ

31. Ό δέ όχλος έπετίμησεν 
αύτοϊς, ΐνα σιωπήσωσιν’ οί 
δέ μεϊζον



μάλλον έκραξεν’ υιός 
Δαβίδ, έλέησόν με.

Δαβίδ, έλέησόν με.

40. 4) Σταθείς δέ ό Ίησ. 
έκέλευσεν αυτόν άχθήναι 
προς αυτόν

49. Κ. στάς ό’ίησ. εΐπεν 
αυτόν φουνηθήναι — 50. —

32. Κ. στάς ό Ιησ. 
έφώνησεν αυτούς

5) έγγίσαντος δέ αυτού 
έπηρώτησεν αυτόν λέγουν’ 
τί σοι θέλεις ποιήσου ;

ό δέ—αναστάςήλθε προς 
τον Ίησ. 51. Κ. — λέγει 
αυτοί ό Ίησ. τΐ θέλεις 
ποιήσου σοι;

καί είπε’ τί θέλετε ποιήσου 
ΰμϊν;

Ό όέ είπε" κύριε, ΐνα 
άναβλέψου.

Ό δέ τυφλός εΐπεν αυτού' 
ραββουνί, ΐνα άναβλέψου.

33. Λέγουσιν αύτού- κύριε, 
ΐνα άνεουχθώσιν ημών οί 
οφθαλμοί.

42. 6) Κ. ό Ιησούς εΐπεν 
αυτού’ άνάβλεψον, ή πίστις 
σου σέσουκέ σε. 43. Κ. 
παραχρήμα άνέβλεφε καί 
ήκολούθει αυτώ.

52. Ό δέ Ίησ. εΐπεν αυτού’ 
ύπαγε, ή πίστις σου .... σε 
κ. ευθεους άνέβλεφε κ. 
ήκαλούθειαύτώ έντή όδου.

34. Σπλαγχνισθεις δέ ό’ 
Ιησ. ήψατρ τών οφθαλμουν 
αυτών (vergl. 9:29.)

καί ευθέους άνέβλεψαν 
(αυτών οί οφθαλμοί) καί 
ήκολούθησαν αυτώ.
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Now follow b) those pieces which - especially in Matthew - are placed in a different 
order.

η. 7.

1) Math. 8:14 Κάί έλθών ό 
Ίησ, είς την οι κέαν Πέτρου

Luke 4:38 Ανάστας δέ έκ 
τής συναγουγής ειςήλθεν 
εις την οικίαν Σίμουνος

Mark 1:29 Καί εύθέους έκ 
τής συναγ. έξελθών ήλθεν 
*) εις τήν οικίαν Σίμουνος κ. 
Άνδρέου (μετά Ιακώβου κ. 
Ίουάννου).

2) είδε τήνπενθεράν αύτού 
βεβλημένην καί 
πυρέσσουσαν (Matthew 
summarises two sentences

πενθερά δέ του Σίμουνος 
ήν συνεχο μένη πύρετου 
(μεγάλου)

30. Ή δέ πενθερά Σίμωνος 
κατέκειτο πυρέσσουσα



in the είδε).

καί ήρώτησαν αυτόν περί 
αυτής.

κ. εύθέως λέγουσιν αύτώ 
περί αυτής.

15. 3) Κ. ήψατο τής χειρος 
αυτής,

39. Καί έπιστάς έπάνω 
αυτής έπετίμησε τώ 
πυρετοο,

31. Κ. προςελθών ήγειρεν 
αυτήν, κρατήσας τής 
χειρός αυτής,

καί άφήκεν αυτήν ό 
πυρετός

καί άφήκεν αύτήν κ. άφήκεν αύτήν ο πυρετός 
εύθέώς

κ. ήγέρθηκ. διηκάνει 
αύτοϊς.

παραχρήμα δέαναστάσα 
διηκόνει αύτοϊς

κ. διηκόνει αυτοΐς-

16. 4) Όψίαςδέ γενόμενης 
προςήνεγκαν αύτώ

40. Λύνοντας δέ τον ήλιου 32. Όψίας δέ γενόμενης, 
οτε εδυ ό ήλιος, εφεραν 
προς αύτόν

missing πάντες όσοι εΐχον 
άσθενοΰντας νοσοις 
ποικίλαις ήγαγον προς 
αύτόν

πάντας τούς κακώς 
έχοντας

δαιμονιζομένους πολλούς- missing καί τούς δαιμονιζόμενους.

Transition: b. καϊέξέβαλε 
τά πνεύματα (λόγω) a. καί 
παντας τούς κακώς 
έχοντας έθεράπευσε’

a. ό δέ έκάστω — έπιθεϊς 
έθεράπευσεν αύτούς.

(33. 0.) 34. a. Καί 
έθεράπευσε πολλούς 
κακώς έχοντας (ποικίλαις 
νόσοις)

b. 41. Έξη'ρχετο δέ καί 
δαιμόνια από πολλών—

b. καί δαιμόνια πολλά 
εξέβαλε

missing καί έπιτιμών ούκ εΐα αυτά 
λαλεϊν, ότι ήδεισαν τον 
χριστόν αύτόν είναι.

καί ούκ ήφιι λαλεϊν τά 
δαιμόνια, ότι ήδεισαν αύτόν 
(τον χριστόν είναι).

*) So cod. D. - έξελθόντες ήλθον can only be a scribal error if μετά Ίακ. κ. 
Ίωάννον belongs to the text, and it cannot be said that the singular is correction 
according to Matthew or Luke (Fritzsche's Komment, zu Mark, bei d. St.). Nor 
does the suddenly emerging αυτω. v. 30, nor the preceding v. 28, harmonize with 
the plural. These surroundings show that the author had Jesus in mind before 
others, and thus must have made the report v. 29 dependent on him.
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η. 17.

Math. 8:18. 1) — 
έκέλευσεν άπελθεΐν εις τό 
πέραν.

Luke 8:22. — καί είπε 
προς αύτούς- διέλθωμεν 
είς τοπέραν (τής λίμνης),

Mark 4:35. Καί λέγει αύτοϊς 
— διέλθωμεν εις τό πέραν.

2) The departure took 
place, v. 23.

22. κ. Άνήχθησαν.
23. —

36. (All th re e  va ry .)

24. 3) Καί ιδού, σεισμός 
μέγας έγένετο έντή 
θαλάσση, ώςτε τό πλόίον 
καλύπτεσθαι υπό τών 
κυμάτων

καί κατέβη λάίλαψ ανέμου 
είς την λίμνην καί 
συνεπληροΰτο τό πλοί'ον 
και έκινδύνευον.

37. Κάί γίνεται λαϊλαψ 
ανέμου μεγάλη τά δέ 
κύματα έπέβαλον είς τό 
πλοϊον, ώςτε αυτό ήδη 
γεμίζεσθαι.

αύτος δέ έκάθευδε. (ν. 23. πλεόντων δέ αυτών 
αφύπνωσε)

38. Καί ην αυτός — 
καθεύδων.

25. 4) Καί προςελθόντες οί 
μαθηταί ήγειραν αύτόν 
λέγοντες.

24. Προςελθόντες δέ 
διήγειραν αύτόν λέγοντες’

Κ. διεγείρουσιυ αύτόν κ, 
λέγουσιν’

κύριε, σώσον ημάς, 
απολλυμεθα!

έπιστάτα, άπολλύμέθα! διδάσκαλε, ον μέλει σοι, ότι 
άπολλυμεθα;

26. 5) Τότε έγερθεϊς 
έπετίμησε τοϊς άνέμοις κ. 
τή θαλάσση κ. έγένετο 
γαλήνημεγάλη, καί λέγει 
αύτοϊς

ο όέ έγερθεϊς έπετίμησε τώ 
άνέμω κ. τώ κλϋδωνι τού 
υδατος ( — ) κ. έγένετο 
γαλήνη.

39. Κ. διεγερθεϊς έπετίμησε 
τω άνέμω κ. είπε τή 
θαλάσση — κ. — έγένετο 
γαλήνη μεγάλη.

τί δειλοί έστε, (ολιγόπιστοι); 25. Είπε δέ αύτοϊς πού 
έστιν ή πίστις υμών;

40. Κ. είπεν αύτοϊς τί δειλοί 
έστε ουτοο; πώς ούκ έχετε 
πίστιν;

27. 6) ΟΙ δέ άνθρωποι 
έθαυμασαν λέγοντες ■ 
ποταπός έστιν ούτος, ότι 
καί οί άνεμοι κ. ή θάλασσα 
ύπακουουσιν αντω ;

Φοβηθέντες δέ έθαύμασαν 
*) λέγοντες προς άλλήλονς 
τίς άρα ούτός έστιν , ότι καί 
τοϊς ανέμοις έπιτάσσει 
κ.τοΐς ΰδασι κ. 
ύπακονονσιν αύτώ;

41. Καί έφοβήθησαν φόβον 
μέγαν κ. έλεγον προς 
άλληλους τις άρα όυτος 
έστιν, ότι καί ο άνεμος κ. ή 
θάλασσα ύπακονονσιν 
αύτώ;

28. Κ. έλθόντι αυτω εις τό 
πέραν, εις τήν χώραν τών 
γαδαρηνών, ύπηντησαν 
αντω δνο δαιμονιζόμενοι

Luk. 8:26. Κ. κατέπλευσαν 
εις τήν χώραν τών 
γαδαρηνών. —

Mark 5:1. Καί ήλθον **) εις 
τό πέραν, εις .... 
γαδαρηνών.



2) 27. Έξελθόντι δέ αυτώ 
έπϊ τήν γήν ύπηντησεν 
αύτώ ανήρ τις έκ τής 
πόλεως, ός είχε δαιμόνια 
(έκ χρόνων ικανών) καί 
ΐμάτια ούκ ένεδιδύσκετο κ. 
έν οικία ούκ έμεινεν, άλλ’ 
έντοΐςμνήμασιν.

2. Καί έξελθόντι αυτώ έκ 
τον πλοίου εύθέως 
άπήντησεν αύτώ ***) 
άνθρωπος έν πνεύματι 
άκαθάρτω,

έκ τών μνημείων 
έξερχόμενοι, χαλεποί λίαν, 
ώςτε—

3. ός τήν κατοίκησιν εϊχεν 
έν τοΐς μνήμασι, καί ούτε 
άλΰσεσιν οΰδεϊς ήδΰνατο 
αυτόν δήσαι.
(4. 5. 0.)

29. 3)
Και ιδού, έκραξαν 

λέγοντες

23. Ίδών δέ τόν Ίησούν 
προςέπεσεν αΰτώ και 
άνακραξας φωνή μεγάλη *) 
είπε’

6. Ιδων δε τον Ιησούν------
προςεκυνησεν αΰτώ 7. κάί 
κράξας φωνή μεγάλη είπε

τί ήμΐν κ. σοί, Ιησού, υιέ τού 
Θεού; ήλθες ώδε προ 
καιρού βασανίσαι ημάς;

τί έμοϊ κ. σοί, ’Ιησού, υιέ 
τού Θεού τού ΰψίστου; 
δέομαι σου, ΐνα μή με 
βασανίσης.

τί έμοϊ.... τού ύψίστου; 
ορκίζω σε τόν Θεόν, μή με 
βασανίσης.

29. Παρήγγειλε γάρ τώ 
πνεΰματι τώ άκαθάρτω 
έξελθεΐν από τού 
ανθρώπου. — 30. Frage: 
wie der Dämon heiße. 31. 
Bitte der Dämonen.

9. Έλεγε γάρ αΰτώ' έξελθε 
τό πνεύμα το ακάθαρτον έκ 
τού άνθρωπον. 9. Ask how 
the daimon heeded/is 
called. 10. request of the 
Damon.

30. 6) Ήν δέ οΰ μακράν **) 
απ’ αυτών αγέλη χοίρων 
πολλών βοσκομένη. 31. Οί 
δέ δαίμονες παρεκάλουν 
αυτόν λέγοντες' — 
άπόστειλον ημάς είς την 
αγέλην τών χοίρων.

32. Ήν δέ έκεΐάγέλη 
χοίρων ικανών 
βοσκομένων καί 
παρεκαλουν αύτόν, ΐνα 
έπιτρέψη αύτοϊς είς 
έκείνους είςελθεΐν,

11. Ήν δέ εκεί πρός τώ 
όρει αγέλη χοίρων μεγάλη 
βοσκομένη. 12. Καί 
παρεκάλεσαν αύτόν πολλά 
λέγοντες- πέμψον ημάς είς 
τούς χοίρους, ΐνα είς 
αύτούς είςέλθωμεν.

32. 7) Κ. εΐπεν αύτοϊς 
υπάγετε οί δέ έξελθόντες 
απήλθον είς τους χοίρους- 
8) κ. ώρμησε πάσα ή 
αγέλη κατά τού κρημνού 
εις την θάλασσαν κ. 
απέθανον έν τοϊς υδασιν.

καί έπέτρεψεν αύτοϊς.
33. Έξελθόντα δέ τα 

δαιμόνια από τού άνθρ. 
είςήλθον είς τούς χοίρους- 
κ ώρμησεν ή αγέλη κατά 
τού κρημνού είς την λίμνην 
κ. άπεπνίγη.

13. Κ. έπέτρεψεν αύτοϊς, κ. 
έξελθόντα τα πνεύματα τά 
ακάθαρτα είςήλθον είς 
αυτους' κάί ωρμησεν ή 
αγέλη κατά του κρημνού 
είς τήν θάλ. — κάί 
απεπνίγοντο έν τή



θαλάσση.

33. 9) Οί δέ βόσκοντες 
εφυγονκ. (άπελθόντες είς 
την πάλιν) ανήγγειλαν 
πάντα.

34. Ίδόντες δέ οί 
βοσκοντες τό 
γεγεννημένον εφυγον και 
απήγγειλαν είς την πολιν 
καί είς τούς αγρούς.

14. Οί δέ βόσκοντες
εφυγον καί απήγγ..... τούς
αγρονς,

34. 10) Καί Ιδού, πάσα ή 
πόλις έξήλθεν εις 
συναντηΰιν τώ ’Ιησού'

35. Έξήλθον δέ ίδεΐν τό 
γεγονός καί ήλθον προς 
τόν Ιησοΰν κ. εύρον 
καθήμενον τόν άνθρωπον 
— ίματισμένον καί 
σωφρονοΰντ — κάί 
έφοβήθησαν. 36. 
’Απήγγειλαν δέ αύτοϊς κ. οί 
ίδόντες πώς έσωθη.

Κάί εξήλθον ίδεΐν τί έστι τό 
γεγονός. 15. Κ. έρχονται 
προς τον Ιησοΰν κ. 
θεωρούσε τόν 
δαιμονιζόμενον καθήμενον 
κ. ίματισμένον καί 
σωφρονοΰντα κ. 
έφοβήθησαν. 16. Κ. 
διηγήσαντο αύτοϊς οί 
ίδόντες, πώς έγένετο τώ 
δαιμονιξομένω. —

καί ίδόντες αύτόν 
παρεκάλεσαν αύτόν, ΐνα 
μεταβή από τών ορίων 
αύτών.

37. Κ. ηρώτησαν αύτόν — 
άπελθεΐν απ’ αυτών; —

17. Κ. ήρξαντο παρακαλεϊν 
αύτόν άπελθεΐν απότών 
ορίων αύτών.
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*) If this formula were found in Mark, it would immediately prove that Mark had 
mixed the two secondary texts together.

**) Since the continuation of the journey is still spoken of here, and in the word 
lies at the same time the suggestion that the danger was happily overcome, the 
reading ήλθον must be preferred to the other: ήλθεν.

***) The added: έκ τών μνημείων makes with έν τοϊς μνήμααι ν. 3. such an 
intolerable tautology that it cannot be considered genuine. It probably first crept 
into the text from Matthew. - *)
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*) Thus the words are indisputably to be transposed again.



**) Without hesitation we adopt the reading οΰ μακράν, whatever codices or 
critics may advise against it. The reasons for the decision lie in the text itself.

a) it is already psychologically true that in the introductory preface, which 
should explain the origin of the request, not a μακράν, but the μακράν, is used, 
οΰ μακράν should have been the indication. It was precisely the proximity of the 
Pigs caused the demons to make the request.

b) If one evaluates the choice of words and the combination of words 
psychologically, the epithet άπ αυτών only becomes comprehensible as a 
natural outflow of the thought if it is immediately preceded by a οΰ μακράν. -

c) If the herd had been far away, how would the herdsmen have been able to 
know the course of events so precisely as to be able to tell the πάντα? (Matth, 
v. 33.)

d) How easily the οΰ could have fallen out of the text!

e) Since the copies of the narrative piece are based on one and the same 
original relation, the μακράν could never have come into being without οΰ, 
without being a deviation from the original. But there is no need to assume that 
the deviation arose before Matthew or even through him.
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n. 18.

Math. 9:18 — Ιδού, άρχων 
έλθών προςεκύνει αυτώ 
λέγων

Luke 8:41 Κ. ιδού, ήλθεν 
άνήρώ ονομα Ιάειρος κ. 
αυτός αρχών τής 
συναγωγής υπήρχε και 
πεσών προς τούς πόδας 
τού ’Ιησού παρ εκάλει 
αύτόν ειςελθεΐν εις τόν 
οίκον αύτού

Mark 5:22 Καί ερχεται εις 
τών άρχισυναγώγων 
όνόματι Ίάειρος κ. — 
πίπτει προς τούς πόδας 
αύτού, καϊπαρεκάλει αύτόν 
πολλά λεγων

ότι ή θυγάτηρ μου άρτι 
έτελεύτησεν, άλλα έλθών 
έπίθες τήν χεΐρα έπ αυτήν 
και ζήσεται

42. ότι θυγάτηρ μονογενής 
ην αυτώ — καί αυτή 
άπέθνησκεν.

ότι τό θυγάτριόν μου 
έσχάτως έχει, ΐνα έλθών 
έπιθής αυτή τάς χεΐρας, 
όπως σωθή, καϊ ξήσεται.



19. 2) Και έγερθεϊς ό 
Ιησούς ηκολουθησεν αύτω 
κ. οί μαθηταί.

Έν δέ τώ ύπαγειν αύτόν οί 
όχλοι

24. Καί άπήλθε μετ’ αύτού 
καί ή κολούθει αύτώ όχλος 
πολύς,

missing συνέπνιγον αύτόν. καί συνέθλιβον αύτόν.

20. 4) Κ. ιδού, γυνή 
αΐμορρούσα δώδεκα έτη

43. 3) Καί γυνή ουσα έν 
ρύσει αίματος από έτών 
δώδεκα,

25. Καί γυνή τις ουσα έν 
ρύσει αίματος έτη δώδεκα,

ήτις Ιατροΐς
προςαναλώσασα όλον τόν 
βίον ούκ ΐσχυσεν ύπ’ 
ούδενός θεραπευθήναι,

26. καί — δαπα- νήσασα 
τά παρ’ αύτής πάντα, κ. 
μηδέν ώφεληθεΐσα, αλλα 
μάλλον εις χείρον έλθούσα.

προςελθούσα όπισθεν 
ήψατο τού κρασπέδου τού 
ίματίου αυτού.

44. προςελθούσα όπισθεν 
.... αυτού

27. — έλθούσα έν τώ όχλου 
όπισθεν ήψατο τού ίματίου 
αυτού.

21. Έλεγε γάρ (έν έαυτή)” 
έάν μόνον άψωμαι τοΰ 
ίματίου αύτού, σουθήσομαι.

missing 28. Έλεγε γάρ, ότι καν τών 
ίματίουν αύτοΰ άψουμαι, 
σοοθήσομαι.

missing 45-46 Jesus feels in 
himself the touching that 
has taken place. - 47. the 
woman admits it.

29-32.
33.

22. 5) Ό δέΙησούς 
έπιστηαφεϊς καί ιδών αύτήν

(cf. ν. 30. έπιστραφ εις έν 
τώ όχλου) (cf. ν. 32 
περιβλεψάμενος ίδεΐν.)

είπε θάρσει, θύγατερ ή 
πίστις σου σέσωκέ σε

48. Ό δε είπεν αύτή θάρσει 
.... σε (πορεύου εις 
ειρήνην).

34. Ό δέ είπεν αύτή' 
θύγατερ, ή πίστις .... σε 
(ύπαγε εις ειρήνην (καί 0.)

6u. 7. 49-50. Meanwhile, 
people from Jairus' house 
come with the news that 
the daughter is really dead 
and Jesus' answer.

35-36.

23. 8) Καί έλθών ο Ιησούς 
εις τήν οικίαν του 
άρχοντας,

51. Έλθών δέ εις τήν 
οικίαν —

38. Καί έρχονται εις τόν 
οίκον του άρχισυναγωγον,

καί ίδών τονς αυλητάς κ. 
τόν όχλον θορυβουμενον

52. Έκλαιον δέ πάντες κ. 
έκόπτοντο αντήν.

καί θεουρεί θόρυβον κ. 
κλαίοντας κ. άλαλάξοντας



πολλά.

λέγει αντοϊς αναχωρείτε ου 
γάρ άπέθανε τό κοράσίον, 
αλλα καθευδει.

Ό δέ είπε’ μ ή κλαίετε

ουκ απίθανε, άλλα 
καθευδει.

39. Καί ειςελθών λέγει 
αντοϊς τί θορυβεϊσθε κ. 
κλαίετε; τό παιδίον ουκ .... 
καθευδει.

9) Καί κατεγέλων αυτου. 53. Κ. κατεγέλων αντον 
(ειδότες, ότι άπέθανεν).

40. Καί κατεγέλων αντου

25. 10) "Οτε δέ έξεβλήθη ό 
όχλος, έκράτησε τής χειρός 
αυτής,

54. Αυτός δέ έκβαλών έξω 
πάντας καί κρατήσας τής 
χειρός αυτής

Ό δέ έκβαλών απαντας — 
41. καί κρατήσας τής 
χειρός του παιδίον λέγει 
αντή — τό κορασιού, σοι 
λέγω, έγειραι.missing έφώνησε λέγων ή παΐς, 

έγειρου !

11) καί ήγέρθητόκοράσιον. 55. Καί — άνέατη 
παραχρήμα,

κ. διέταξεν αντή δοθήναι 
φαγεϊν. 56. Κ. έξέστησαν οί 
γονείς αντής ό δέ 
παρήγγειλεν αυτοϊς μηδενί 
είπεϊν τό γεγονός,

42. Και ευθέως άνέστη τό 
κορασιον — κ. έξέστησαν 
έκστάσει μεγάλη, κ· 
διεστείλατο αντοϊς πολλά , 
ΐνα μήδείς γνω τούτο —
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However these pieces may be placed, it is unmistakable that the parallels derive from 
one and the same relation, and one must therefore wonder how the aforementioned 
astute critic could also here again, with regard to the last two n.. 17. 18. could come to 
the opposite conclusion. His opinion (on the writings of Luke, p. 128 f.) has too much of 
the strange for us not to cite it. The account in n. 18.

a) because of its accuracy *), must be derived from one of the disciples whom Jesus 
took with him to Jairus' house; though from the nature of the preceding narrative, 
especially from the subsequent remark (Luk. 8:29. παρήγγειλε γάρ, etc.) and from the 
improbability of the statement that the demons had still engaged in negotiations after 
Jesus' previous command to depart, that this narrator was not present at the moment 
when Jesus encountered the demonic but arrived only when the possessed man 
begged Jesus and inferred from the address that a command from Jesus to the spirits 
must have preceded **). In contrast,



*) To maintain the appearance of this assertion, the account of Luke is made 
more precise than it actually is. For when the phrase "ελθών είς οικίαν" in verse 
51 must be understood not primarily as entering the house but as entering the 
chamber of musicians, then the expression is vague enough, and if, in verse 52, 
"έκβαλώνϊξω" is also supposed to refer to the musicians' chamber, as if the 
pipers and minstrels had been gathered there, then the other narrators might 
again be more correct. The good Mark is said to misunderstand everything. See 
page 129. However, the critic has not noticed that Luke 8:51 is a combination of 
Mark 5:37 and 40 (see above, page 410). Moreover, he has not taken into 
account the writing style and presentation method of our authors.

**) As if this narrator, when he wanted to rely on a retelling, could not have also 
obtained information from someone else about what he had not seen himself, or 
as if someone who needed to collect the report through oral information had to 
limit himself to the incomplete and misleading, without being able to improve it by 
incorporating more accurate knowledge! It is striking that the remark in Luke 
8:29, "παρήγγειλε γάρ," is said to have taken on the form of an afterthought 
because its author supposedly filled in the gap through conjecture. The critic 
does not seem to be aware that such additions, by nature of the narrative style of 
our writers, are common; compare Mark 1:22, Luke 18:23, and many others. By 
adding the remark here, the circumstances are explained as to why the 
demon-possessed man came running to beg for the release of his demons. 
Indeed, it was necessary to explain why the enraged man immediately resorted 
to begging. And what gives us the right to consider the explanation provided by 
the narrator as false simply because it seems more likely that the infuriated man 
already had knowledge of Jesus' exorcisms beforehand? The explanation of the 
fact is, therefore, as much a part of the narrative as the fact itself. Furthermore, 
Mark also includes the explanation, and the assumption that Luke copied it from 
Mark is incorrect.

β) the

Matthew's account of n. 17. has a different author, namely, one of Jesus' companions 
who stayed by the ship, because in this account the storm is told in more detail than the 
event on the shore, and the description of the ravager after his healing, his wish, and 
Jesus' answer are completely missing. The lack of the last notes is explained by the fact 
that this was not told to this man, who is said to have become a reporter later. - Against 
such explanations it is difficult to recall anything. We shall therefore only assert what 
immediately suggests itself:



a) this man, from whom the more inaccurate record is derived, and who is supposed to 
tell of the event on the shore what he had heard, could not have received any other or 
less complete information than Luke's speakers, since the parts of the narrative Matth, 
v. 30-33. in the construction and position of the sentences, and in the choice of words, 
completely coincide with Luk 8:32 - 34 ?

b) How did it come about that in the Gospel of Matthew just the report of such a witness 
entered, who had to let himself tell a part of the report, the event on the shore and the 
story of the demonic?

c) It is even said of this man that he had distinguished his report. Should he not, if he 
wished to do so, have been able to obtain information about the event on the shore?

d) Luke's speaker is said to have been an eyewitness of what happened at Gadara, at 
least of what took place after the casting out of the demons. He must therefore have 
been the author of the description in Matt. v. 32, καί ωρμησε, etc., since it literally 
agrees with Luke v. 33; or Luke's speaker must have drawn from another source with 
the Matthean. How then is agreement and disagreement to be explained?

We see that nothing at all is explained by deriving the news from different narrators. - 
The account of the incident in Jairus' house is supposed to have come to Matthew from 
another hand - a supposition against which we do not wish to remind you further. Our 
critic's views are based on three things:

a) he ignores everywhere that different writers cannot coincide in the composition and 
expression of general propositions connected in a reflective utterance;

b) in parallel relations, he considers the divergent parts of the representation to be 
equally original with the concordant ones, and believes the latter to have arisen at the 
same time as the former, which is why the difference between the two escapes him 
altogether, and the concurrence in that in which no concurrence is possible without a 
norm appears as something entirely accidental;

c) he does not care at all how the differences could have arisen in the unity of the 
original account. He attributes all differences to the pre-narrators and the authors of our 
Gospels, and here he errs again in two ways,

a) by not asking how the differing pre-narrators were able to harmonise the formation, 
order and expression of thoughts through entire sections of the narrative, and



ß) by leaving completely unexamined whether our writers themselves did not first 
change the type given to them, as is undoubtedly the case. -

His explanations, however, are of value to us insofar as they require us to seek out 
those data through which our point of question to be discussed here is precisely 
discussed and such confusions are prevented. And these data are now to be sought 
out. We want to compare the archetype and the deviations with each other in more 
detail, in the order that we first look back at the speeches.



Third Datum.
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Just as in the speeches the historical starting, transitional and concluding formulas, 
where they vary, only changed their original form under the hands of the writer; so what 
appears to be the essential difference with regard to these formulas is also based on 
the author's calculations, and the way of writing, the method of presentation and the 
position of the piece then reveals that it is the direct product of the writer in whom it is 
found. The modification of the original form that has taken place in this way is always 
visible in that text against which Mark stands in harmony with the other.
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The following is an explanation of the datum:

a) If the opening, transitional and closing formulas and the general remarks and 
information of the narrator, which are added to a speech, vary in the copies of the same; 
These variations are, for the time being, only literary production (by no means copies of 
different traditions), and this is evident both from the fact that the nature of the play has 
remained intact in that part of it which is made up of the speech, and from the fact that 
these varying formulas, despite their differences, are located in the same way in the 
reviews of the play. Now, where these variations, held against each other, consist in 
nothing but a change of expression, they cannot have anything further that is 
disconcerting, even if they were preceded by a certain expression in the original type. 
For if the expression of the given could be changed anywhere, it could do so especially 
in such secondary formulas. On the other hand, if substantial differences are noticeable 
in the place where such formulas and general remarks are found, then, if a certain type 
is presupposed, these must be considered much more likely to be the production of a 
writer, because the alteration made is undoubtedly based on plan and intention.

b) We do, however, sometimes find substantial differences in these historical additions, 
even if their specially developed text, as has been noted in regard to some of them 
above, still includes certain words retained from the original text. For these words are 
sometimes combined with others in order to express something else. Sometimes also 
such formulas are transitions in one and another copy, although they are expressed in 
the others, or they are added where they are absent in the others. We have said that 
such deviations are intentional, that is, undoubtedly authorial. In this there are two 
things - that they are deviations (from the original type), and that they are intentional. 
The former is included in the latter. But if we have a special criterion for the former, this



will serve to draw our attention to the latter, to the intentionality of the deviation, and to 
induce us to trace its causes. Do we now have such a criterion? Certainly, where two 
referents agree against the third, we shall assume the original expression in the former, 
and consider the expression of the latter to be a deviation, of which deviation, as I have 
said, we shall then have to look more closely into the reason for it.
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1) the series of passages from n. 34. to n. 56. we can notice deviations

a) in Luke in the following passages, where

h) certain details are missing: n. 35. Luk. 18:18. (the indication that Jesus was on the 
way is missing). Likewise n. 36. Luk. 18:31. - n. 49. Luk. 21:5. 7. (where the indication is 
missing that Jesus made the preliminary statement that the temple would be destroyed 
on leaving the temple, and only gave the explanation about it on the mountain of Lei).
-n. 54. Luk. 22:39. (there is no indication that they left for the Mount of Olives after the 
hymn of praise was spoken). - n. 55. Luk. 22:66. (the hearing of the false witnesses is 
missing). .

n) Places where narrative formulas are appropriate, which do not have the parallel 
relations. - n. 36. Luk. 18:34. (a closing formula). - n. 44. Luk. 20:39. (a closing formula)- 
n. 49. Luk. 21:37. 38. (a closing formula). - 52. Luk 22:3. (an opening formula). - n. 39. 
Luk. 19:37. (a special connecting formula).

a) Special indications: n. 41. Luk. 19:47. 48. (changed closing formula). - n. 42. a. Luk. 
20:1. (altered opening formula).

ß) in Matthew; v. 41. Matth. 21:15. 16. (the discontent of the priests explained 
differently), n. 42 b. Matth. 21:33. (the indication that Jesus spoke in parables changed). 
- n. 42 b. Matth. 21:45. 46. (changing the closing formula). - n. 43. Matth. 22:15. 
(changed opening formula). - n. 46. Matth. 22:41. (special opening formula) and v. 46. 
(special closing formula). - Matth. 26:1.2. (change of the beginning formula). - n. 56. 
Matth. 27:11. (other connecting formula). -

2) In the preceding series of pericopes there are

a) in Luke the following passages are to be marked: n. 1. the description of the costume 
of the Baptist is missing. - n. 9. Luk. 5:17. (special indication). - Luk 8:1 - 3 (other 
preliminary remarks). - n. 28. Luk. 9:28. (missing the remark about travelling to



Caesarea). - Luk. 9:28. (changed time determination). - Luk. 9:44. 45. (change of the 
transition and connection formulas). - n. 32. Luk. 9:46. (the remark of the return from 
Caesarea is missing), b) in Matthew the following: n. 8. Matth. 8:4. (the closing formula 
is missing). - n. 9. Matth. 9:8. (changed closing formula). - (Certain moments are 
missing from the beginning of 1.) - n. 20. Matth. 11:1. (changed closing formula) 
(compare Mark. 6:12. 13. and Luk. 9:6.). The passages where Luke has Mark alone 
beside him (e.g. 5, 15. 16.) have been abstracted here.

523

d) The recorded variations have their reason in the different arrangement of the 
passages and are, therefore, indeed stylistic. Since we have not yet discussed the order 
and arrangement of the materials, the explanation of them must be postponed for now. 
However, it was noticed that in these deviating formulas, the particular writing style of 
the author to whom they belong can also be recognized, and this can be demonstrated 
here. Let us first examine the deviating formulas of Luke (the missing ones cannot be 
taken into account, only the given ones), which are as follows: n. 36. Luke 18:34. The 
annotation consists of tautological and partly Hebraizing sentences. It is peculiar that 
Luke, in other instances where he uses such formulas, tries to give them fullness by 
employing tautologies, contrary to the manner he observes within the scope of parallel 
narrative passages, where he avoids tautologies. - Compare the very similar formula to 
the current one in n. 31. Luke 9:45 - similarly in v. 42, 43, 22:55 (5:26) - for κεκρυμμίνον 
άπ αυτών 18:34, compare 10:21, 19:42 - η. 41. 19:48 - το τι ποιήσωσιν, compare 6:11, 
22:4 - η. 42. 20:1. εν μια των ημερών, 5:17, 8:22 (5:12, 10:38, 11:1, 3:10) - 
ευαγγελίζεσαι, compare 4:43, 8:1, 9:6 - επίστησαν, 2:38, 10:40, Acts 22:13, 20 - η. 44. 
20:39. τινες. Luke often notes, before presenting Jesus' responses, that "Some" have 
expressed something previously, e.g., 6:2 (9:7, 8), 11:15, 13:1, 19:39 (20:40, which 
Luke did not create himself, compare Mark 12:34) - n. 49. 21:5. τινων λεγόντων, again 
"some" - a similar summary statement as in c. 13:1 - Also here, Luke 21:37, to 
χαλοΰμενον ελαιών (compare 19:29, 23:33), v. 38, όρθρίζω (compare 24:1, άρθ ρου 
βαθιές) - η. 52. Luke 22:3. εϊςηλθε ό Σατανάς, compare 8:30 - In the formulas with which 
Luke fills gaps and which he writes alone, he tends to Hebraize in ideas as well as in 
expressions; compare n. 30. 9:43, 44, many passages in n. 49, and n. 53, 22:31 - In the 
previously mentioned sequence: n. 9. 5:17. κάίεγενετο, καί κ. τ. λ. No one uses this 
formula more often than Luke, νομοδιδάσκαλοι, compare Acts 5:34, εάω occurs more 
often with Luke than with anyone else. n. 16. 8:1-4, again και εγενετο κ. αίτος - διώδευε 
κατά πάλιν κ. κώμην κηρΰσσων, compare 9:6 (here, too, Mark deviates). 13:22, Acts 
18:23, είαγγελιζόμένος, 4:43, 9:6, 20:1, αφ’ ‘ης - εξιληλύθει, compare 8:35, 38 - και ετίραι 
πολλαί, compare 3:18 - η. 28. 9:18 - ηροςευχόμενον. Luke never forgets to mention that 
Jesus, when supposed to be alone, was praying, compare 5:16, 6:12, 9:28, 20:1, 3:20



(except 4:36) - η. 31:9, 44, 45, compare 18:34 - η. 32. 9:46, 2:35, 5:22, 6:8, 24:38, το τίς 
άν εΐη, compare 22:2, 1:62.
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β) From the Gospel of Matthew, the following passages in the latter pericope sequence 
are to be distinguished, as previously mentioned: n. 41. Matthew 21:14 — 16. ώσαινά 
τώ Θεώ Δαβίδ, compare 21:9. (which passage the compiler had as a model). Therefore, 
also χράζειν κ. λεγειν. However, it should also be noted here that it does not say here, 
as it does there: εχραζον λεγοντες, both words combined, but χρίζοντας with the 
addition εν τω ιερω, so that indeed a temple-related fact is mentioned, about which the 
priests, just like the fact of the cleansing of the temple, which was pushed into the 
background by the compiler, can become unwilling. Only verse 16 does not fit precisely 
with this, because the priests did not become so much displeased with the fact that the 
children were shouting in the temple, but rather with what they were shouting. — One 
has to pay particular attention to the signs of interpolation here so that it does not 
appear as if the interpolator were also the author of the other passage he had in mind,
21:9, which corresponds to the text of Mark. — n. 42. b. 21:35. άλλην παραβολήν, 
compare 13:24. 31. 33. — άχοίσατι (παραβολήν), compare 13:18. 21:45. — n. 42. b. 
21:45. 46. Reordering. See above, p. 374. — n. 43. 22:15. σνμβονλιον ελαβον, compare 
12:14. 27:1. — τότε πορευθεντες occurs frequently in Matthew, e.g. 26:14. — n. 46. 
22:41. συνηγμένων, compare 22:34. 26:3. 27:62. (the concluding formula 22:46 was 
transferred here from elsewhere, compare Mark 12:34.) — n. 50. 26:1. 2. ότε ετελεσεν 
κ. τ. λ. 11:1. 13:53. — ν. 2. formed according to the manner of speeches and dialogues. 
— τότε ουνήχθησαν, (see the just mentioned passage at n. 46.) 26:3. τον λεγομόνον 
Καϊάφα, compare ν. 57. — n. 56. 27:11. resuming the thread from v. 2 (according to the 
compiler's habit) (compare formulas like 26:55. 23:1. 22:41. and others); — in the 
previous series: n. 9. Matthew 9:8. τον δόντα εξουσίαν κ. τ. λ. formed according to ν. 6: 
ινα δε είδήτε, οτι εξουσίαν εχει χ. τ. λ. — οί όχλοι, compare 12:23. 46. 14:22. 15:35. In 
Mark, it never occurs in the plural. — v. 20. 11:1. οτι ετελεσεν διατάσσων. (Such 
passages are unwelcome to those who prefer a Hebraizing diction in the Gospel of 
Matthew.) Compare 13:53. 26:1.
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e) These formulas are now truly individual; - expressions of the style of writing of the 
writer in whom they are found, they have their proper place only in the work arranged by 
him, and the coincidence of these two characteristics is important here.



a) Why do the other texts deviate from these formulas at the same time and in 
agreement with each other? Either the authors of the other texts or the writer who uses 
these formulas must have deviated from the order of the original type. The latter will be 
considered the more probable, if those formulas, just as they are connected with the 
different arrangement of the piece with which they are provided, are also made 
recognisable by expression and manner of writing as the product of the same writer in 
whose writing the deviating arrangement is perceived. At the same time
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β) another conclusion can be drawn from this. For if we said earlier that the agreement 
between two texts and the differently formed third leads to the assumption that the 
difference in the latter, if it is an essential one, must have its reason in a special 
intention of the differing writer, or in his peculiar manner of writing; We can now also say 
that, if this supposition is confirmed, this is proof that the text which the other two writers 
express harmoniously is the original text, and this can be asserted all the more 
confidently, since our writers, in general, where they do not follow their individual style of 
writing, and deliberately or unintentionally follow others, everywhere agree with each 
other.

Finally it follows

y) that if one or the other of the authors appropriates as his product a special formula 
written with reference to the deviating arrangement of the pieces, and he thus reveals 
himself as the author of the deviating arrangement, the reason why the alteration was 
made will also be found in his writing. All this will be completely disregarded when we 
speak of the order and position of the pieces.

f) However, in general, wherever Matthew or Luke deviate from the text that agrees with 
Mark, the individual writing style of one or the other becomes evident, and we want to 
make this even more noticeable with the other formulas, to which the arrangement and 
connection of the passages had no influence. — In the latter series, starting from n. 34, 
the following distinct writing styles appear:

a) in Luke: n. 39. Luke 19:37. άπαν τδ πλήθος, compare 23:1. αινείν τον Θεόν. 2:0.
8:43. — η. 36. πορευομενου αυτοί, compare 9:57. — η. 43. 20, 20. επιλαβεσθαι λόγου, 
how different from the others in v. 26. — τη αρχή κ. τη εξουσία, compare 12:11. — n. 47. 
Compare here Luke 20:45. ακούοντος δε παντός του λαού είπε, and Mark 12:37. και ο 
πολύς όχλος ήκουε αυτού ηδέως, και έλεγεν αυτοίς (12:38.), with Mark 11:4. και λύουσιν 
αϊτόν, και — έλεγον αυτοϊς (ν. 5.), and Luke 19:33. λυόντων δε αυτώ — ειπον. — η. 53. 
22, 14. ότε έγένετο η ώρα, compare 14, 13, — η. 54. 22:44. εγένετο ο ιδρώς αυτού ωςει



— compare — Acts 2:2. εγένετο ήχος ώςπερ φερομένης πνοής βιαίας. — ν. 43. 
ενισχύων, compare Acts 9:19.; — in the front series: n. 8. 5:12. κ. εγένετο και ιδού, 14:1. 
2. — ανήρ, compare 5:18. 8:41. 9:37 — πλήρης λέπρας, compare 4:1. — έδεήθη αυτού, 
8:28. 38. — ν. 8. διήρκητε ο λόγος περί αυτού, compare 7:17, 4:37. ήχος περί αυτού. — 
ακούειν, compare 6:17. — η. 9. 5:18. κ. ιδού, άνδρες, compare 9:30. 23:50. 24:4. δς ήν 
παραλελυμένος, compare η. 24-25. παραχρήμα frequently used by Luke. 26. έκστασις 
έλαβεν άπαντας, compare 7:16. — επλήσθησαν φόβου, compare 6:11. Acts 3:10. — n. 
10. 5:29, όχλος τελωνών, compare 6:17. 5:30. εγόγγυζον λέγοντες, compare 15:2. — η. 
12. 6:8. Αυτός δε ήδει τους διαλογισμούς, compare 5:22. 9:47. —
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β) in Matthew: — in the latter series, apart from what has already been considered or 
belongs to a different category, there is little or nothing that needs to be distinguished — 
nothing in n. 34. 35. (Although it is also a matter of discussion whether the expression in 
Matthew v. 14, which differs from Mark's, is the original text or not, it still does not 
become distinguishable as specifically Matthew's from others. The content of the 
passage has already been subjected to criticism elsewhere, and it has been shown that 
Matthew has made enough alterations.)

g) Now, comparing these historical formulae and the whole accompanying apparatus of 
the narrator with the reported content of the speeches, we will notice

a) that in the (large) speech passages where those formulae only make short 
transitions, there is more agreement among the copies in the expression of the speech 
than in these formulae. — But can we be surprised about this, since

h) the arrangement of the passages must have influenced the wording of such formulae, 
and

n) the spoken speech could be faithfully reproduced even if its connection with its 
external occasion differed more or less? So, we have no reason to resort to the 
explanation that the differences are due to different translations of given expressions, 
and thus we have neither to believe that our authors had a different written norm for 
expressing the content of the speeches than for connecting the historical details, nor do 
we have to assume that there were so many different copies of the account before our 
authors, as we find different connecting and transitional formulae at the parallel 
passages of the narratives. The original that determined the Greek expression for the 
content of the speeches also gave the authors the specific expression for the incidental



remarks of the narrator, so that they always had a fully formed narrative piece at hand. 
And this is not to be doubted because

ß) In the other speech passages, where the historical preliminaries before the speech 
lengthen, the agreement among the copies in the expression of the preliminary remarks 
also lengthens (see n. 39) — and the harmony would be threefold when it is twofold, if 
one referent had not modified it. — Now we turn from the speech passages to the 
narrations of actions and events, and focus primarily on what seems to be essential 
discrepancies.

In n. 36, Matthew 21:17 does not belong here either, as it is solely Mark's text that 
stands opposite to it. However, n. 39, Matthew 21:4—6, is in Matthew's diction, as is v.
7, επάνω αυτών, compare 2:9, 5:14, 23:18, 20:22. — v. 8, ο δε πλεΐστος όχλος and v. 9, 
οί δό όχλοι — are additions by Matthew, see above p. 411. — n. 42a, Matthew 21:23, 
προςήλθον — is Matthew's style, compare 22:23, 24:1, as is the inserted: λίγουσιν 
αυτώ, compare 27:22, 22:42. — n. 48, Matthew 22:19, προςήνηγχαν αυτω, compare 
12:22, 8:16. — n. 49, 24:1, προςήλθον, — and επιδέίξαι, compare 22:19, 16:1. — n. 53, 
Matthew 26:17, προςήλθον λέγοντες, is Matthew's alone here. Compare with v. 19, see 
21:6. — n. 54, Matthew 26:36, and v. 38, τότε (not present in Mark, just like v. 50, not: 
τότε προςελθόντες). 26:56, πούτο δε ολον — των προφητών — is a modification by 
Matthew. — v. 57, οπού συνηχθησαν — is Matthew's (Mark 14:53, καί συνέρχονται 
αυτω, probably I. αυτού) — v. 58, ειςελθών εσω is lengthy for the sake of clarity. — n.
56, 27:2, τω ήγεμόνι and 11. τοϋ ηγεμόνας and the same in the same place, ό ήγεμών 
and v. 24, τον ηγεμόνα and 27:15, 27, are not present in the parallel texts. (23, ouk 
ακούεις, compare 21:16.) — In the other pericope sequence, we encounter the following 
peculiarities: n. 8, Matthew 8:2, προςεκΰνει αυτω, compare 9:18, 14:33, 15:25, 28:17.
(In Mark, it only occurs in c. 5:6, and the question arises whether προςέπεσε might be 
more accurate here.) — v. 3, εκαθαρέσθη (to which Mark adds άνθρωπος) is connected 
with ή λέπρα (see above p. 446). Similarly, in n. 38, Matthew 20:34, where ανέβλεψαν is 
added with the subject: αυτών οί οφθαλμοί (to distinguish from Mark and Luke). — n.
10, Matthew 9:9, άνθρωπον — λεγόμενον is a phrase that occurs frequently in Matthew, 
but never in Mark. Compare Matthew 26, 86, 27, 16, 17, 38. (compare Mark). — n. 13, 
Matthew 9:13, συμβουλών 'ελαβον, compare 22:15, 27:1, 7. — 15. γνους άνεχωρησεν. 
Although Mark also uses άνεχωρησεν here, he does not express it as if he wanted to 
say that Jesus immediately withdrew from the synagogue and went to the lake because 
of the persecution. However, the γνούς and άχούσας in άνεχώρησε are in Matthew's 
style, compare 2:22, 4:12, 14:13, 15:21. *) — n. 14, Matthew 12:25, είδώς τάς 
ενθνμήσεις, compare 9:4. — There is nothing more to remark about n. 16 here. — n. 28, 
Matthew 16:13, ελθών, the participle, where Mark uses the verb έλεγε. Similarly, 8:14,



14:32, 21:23, 22:15, 26:71, and others. — n. 32, Matthew 18:1, εν εκείνη τη ήμερα, 
compare 13:1, 22:23, 26:55. —προςήλθον, no word is more frequent in Matthew than 
this.

*) The ηκολουθησαν or ήχολονθησεν Mark 3:7 is absolutely incorrect and is 
rightly omitted in Codex D among others.

a) A clumsiness already arises when v. 8. άχονσαντες κ. τ. λ. is supposed to be 
solely related to οί περί Τύρου κ. τ. λ., as it obviously belongs to πολύ πλήθος v. 
7. and all its parts. (Why should it only be said of the Syrians and Sidonians that 
they followed Jesus because they had heard of his deeds? Wasn't that also true 
of the others?)

b) The ήχολοΰθησεν sounds as if the masses of people from the synagogue had 
followed Jesus, which is certainly not to be thought of remotely, since it is rather 
to be said that the people first gathered around him at the sea, and thus the 
ηλθον πρός αυτόν gives the verbum which alone completes the sentence.

c) When the interpolated ήκολονθησεν (ήκολουθησαν) is eradicated, similar 
sentence parts come together, and the whole gives an expression that is as 
understandable as it is appropriate. The interpolated word is from Matthew 4:25.
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g) Now, comparing these historical formulae and the whole accompanying apparatus of 
the narrator with the reported content of the speeches, we will notice

a) that in the (large) speech passages where those formulae only make short 
transitions, there is more agreement among the copies in the expression of the speech 
than in these formulae. — But can we be surprised about this, since

k) the arrangement of the passages must have influenced the wording of such formulae, 
and

n) the spoken speech could be faithfully reproduced even if its connection with its 
external occasion differed more or less? So, we have no reason to resort to the 
explanation that the differences are due to different translations of given expressions, 
and thus we have neither to believe that our authors had a different written norm for 
expressing the content of the speeches than for connecting the historical details, nor do 
we have to assume that there were so many different copies of the account before our



authors, as we find different connecting and transitional formulae at the parallel 
passages of the narratives. The original that determined the Greek expression for the 
content of the speeches also gave the authors the specific expression for the incidental 
remarks of the narrator, so that they always had a fully formed narrative piece at hand. 
And this is not to be doubted because

ß) In the other speech passages, where the historical preliminaries before the speech 
lengthen, the agreement among the copies in the expression of the preliminary remarks 
also lengthens (see n. 39) — and the harmony would be threefold when it is twofold, if 
one referent had not modified it. — Now we turn from the speech passages to the 
narrations of actions and events, and focus primarily on what seems to be essential 
discrepancies.
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Fourth Datum.

Where Mark's text contains more elements in the accounts of Jesus' miracles than the 
third, the latter, as the abridged text, presupposes those elements by virtue of its 
construction. Where, on the other hand, Mark's text is narrower or more precise in 
places than the third, the latter only makes superfluous amplifications.

One could raise doubts about the unity of the pieces because of the quantitative 
differences. In this case, then, we note the following:

a) Matthew always gives - the shorter text; never in this kind of presentation the longer 
one (only where he has included speeches is his communication the richer). His 
account of n. 7 is abbreviated, as is that of n. 17, and n. 18. - n. 7 lacks the information 
that Jesus departs early in the morning and does not allow himself to be kept in 
Capernaum, because he must also teach elsewhere. But if this remark leads to the 
conclusion that Jesus visited Capernaum for the first time after the beginning of his 
career, then this is just the circumstance by which in the narrative, as far as Matthew 
communicates it, the note that Jesus had entered Peter's house (Matth. 8:14.), and the 
one that on this day all kinds of sick people were brought to him, is first clarified, the 
circumstance, therefore, which contains a provision that belongs essentially to the play. 
The introductory formula v. 14: When Jesus came to Peter's house, he saw his 
mother-in-law lying ill with a fever, will be understood, since on the one hand it is left 
quite unnoticed how far this "coming" is to be thought of as connected with a tendency 
of Jesus, and on the other hand the cause of healing the sick woman is merely implied 
in the fact that Jesus saw the sick woman, and since both the coming and the seeing



thus seem to have been brought together quite by chance, I say, this formula, when 
compared with the opposite statement of the secondary entendre, will at once be 
regarded rather as a fleeting deduction from the specific and the definite, than as that 
statement, which contains the more specific, as an artificial alteration made later on the 
indefinite Matthaean formula. But also v. 16. the accuracy observed in the evangelical 
mode of narration otherwise, and in the secondary texts also here, is missed, mornad 
the και πάντας τους κακώς -- εθεράπευσεν cannot It is strange that in this passage, too, 
the accuracy otherwise observed in the Gospel narrative, and in the secondary texts, 
cannot occur unless it is mentioned beforehand that these sick people were brought to 
Jesus, just as it has been mentioned of the demoniacs. It is strange that in the place 
where Matthew only remembers the bringing of the demoniacs without mentioning the 
other sick, Luke mentions the weak and sick just as one-sidedly, without remembering 
the demoniacs. But in Luke the one-sidedness is less noticeable, since the remark Luk. 
4:41. εξήρχετο δε καϊ stands apart from the preceding like an aside. But because the 
gap is evident in Matthew, in that the passage about the healings and exorcisms is in 
the postscript just as it is in Mark, it cannot be said that Mark 2:32. was a mixture of the 
two secondary texts. - n. 17. Here the Matthaean narrative lacks several elements. The 
main difference between it and the parallel relations is due to the twofold number of 
demoniacs introduced in Matthew, in place of which there is only one in the latter. - The 
narrator who doubled the number did not take into account that two demoniacs do not 
come together in reality in the way he combines them in the narrative. According to this 
combination, however, some things in the narrative must have taken a different form 
from that in which they appear in the related others.
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a) The latter describe in more detail the terrible affliction of the sick person of whose 
admirable cure they want to speak. The speaker, speaking of an unhappy pair of this 
kind, could not enter into the specifics, since the description of the condition of each of 
the two should have been different, and therefore fills the passage with the general 
statement that the two ravagers made the road passing by unsafe (Matth, v. 28.).

ß) At the same place, where the harmonic representations, after the description of the 
sick man, introduce his address to Jesus, the Matthaean Two are also introduced 
speaking. But the two will not have spoken the same words. While the other relations, 
which only refer to the words of one, seem to reflect really spoken words, that which is 
referred to in Matthew rather has the appearance of being a transformation of the 
indirect speech of the narrator into the direct speech of those being narrated.



γ) The question of Jesus, what the demonic power is called, had to be dropped at the 
same time with this answer, because the answer that it is called legion could not be 
given by two. *) Nevertheless, the information contained in that answer is an essential 
part of the account given by the narrators, because it not only explains the destruction 
of the numerous host, as it occurred after the expulsion of the demons, but also the 
request (of the sick person), made to Jesus before the expulsion, to be spared with the 
torment.

*) In n. 39, where Matthew also makes a doubling, he has omitted the speech
(Mark 11:4-5) that was previously calculated only for one sync before the
doubling.

δ) The description, which only had to do with the condition of a single person, could well 
strive to make the change that took place after the healing a little more vivid (as Mark 
5:15.16. Luk 8:35.). It is no less understandable, however, how the other narrative, 
which speaks of two, took the trouble to give such an account, and merely left it at the 
result that the wretches were healed. This account also quite consistently omits the 
request, according to the other account, made by the healed man to Jesus for 
admission into his retinue, because it seemed too individual to be put into the mouths of 
the two at the same time. - The reports, as we have seen, have, apart from the 
differences noted, the same structure and form. Now, since the more natural and more 
particular, - the one with whose content the form is more in harmony, - cannot have 
arisen from the elements of the other (Matthean), but rather the doubling and 
combination in the latter could more easily have received its origin on the basis of the 
first; nothing is more certain than that that which is the same form in the representations 
is in the Matthean narrative that which is used, and that which is peculiarly different is 
the later modification of the given. - n. 18. The narrative of Matthew leaves
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a) unexplained how it came about that the sick woman approached just now, while 
Jesus was going with Jairus to his dwelling; nor does it say whether the woman tried to 
touch Jesus unnoticed. It therefore remains obscure and incomprehensible, unless it is 
supplemented from the secondary narratives.

β) In Matthew, Jairus says that his daughter was so different (Matth. 9:18.). But if this 
news is only brought to the father afterwards by messengers, of whose arrival Matthew 
mentions nothing, and if these messengers say that now that the girl is dead, the father 
should not trouble Jesus any further; one is easily led to think that Jairus, if he had 
known beforehand what the messengers now knew, would have considered the search



for help no less useless than these messengers, and that the Matthaean narrator only, 
in order to make the news of the messengers superfluous *), thus abbreviating the 
report, put that more definite news into the father's mouth **). Still missing in Matthew,

*) Why did he want to make them superfluous? in another place, the problem will
be solved.

**) The effort was vain to derive the difference that exists here from different
transpositions of certain Hebrew words.

y) that Jesus, going to Jairus' house, took only three of his disciples with him, and that 
after the work of salvation was done, he forbade the child's parents to say anything 
about the matter, - that is what is missing, which betrays Jesus' intention to prevent all 
appearances as much as possible. One can conclude that the narrator who placed 
more importance on making the event known (Matth, v. 26) also abbreviated it here. 
What he remarks is not the point of the narrative, but what he omits is part of its plan. 
For the fact that Jesus wanted the matter kept secret is also attested by those parts of 
the narrative which the abbreviator has not suppressed. By stating with the others that 
Jesus had declared to the complainants that the girl was not dead, and demanded the 
removal of the persons who did not belong in the house, he gives a note that is only 
made comprehensible by the conclusion of the original narrative, which he omitted. - 
We have already seen other examples of abbreviations of the text in Matthew (cf. above 
p. 337 f.), and so the ones presented here can be all the less conspicuous, however 
unwelcome they may be to some, since these abbreviations, just as much on the one 
hand as the same author's compilations on the other, provide clear and irrefutable proof 
that the original narrative, if it does not exist elsewhere, is least of all to be found in 
Matthew. - From Luke we have to note the following as similar examples of shortening 
of tercets in the present place. 18. it has already been remarked above, p. 410. and p. 
518. that Luk, 8:51, is composed of a text like Mark. 5:37, 40. is drawn together.
Matthew harmonizes with Mark in that he also distinguishes between going into the 
house and entering the death chamber, or mentions each specifically. Now Mark, in 
mentioning the first, makes the special remark that Jesus allowed no one to go with him 
but those three disciples who are also mentioned in Luke's narrative, The ουκ άφήχεν 
has also been retained by Luke, but instead of, as Mark, σιναχολυνθήσαι to it, he puts 
εϊςελθεϊν to it, and indeed Jesus is said not to have allowed this ειςελθεΐν, since he (not 
first, as in Mark, on his way to the house, but) had already arrived at the house. With 
contractions ambiguities are wont to arise. So here. One would scarcely suppose that 
the reader should think of anything else in addition to the ειςελθεΐν, than εις οικίαν, if 
Luke had not added that which is retained from the original narrative, that Jesus only 
the father and mother of the deceased, whereby one is compelled to think of an



entrance not into the house, but into the chamber of the dead. If Luke had left the text 
as it originally was, then after the ουκ αφήκεν (which still belongs to the way), and after 
the mention of the arrival of Jesus in the house, the speech, as in Mark and Matthew, 
would first come to the wallers. Now this order is also in Luke, if one takes out his 
combination from v. 51. But since he joins those who were allowed to go alone with 
those who went in alone, making one class out of the two, the mourners do not appear 
until after they have entered the death chamber, and it now looks as if they had been 
the last to be assembled in the death chamber. But this is probably not correct. - Luke 
should have added his combination only at v. 54. What is the reason, however, that he 
speaks of the people being let in and the people being let in, rather than of the wailers? 
Merely the ουκ άγήκεν, that this stood in the same place in the original narrative where it 
stands in Mark (before the perception of the wailers), and Luke wished to use it (after 
the added εϊςελθεϊν), in order to dispense with Mark. 5:40. to spare *).

*) According to Schleiermacher (a, a. O. p. 129.) Mark, in stating to ουκ αφήκεν 
5as συνακολουθήσαι, rather misunderstood Luke (I), why ? because on the road 
the prohibition not to go along could have been of no use, since, after all, from all 
sides the people always converge on a heap where there is a crowd." We answer 
that:

(a) misunderstand that Luke could not have said Mark at all, because the latter 
does not say anything different from Mark v. 40, but only improves it.

b) There is nothing untrue about the message itself.

a) Jesus was honoured among the Galileans (Luk. 8:40.), That he did not want 
to make an appearance in Capernaum, was perhaps known. But if he expressly 
required that no one should go with him, why should he not have been obeyed? 
If Jesus' command had not worked, perhaps the archisynagogue would have 
prevailed.

(β) He would not have wanted to take anyone with him, and it is therefore very 
doubtful that he would have made his request loudly and in front of the people, 
so that they would have heard that there was a commotion in his crowd.

Incidentally, in that Mark, like Matthew, distinguishes the entrance into the 
house and the entrance into the death chamber (the distance of the wailers 
between them being present), and also how Luke interpolates the οϋχ αφήχε 
into his words, he could again seem to make a mixture of the two neighbouring



texts, and yet what would the verdict that he had done this be but a total 
misunderstanding of the texts?
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(Already in n. 17. Luk. 8:44. an abbreviation occurs, as noted above p. 410.) - n. 22. 
Here Luk. 9:11. lacks the indication that Jesus departed by ship to the lonely place. The 
original narrative must have contained it. For

a) it fits much too naturally with the other circumstances mentioned at the same time to 
be taken for an insertion made later. It is therefore rather

ß) for that which Luke retains. If Jesus went away to ships, it is easy to understand how 
it could be said that

k) the people recognised him (Mark), or heard of him (Matt.);

n) they hastened on foot (Mark and Matthew) to the place where Jesus was about to 
arrive (Mark).

a) Jesus then met the assembled people as he was getting out*), and although he could 
have

*) This is what the έξελθών in Matthew and Mark means here without any doubt 
(see Kiihnol on Matth.). What else could it mean in the participial form referring to 
one who was in the ship? One is already led to the correct explanation by the fact 
that Luke does not use the word here, as he does not speak of a ship.
(Fritzfche's comments want to interpret it differently).

i )  could have immediately departed again (to ships), he nevertheless devoted himself to 
the people (Mark. v. 34. and Matth.). Now the γνόντις put by Luke also points to n, 
although it has nothing intelligible in him, who speaks only of a journey on foot. (What 
had the people learned: that Jesus had departed, or that he was about to depart? and 
how did they learn the one or the other? How did they come together with Jesus in one 
place?) The expression δεξάμενος used by Luke points to i ,  as which also presupposes 
of Jesus that he, if he had willed, could have eluded the people, but now that the note is 
displaced by the navigation, remains incomprehensible without the secondary texts.
(The way of writing itself shows that Luke wants to fill the gaps from his own supply. - 
The samples of textual abbreviations presented here from Luke are also not striking, 
since we have seen such abbreviations before in his work (cf. above p. 340, 371). As in



the narrative piece now under consideration, Luke has also changed the situation in n. 
16. The more complete text, as Mark expresses it, is therefore not an extension of the 
shorter one, but we do have the following
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b) to perceive extensions made later in that text which wants to be even more complete 
than the one given by Mark in agreement with the other. Of examples of an expansion 
of the text, by which the narration of an individual action or event *) was increased by 
historical moments, we find none in Matthew other than that in n. 29. Matth. 17:6. 7. if 
this is to be accepted. But here it is only an insertion, which is partly superfluous, and 
partly not even in accordance with the purpose of the narrative. For the latter would 
rather have it that the disciples, when the voice occurred which spoke of the Son, 
immediately looked around to see of whom it spoke, and at the same moment saw no 
one around them but Jesus (so that by the Son meant they must have understood him), 
and this relation is changed by the Matthean insertion. We find nothing further in 
Matthew, but it is strange that we, in speaking of Luke's extensions, can only mention 
first and only the same piece that has just been spoken of. Luke also adds remarks 
here, but they are nothing more than superfluous amplifications and interpolations. Luk. 
v. 30.31. says with its periphrases (comp. ch. 24:4. δύο ίίνδρις, and the more definite 
'όςτις, comp. ch. 8:3.26. 43. 23:19. 55.) nothing more than is expressed in Mark 9:4. 
(The δφθεντες v. 31. is taken from the parallel 'ωφθησαν αυτόί'ς, but αύτοΐς omitted, 
because something special is to be inserted by the disciples only v, 32. But what was 
inserted - that the disciples had already awakened from sleep when the appearance 
took place - already lies in the ώγθησαν αυτοίς). Only in that v. 33. it is remarked that 
the transfigured had departed at the moment when Peter spoke of building a hut, it 
seems as if what Peter said was to be made intelligible according to his relation, if it had 
been the desire of the speaker that the departed should tarry longer. But this remark is 
not sufficient to explain the meaning and the origin of Peter's statement. Rather, one 
can imagine that Peter, after the hitherto continued wanderings with Jesus, which had 
not permitted a long stay in one place, was tempted to stay here in the place irradiated 
with light, and thus did not wish both those transfigured, but rather Jesus to stay longer 
in the place, and not at the moment when the radiance went out, but when it still shone 
brightly. (Hence καλόν ώδε είναι.) Luke here comments on an earlier text, as we have 
had an example of it in n. 44. This betrays here his manner of writing (with v. 33. comp, 
ch. 24:4.), and shows among others also v. 32. where, because Mark. 4:5. Matth. 17:4. 
only Peter is the speaker before others, also the explanatory interjection that the 
disciples were asleep, names Peter first before the other disciples and those only as his 
companions. The general vague statement in v. 33. about the subject of the 
conversation of the transfigured ones is also an addition to the text that can be



dispensed with *). But by making remarks here, Luke follows a method which we will 
have the opportunity to learn more about in other directions of our attention, according 
to its consistency. And so we can end our consideration here all the sooner, since from 
the narrative pieces, which are distinguished from the discourses, and which are also 
supposed to be particular, nothing more can be adduced than amplification of the 
common text, i.e. that with which Mark harmonises.

*) The last story of Jesus, which is a combination of several facts, is described 
here.

*) Um so mehr zu verwundern Ist Schleiermacher's, in der angeführten Schrift S. 
148. ausgesprochenes, Urtheil: „Wäre dieses (nämlich was Matthäus und 
Markus Beide kürzer als Lukas erzählen) die getreue und unverfälschte 
Erzählung eines Augenzeugen; niemals (?) hatte jemand jene umftande, die bei 
Lukas die Sache dem natürlichen und begreiflichen viel näher bringen, 
hineindichten können, das offenbar wäre ganz gegen den Geilt jener Zeiten (!)”. 
Hätte doch der Kritiker sich zuvor mit dem Geiste unserer Schriftsteller, und 
insbesondere des Lukas, der in n. 39, (Luk. 19:37.) gar nicht anders, als hier 
verfährt, bekannt gemacht gehabt, ehe er ihre Arbeiten nach dem Geiste jener 
Zeiten (von dem wir uns übrigens nur Privatvorstellungen machen können) 
beurtheilen wollte.
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c) We have had to consider here the same pieces with their copies, from whose 
constituent parts, as they are preserved in our three Gospels, it was concluded before 
(Dat. 2.), because of the uniform expression, that they received their form through one 
and the same author. Just as the uniformity of the expression was established as proof 
of this, so it must now also be shown that the speakers also had these pieces before 
them according to the same measure. But if this is indeed the result of the comparison 
of the parallels, as we have just seen, it is at the same time evident that Mark could not 
agree with Matthew and Luke where they shorten or interpolate, and that those two 
writers, in so far as one of them goes beyond the shorter report of Mark, do not first 
extend the measure by themselves; - thus the result is here confirmed which we have 
already found above (in the first section) in the examination of the speeches. Now that 
this has been proved, let us turn our attention to another point. We have not yet spoken 
of the order and layout of the evangelical messages. But while we are looking at the 
particulars, and still want to disregard the order, a certain individual thing stands out 
from the other particulars, which at the same time represents to us a certain order of 
several particulars, and gives proof of how all our messages, although they isolate



themselves into particulars, were nevertheless able to be based on one main idea when 
they were written. - By this detail and whole we mean the last history of Jesus told in our 
Gospels (as it begins with the betrayal of Judas and continues from there to the last of 
the events of Jesus' life). Luke, in particular, gives us such a peculiar account of this 
whole, deviating from the secondary accounts, that one has believed that one must 
divide his account into completely different sections and derive it from completely 
different sources than those secondary accounts. Consequently, whatever must be 
found to be true after an impartial examination of the matter will have to be established 
as a special date.
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Fifth Datum.

In the last story of Jesus, in which Luke deviates the most from the secondary narrators, 
the order and position of what he mentions at the same time as the secondary narrators 
shows that he followed the same guidelines as they did, and in certain places the form 
of expression shows that he must have had the same Greek text as his neighbouring 
narrators, just as it does not conceal the fact that he changed the text according to his 
literary purposes and his own way of writing.

1) Luke followed the same guideline. For a) his whole history contains the main 
moments placed in the same sequence as in the secondary accounts, and in such a 
way that, after omissions, the text is again placed in the same constructed order as in 
those.

These moments are the following:

a) n. 50. a preface to Luk 22:1. 2. (Schleiermacher says of it, p. 278, that it has nothing 
at all in common with Matth 26:1-6. The opposite is clearly evident, without the need for 
a close examination. The remark consists of two clauses/sentences:

a) the feast of Easter was approaching,

ß) the priests sought to kill Jesus. Both phrases are found in the parallels). Compare.

a) Luk. 22:1. ήγγιζε δε η εορτή των αζύμων = Mark 14:1. ήν δε το πάσχα - μετά δύο 
ήμερας (Matthew, as is his habit, makes a conversation out of what is given, and it may 
be noted here again how Luke's text with a different expression confirms Mark's direct



Statement: ήν δέ κ. τ. λ. as the original text. Matthew is the changing one, not Mark the 
excerpting one).

ß) Luk. v. 2. και εζήτουν οι αρχ. και οι γραμμ. even so Mark. (Matth. 26:4. καί 
συνεβουλεύσαντο ίνα κ.τ.λ.) About Luk. ν. 2. cf. Still above note p. 73:— b) Luk. 22:4. 
Judas offers himself for treason. The remark consists of three sentences in all the 
parallels:
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a) Judas departs (άπελθάν = Mark 14:10. απήλθε, Matth, παρωθείς) to the priests, and 
speaks to them of the design to deliver up Jesus: το πώς αυτόν παραδώ αυτοϊς = Mark. 
14:10. ινα παραδώ αυτόν αυτοϊς. (Matthäus, making a conversation, as he is wont to 
do, turns the abstract statement of purpose into the words: what will you give me? The 
purpose he expresses, like the others, changing the αυτοϊς into υμΐν).

β) The priests rejoice (εχάρησαν, like Mark) and promise him money, άργύριον δούναι 
Luk. 22:5., like Mark (Matthew makes άργύριον planmißig fine τριάκοντα αργύρια).

γ) Judas now sought to deliver up Jesus. (Luk. v. 6. εζήτει ευκαιρίαν τοϋπαραδοϋναι = 
Matth, εζήτει.... ίνα παραδώ - Mark, εζήτει πώς ευκαίρως - παραδώ. -

(c) Luk 22:7. Transition to Jesus' Passover celebration.

Clauses/sentences:

a) Only on the day when the Passover was to be observed, do the disciples inquire 
where it shall be prepared.

β) Jesus, therefore, sends disciples (on a mission).

γ) He arrives at the celebration, and it is generally indicated when he arrived. After Luke 
chapter 22 inserted the text from verse 24 to 31 and rephrased Jesus' statement that his 
disciples will leave him in verses 31 to 34, and inserted verses 35 to 38,

d) Chapter 22:39 picks up the thread again.

a) Jesus goes out (εξερχεσθαι in all texts) to the Mount of Olives (the same sentence in 
all texts). The scene opening here is described similarly (cf. p. 489).



ß) Arrival of Judas while Jesus is speaking with the disciples. Luke 22:47. (still speaking 
with them, according to all [accounts], as well as the designation of Judas as one of the 
twelve). The similarity of the narrative is noted on page 490. It extends up to Peter's 
arrival in the high priest's courtyard. The other narrators mention the trial of Jesus and 
then return to Peter (Mark 14:66 = Matthew 26:69). Luke omits the trial of Jesus and 
continues from the point where the others have returned, namely from Peter (Luke 
22:56 - 62).

e) Peter's denial has three acts, just like in the other accounts. The response of Peter to 
the first maid's speech is indicated as the second [act] with the phrase "ο δε ήρνήσατο" 
(but he denied). Luke leaves out the part where Peter went out into the courtyard where 
the maid had probably seen him first - therefore, this part where he came into contact 
with the same maid again is changed in Luke as well. (Incidentally: the "πάλιν" [again] in 
Mark 14:69 should not be related to "Ιδοϋσα" [seeing], but to "ήρξατο λεγειν" [he began 
to say], since according to verse 70, it is symmetrically arranged with "πάλιν ήρνεϊτο"
[he denied again] and placed against the repeated denial against the repeated 
assertion). In the third act, Luke uses the same confirmation as "άληθώς" (truly) in the 
parallel passages, and adds "καϊ γάρ γαλ. εστιν" (for you are also [a Galilean]). All of 
them mention that Peter, at the third denial, thought of Jesus' prediction, and at the 
cockcrow, began to weep.
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f) Jesus' trial before the high priests is a consultation in the morning according to Luke, 
while in the other accounts, it is a consultation. (The original narrative had to mention 
such a trial before speaking of Jesus' delivery to Pilate. Luke acknowledges this 
himself.)

g) Luke 23:1.

a) Jesus' being brought to Pilate (ήγαγαν αυτόν πρός τον Πιλάτον, the others: 
παρίδιοχαν αυτόν τω Πιλάτω).

β) Pilate's question to Jesus, Luke 23:3. (Mark 15:2—4. = Matthew 27:11-14), the same 
as in the other accounts (see page 280.)

y) Pilate's three attempts to have Jesus released, Luke 22:18 — 24.

h) Jesus' being led to Golgotha. Luke 23:26. Same idea connection as when



a) they led Him away (Luke verse 26: ώς άττήγαγον αυτόν [as they led Him], Mark and 
Matthew: εξερχόμενοι [as they came out]);

β) they forced Simon (Mark and Matthew: άγγαρείουσιν [compelled] to carry [the cross], 
Luke expresses it differently: επιλαβόμενοι — επέθηκαν αυτό τον σταυρόν [seizing Him, 
they laid the cross on Him]).

y) Simon receives the epithet "ο κυρηναϊος" (the Cyrenian), and Luke and Mark make 
the aside that he came from the country. - There follows

(i) the narrative of the crucifixion. Moments:

a) They offer the one to be crucified a drink (Mark 15:23, Matthew 27:34), omitted in 
Luke. However,

β) Division of the clothes and the statement that they crucified him, Luke 23:34, 
"διαμεριζόμενοι .... κλήρον" (casting lots), like Matthew and Mark (*). Then,

y) Inscription on the cross (Mark 15:26, the same words are placed elsewhere in Luke).

*) Mark. 15:23. The reading ήν δε ωρα τρίτη καϊ εσταυρωσαν αυτόν cannot be 
correct, if ν. 24, σταυρώσαντες is to precede, since neither the καϊ can be 
translated by post quam (which in other passages, as e. g. Luk. 23:44. Luk 
23:44), nor έσταύρωσαν can be taken as plus quam perf. (because the author 
unquestionably did not intend to specify the exact hour when he was crucified but 
rather the moment when he was being crucified). According to all conjecture, the 
οταυρώσαντες αυτόν is to be taken from v. 24, and we may suppose that it crept 
in from Matth. 27:35. Mark 24:25 is then parallel to Luk 23:33.
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δ) Two others are crucified with him (Mark verse 27, Matthew verse 38, drawn in Luke 
to 28:33). After this, Luke continues simultaneously with the others:

ε) Mockeries from those passing by (Mark verses 29-30, as in Matthew, drawn to Luke 
verse 35). Then, Luke inserts verse 36, the drink offered, but means the one given by 
the soldiers (Mark 15:36). And then, Luke presents the inscription in verse 37. Following 
this, the parallelism resumes:

ζ) The speeches of those crucified with him, Matthew 27:44, compared with Mark verse 
32, and Luke verses 39-43.



η) The darkness that came over the land, Luke verse 44 (the same words as Mark 
verse 33, Matthew verse 45).

Θ) The words Jesus speaks as He dies: (Luke verse 46, "χάϊ φωνήσας φωνή μεγάλη," 
like Matthew verse 50, "εξίττνενσε," like Mark verse 37).
i) The words of the Roman centurion (Luke verse 47, "ϊδών δε ό εκατόνταρχος," like 
Mark verse 39, "ίδών δέ ό κεντζρίων," Matthew verse 54, "ό δέ εκατ. καί— ίδόντες"). 
Afterward,

κ) The mention of the observing women (Luke verse 49). 

k) είστήκεισαν — ορώσαι = in Mark and Matthew, "ησαν — θεωροϋσαι." 

α) μακρόθεν, like in the other accounts.

α) αί συνακολουθήσασαι αυτω από τής γαλίλ., like in Mark and Matthew.

λ) Joseph comes to take down the body.

k) Time specification, Luke 23:54, like Matthew 27:57.

a) Detailed identification of Joseph, Luke verses 50-51, like Mark verse 43, Matthew 
verse 57.

a) Afterward, Luke verse 52, "ουτος προςελθών τα Πιλάτω ήτήσατο τδ σώμα τοϋ Ίησοϋ" 
(he went to Pilate and asked for the body of Jesus), just like in the other accounts.

*) Mark. 15:42. 43, the text is corrupted.

a) ήλθεν and behind it τολμήσας είςήλθε cannot be written, and ελθων instead of 
ελθεν at the beginning of v. 43. can be found after έπεί ήν παρασκευή, i.e. not 
cum esset, but quoniam erat, etc., but not plag. - do not find plag either.

b) The words v. 43. ος καί αυτός - τον Θεού are inserted from Luke, 
inserted from Luke. This shows

a) the manner of writing (comp, also Luk 2:25). Mark has nothing in Luke's way 
of writing. -



ß) Is the τολμήαας thereby pushed down too far, and

γ) the ουτος preserved after Luk. v. 52. and Matth, v. 53. has been cast out of the 
text.

(c) The remark v. 42. επεΙ ήν παρασκευή which would not reach further than 
ήλθε, does not belong in the text at all, and is interpolated from Joh. 19:31. If it 
belonged in the text, it would be written : ούτος επεί ήν παρασκευή προςελών τώ 
Πιλάτη ετόλμησε κ.τ.λ. So the correct text will be this: Καί ήδη όψίας γενομένης 
ήλθεν Ιωσήφ ο από Άριμαθαίας, ευσχήμων βουλευτής. Ούτος τολμήσας εισήλθε 
προς κ. τ. λ.
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ί ) Also in verse 53, the same construction.

μ) The women see how the body is laid (Luke verse 55, "εθεάσαντο — ώς ετεθη τδ 
σώμα," Mark verse 47, "εθειόρουν ποϋ τίθεται," Matthew made a change, as discussed 
below).

v) The behavior of the women after Jesus' burial.

k) What they do on the first day of the week, Luke 24:1, like Matthew 28:1. Mark 
mentions they came to the tomb, Luke says they brought the spices that they had 
prepared before the Sabbath (compare with Luke verse 56).

α) ήλθον επί το μνήμα in Mark 16:2, έρχονται επί το μνημείον in Matthew 28. Variants in 
the original texts, for example, ήλθε and the names of the women.

a) δρθρου βαθιές, compare with Mark 16:2, λίαν πρωί.

i )  They see the stone rolled away, verse 2, like Mark 16:4, Matthew verse 2, "der Stein 
wurde abgewälzt" (the stone was rolled away).

n) They go into the tomb, and according to Mark, they see one angel, while according to 
Luke, they see two angels (Luke verse 4).

i) They are frightened. Mark uses εξεθαμβήθησαν (compare with Matthew verse 4, από 
του φόβου), and Luke verse 5, "έμφοβων δε γενομένων" (they became greatly afraid).



n) They are addressed by the angel (angels in Luke) -

aa) who asks what they are seeking: ζητείτε in Mark and Matthew, and in Luke, "τί 
ζητείτε;" (what are you seeking?).

bb) then assures them that the one they seek is not there (Mark and Matthew, "ouk 
εστϊν ώδε," He is not here),

cc) the women reminded of a previous saying of Jesus (Mark 16:7, Matthew 28:7, = 
Luke 24:7).

n) The women return from the tomb (άττδ τοϋ μνημείου in all texts). — Thus, it is evident 
that Luke followed the same course as the others on that day. However, he must also

2) had the same Greek type before him. This is proved by the passages where he 
meets them in the Greek expression. We have to note the following passages: Luk 22:4 
- 6. and the piece n. 53. - n. 54. - n. 55. - 23:3. 25. 34. 46. 47. 49. 52. 55. 24:1 - 3. But 
why does Luke not agree with the co-tellers throughout? After what we have already 
perceived of his manner, we cannot be at all embarrassed about the answer. Namely, 
as elsewhere, so has
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3) Luke also wrote and intentionally changed here. He has

a) rearranged and combined - over n. 53. s. above p. 414. -

β) contracted - about n. 54. s. p. 278. 382. (Luk. 22:47. lacks Mark. 14:44. the 
deliberation preceding the act, when it indicates the execution of the thing beforehand, 
and anticipates the description, as here: όνάν φιλήσω χ.τ. λ. Luk. is wont to omit, cf. in 
n. 18. where he Mark. 5:28. ελεγε γάρ χ.τ. λ. omits, compare also Luk. 22:2. where 
Mark. 14:2. έλεγαν όέ χ,τ.λ. is omitted). The same is true of the contractions in n. 56 
(see above p. 411) - also transpositions.

γ) The rest consists in peculiarities of expression, as has been pointed out above. Note 
still ch. 22:2. τδ πώς comp. 23:4. 9:46. 19:48. 22:41. θεις τά γόνατα, comp. Act. 9:40. 
7:60. - v. 44. ωςεί pictorial simile, comp. Act. 2:2., above n. 56. Luk. 23:18 - 25. s. p.
285. - With the words of Jesus 23:46. comp. Stephen's words Act. 7:59. - The 
centurion's word: αυτός δίχαιος ήν 23:47. is Luke's language, comp. v. 50. and 20:20. 
-23:48. τΰπτοντες εαυτών τά στήθη, comp. 18:13.-a word that may be called preferably



Lukassian. - ν. 49. είστήχεισαν, comp. v. 35. - As Jesus is crucified, he asks God's 
forgiveness for his murderers 23:34. Likewise Stephen, as he is stoned Act. 7:60. - 
What Luke deviates from the common text, he himself is the author.

4) In general, what matters in our question is that we should

a) to separate what is individual in our texts from what is common,

β) that we find the reason for this individuality in the mode of representation of our 
writers, and

γ) that we are attentive to everything that refutes the assumption that Mark may have 
composed his text from Matthew and Luke. - For these very reasons, then, we have the 
following datum to note:

Sixth Datum.

Luke, in particular, makes the commentator on the original narrative, and inserts 
determinants into the text which Mark can have had so little in mind that it can be 
assumed that the Matthean speaker would have omitted them from the original type.

1) The evidence of these lodged determinations: -

n. 7. Luke gives the types of healing in more detail:

(a) ch. 4:39. έπιστάς επάνω αυτής επετίμησε το πυρετώ.

b) In healing the weak: εκάστω αυτών επιθεις τας χείρας ν. 40.

(c) The demons go forth with shouting: συ ει ο υιός του Θεού ν. 41 .---- More definite
phrases: ήρώτησαν αυτόν περί αυτής ν. 38. επίτιμών ούκ εία ν. 41. τον χριστών αυτών 
είναι ν. 41. —

η. 9.

a) Ch. 5:17. οι ήσαν εληλυθότες εκ πάσης κώμης της. 
γαλιλ. κ. Ιουδαίας.

b) δύναμις κυρίου ήν εις το λάσθαι αυτούς.



c) εζήτουν αυτόν - ενώπιον αυτού ν. 18.

d) More clearly than Mark, from whose texts έξορΰξαντες with D must be left ou t: 
αναβάντες επί το δώμα καθήκαν αυτόν ν. 19. -

e) δοξάζων τον Θεόν ν. 26. - η. 10.

a) καταλιπών άπαντα ν. 28.

b) και εποίησε δοχήν μεγάλην ν. 29. (comp. ch. 14:13.)

c) εγόγγυζον λέγοντες ν. 30. -.

d) έλεγε δε και παραβολήν ν. 36. - 

η. 11.

a) εν σαββάτω δευτεροπρώτω 6:1. -.

b) ψώχοντες ταϊς χερσί ν. 1. — 

η. 12.

a) η χειρ αυτού η δεξιά. 6:6. -

b) αυτός δε ήδεν τους διαλογισμούς αυτών 6:8. (Comp. 9:47.)

c) επλήσθησαν ανοίας ν. 11.-. 

η. 13.

a) 6, 12. προσεύξασθαι -.

b) ήν διανυκτερεύων εν τη προσευχή. -

c) ότε έγένετο ημέρα προςεφώνησε τους μαθητάς ν. 13. -

d) εκλεξάμενος απ' αυτών δώδεκα ν. 13. -



e) ούς και αποστόλους ώνόμασε -

f) ζηλωτην (ft. κανανίτης) ν. 16. - 

η. 17.

a) της λίμνης 8:2. -.

b) τώ κλύδωνι του ύδατος κ. επαύσαντο ν. 24. -

c) κατέπλευσαν ν. 26. (Comp. 4:31. κατήλθεν. 8:22. ανήχθησαν. -

d) ήτις εστίν αντιπέραν κ.τ.λ. ν. 26. -

e) ιμάτιον ούκ ενεδύσκετο *) και έν οικία ούκ έμεινε ν. 27. -

*) This detail is indeed assumed in Mark 5:15, even though it was not mentioned 
in Mark 5:3. However, it is passed over there as something that was self-evident - 
and rightly so, as it would be a rather insignificant detail in the description. 
Introducing it as a preamble to what follows, namely, that the demoniac was 
clothed again after the healing, or as an explanation of how the townspeople 
could recognize him as healed, would be too contrived. Only a later editor of the 
text wanted to create symmetry and believed that a gap needed to be filled.
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(v. 29. the words seem: πολλούς γάρ χρόνοις .... είς τάς ερήμους, which contain the 
explanation of εν οικία ούκ έμεινε ν. 28 - before the others: παρήγγειλε γαρ κ.τ.λ. to be 
placed).

f) παρά τους πόδας του Ιησού ν. 35. -

g) πώς εσώθη ν. 36. -

h) άπαν το πλήθος της περιχώρου and ότι φόβω μεγάλη συνείχοντο (cf. ήν συνεχ ομη 
μένη πυρετώ μεγάλω 4:38.) ν. 37th -

η. 18.

a) 8:40. απεδέξατο αυτόν ο όχλος .... προσδοκώντες αυτόν



b) θυγάτηρ μονογενής ν. 42. (cf. 9:38. 7:12.)

c) The enlargement of v. 46

d) ιδούσα δε η γυνή ότι ουκ έλαθε ν. 47. uno δΓ ήν αιτίαν ήψατο 
αυτού, κα ι.... παραχρήμα.

e) ειδότες, ότι απέθανεν τ. 53

f) επέστρεψε το πνεύμα αυτής ν. 55. -

η. 22. 9:10. υποστρέψαντες (the words Mark. 6:44., can they belong in the text, since 
the number of those fed has already been given in Mark. v. 40. For the correct reading, 
cf. p. 507). —

a) n. 29. 9:28. ωςει ημέραι οκτώ (Correction of μεθ' ημέρας έξ).

b) προςεύω ξασθαι και εν τω προσεύχεσθαι αυτόν -

c) εγένετο το είδος του προσώπου αυτού έτερον (which explains the μετεμορφώθη of 
the others). 29

d) The more complicated v. 30th 31st 32nd

e) Peter wants to build huts έντώ διαχωρίζεσθαι αυτούς ν. 33

f) εφοβήθησαν .... την νεφέλην ν.34. — 

η.30.

a) 9:37. Jesus fell from the mountain εν τη εξής: ημέρα.

b) ότι μονογενής εστίμου ν.38.

c) μόγις αποχωρεί απ' αυτού, συντρίβον αυτόν (Mark, blotz: ξηραίνεται) ν.39.

d) ν. 43.-

n.35.



a) 18:18. Statement that the questioner was άρχων (the statement has something 
striking. Perhaps the text is even corrupted from πλούσιος υπάρχων). -

b) v. 24. ιδών δε .... γενόμενον (Luke loves to make the transition with ιδών, cf. 8:47. 
9:47. etc. St. — n. 36. Rejection of the writings of the prophets. 18:31. -

n. 38.

a) 18:36. Extension (cf. Ch. 15:26.).

b) additions v. 43. - 

n. 39. 19:37.

a) Designation of the spot where the Hofianna chanting began. Likewise, the 
commentator remarks on the scattering of the clothes that there were πορευομένου 
αυτού v. 36

c) wherefore the calling arose (άπαν το πλήθος - περί πασών ων είδον δυνάμεων, cf. 
2:20. ) -

n. 42.

a) 20:16. ακούσαντες δε είπον μη γένοιτο. 17. Ό δε έμβλέψας αυτούς είπε — to this

b) ν. 18. n. 43. a) 20:20. εγκαθέτους instead of τινάς των φαρισαίων. Luke does not 
give, as Schleiermacher says on p. 261, the imprecise expression, but the more chosen 
- why?
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When the Pharisees came, people whose characters Jesus knew beforehand, he did 
not need to see their wickedness when they asked them; he knew her before. Since the 
text nevertheless says: he noticed her wickedness, v. 23. , so Luke makes out of the 
Pharisäern dear lurker, and that is correction.

b) v. 26. Kai, ουκ ίσχυσαν επιλαβέσθαι αυτου ρήματος κ.τ.λ., more definitely than Mark 
(n. 44. has already occurred above).



after 50

a) Turn-on 22:1.

b) συνέθεντο μηδ και εξομολόγησε V. 5. 6.

c) Addition άτερ όχλου ν. 6. - η. 53, 22. 8. Πέτρον και Ιωάννην. (Schleiermacher remarks 
on ρ. 280. that this Luke was lost later, as in Mark and Matthew, than could be added by 
Luke -- as if it could have been so difficult to make this addition and to advise certain 
disciples. The addition has been made , like the other additions here mentioned (chap. 
9:54. is called the other of the three confidants of Jesus with John.) - n. 54. 22:41. a) 
άπεσπάσβη άπ αϊτών α ςεί λίβου βολήν, b) From the angel who strengthened Jesus v. 
43-55.

c) από τής λύπης ν. 45

d) Jesus addressing Judas ν. 45. — 

n. 55.

a) determination of time: διάστασης ωςεί ώρας μιας 22:59., cf. μετά, 
βραχύ ν. 58

b) άλλοι διϊσχυρίζετο ν. 59. (Compare Acts 12:15.)

c) στραφείς και κύριος ενέβλεψε τω Πέτρων. 61. — 

η. 56.

a) the specific charge 23:2. b) προςεφώνησε ν. 20

c) ν. 23. fuller and more awkward.

d) v. 33. and 39. the expression χαχονργας.

e) Words of Jesus when he was crucified v. 34

f) The remark that the title of the cross was written in three languages v.38.

g) v. 35. έξειιυχτήριζύν from Psalm 22.



h) v. 39. The correction that only one thief mocked Jesus, the other not.

i) v. 48. The remark that the people felt remorse.

k) v. 51. Remark on Joseph for not consenting to the advice of his colleagues.

l) v. 53. Addition, that no one had yet lain in the grave,

m) v. 56. that the women prepared ointments.

n) v. 56. Several additions and notes. - Everything that Luke implanted in his text is also 
what makes it individualized and distinguished from the others.

2) This datum is important. It

a) first of all, it immediately rejects the pretence that Mark had Luke in mind. For how? 
Mark should have used Luke's text as his source and omitted these particulars? This 
has too little probability for an unbiased person to believe it. As for the enrichments of 
Matthew, if these are missed in Mark, the explanation is always at hand: Mark omits 
speeches (scil. because Matthew usually includes speeches) or it was not in his plan to 
include such speeches; on the side after Luke, therefore, if the poor idea is to be 
preserved, it must be said: "it was not in Mark's plan to include historical things. - But 
what else was in his plan? The idea leads us to "nothing," just as it is itself based on 
nothing. -
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ß) One urges that the writer who makes additions is the later. But now we would think 
that the ones from Luke that are excellent here would be coarse enough.

y) If it is said that Mark, omitting these additions, adhered to Matthew; then

k) it must be remembered that Mark not only does not adhere to Matthew and his 
textual measure in general (see, e.g., n. 52), but also does not always have him at his 
side in these omissions, or, if this is the case, is not content with the text of the same 
(see n. 12. 17. 18.). n. 12. 17. 18. 30. and others), and that when the others both 
intervene, he does not have what has been intervened either (as in n. 54. Jesus' 
address to Judas. Luk. 22,48. Matth. 26-50.).



n) It is unmistakable that these additions of Luke are later additions to the original type

aa) If they were not, and if they belonged to the original type itself, one would have to 
assume, since Matthew and Luke's texts are undeniably descended from an original 
narrative, that Matthew or his pre-narrator omitted these provisions from the original 
type, which, however, if it were more probable than it is, would give an explanation only 
for these pieces, where Matthew really stands by Mark in such omissions, but not for 
the others.

bb) If they are later works, then Mark need not have had them before him, on the 
contrary, one must conclude that Mark does not have them precisely because they do 
not belong to the original text,

cc) Even the Matthaean compiler, although it is connected with Luke, does not have 
these provisions either - in the area of what it also has in common with Mark - because 
this area was supplemented by a type, and its content was already given with a certain 
expression, but the compiler only included speeches or fragments of speeches in it, and 
historical things only insofar as speech was connected with them; cf. above p. 393. c. -
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dd) Since Mark did not have Luke before him, but the latter treated the text mostly 
according to his own style, it can be explained why Mark, where he continues with Luke 
alone, - but this only ever happens where Matthew has abbreviated, - mostly agrees 
with the detailed co-narrator only in thought, without agreeing with him in words. (This 
fact has already occurred to us in the speeches: in the area where we now find 
ourselves, compare n. 7. Luk. 4:40. 41. (42. 43.) *). Mark. 1:32-34. (35-38.)-n. 8. 
Luk.5:15.16. = Mark. 1:45. -n. 9. Luk.5:26. = Mark. 2:12. -n. 17. Luk. 8:27 - 31. = Mark. 
5:3 -10th - n. 18. Luk.8:38 - 41st = Mark. 5:18-22. Only between Luk. 8:49. = Mark.
5:35. the harmony is more intimate, as far as Luke has not changed). - But further: 
Luke's insertions in the text are based on method. Our date is therefore also important 
in that it gives us a contribution to the exact characteristics of this method. Luke, as we 
have seen (cf. p. 410), made contractions and simplifications. Here we see more clearly 
than elsewhere that he seeks to enrich the narrative text with more precise definitions. - 
We already found traces of this method in the speeches, but less frequently. - The 
copulative sentences, additions, such as n. 36, Luk 18:31, n. 44, n. 49, Luk 21:11, 12, 
20, 24, 26, etc., belong here, and we will not be surprised that Mark does not have 
these additions there either. - Luke sometimes rearranges what is in the common record 
when he wants to enrich the text with provisions and notes. He makes combinations, 
and therefore simplifies. One example of this is the pericope in 53 and others are found



in the history of suffering (see above p. 410 f.). Perhaps he also follows an analogous 
procedure in the positioning and inclusion of entire pericopes, and we therefore want to 
keep his method in mind in the event that, for example, further on, when we speak of 
the arrangement of our Gospels, explanations and insights must be sought in them. It 
should be noted here that Mark does not have this methodical approach. But while it is 
excluded from him, it so relates to his text that, instead of belonging to the root of it, it 
rather has the appearance of being an uneducation applied to this text.

*) That Luk. 4:44. Καί ήν κηρύβαων κ. τ. λ. from Mark is interpolated, shall be
shown below.
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3) We thus return to the result that emerged above from the comparison of the harmonic 
speech texts, but at the same time everything considered is gathered under one point of 
view. Even where the copies seem to differ the most (see Dat. 5), the parallel 
representations of each narrative are based on a single original relation, which, with the 
text of Mark, separates its basic features from the imaginings and conceits preserved 
under the hand of later authors. Since Mark, wherever Matthew abbreviates the given 
measure (see Dat. 4.), preserves this measure intact, without taking the fillings from 
Luke: since he does not coincide with Luke wherever the latter condenses (f. Dat. 4.), 
and wherever he comments on the text (see Dat. 6.), Mark's text is not the same.), 
does not agree, even though Matthew's text gives no rule, - since the others, where they 
deviate from the given, also annul the agreement with Mark, and the latter does not 
agree with them everywhere where they have demonstrably altered the given; -It follows 
that the type which was given to the speakers either had Mark himself for its originator, 
or if this were not the case, it lay as well outside the other speakers as outside Mark, 
and if the latter are supposed to have had it directly before them (which, however, is 
rightly asserted), this can be said of Mark still sooner, because he expressed it far more 
purely than it was done by those. It is therefore still necessary to decide whether Mark 
himself is the author of the original text or not. However, we do not want to claim that 
this has been decided, since we still have to establish the date that contradicts this 
assumption, or seems to contradict it. This is the following:

Seventh Datum

Matthew and Luke occasionally agree in excluding certain formulas and sentences with 
which Mark has woven the historical account, and sometimes they also agree in



choosing individual words and expressions that are not present in Mark's text at the 
corresponding passage.
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1) First, we shall give a list of the additions that Mark makes to the common text. We 
follow the order in which the pieces are listed under the next preceding datum. These 
additions are as follows:

a) from the pieces of the same order: n. 34. (cf. above p. 484.) Mark. 10:13. τοΐς 
προςφέρουση (B. C. L. have for it αντοίς ). v. 14. ιδών - ήγανάκτησε. - v. 16. καί 
ένεγκαλισάμενος αυτά (one, suspected of impropriety, addition). - n. 35. 10:17 και 
γονυπετήσας αυτόν (cf. 1:40.). 21. εμβλέψας αυτω ήγάπησεν αυτόν. 22. στνγνάσας επί 
- 23. περιβλεφάμενος. 24. οι δέ μαθηταί αυτού έϋαμβοΰντύ έπί τοΐς λόγοις αυτού. (The 
addition τέκνα πώς - εϊςελθεΐν is unächt. ρ. 224 above.) - n. 36. (ρ. 485.) 10:32. καί ήν 
προάγων αυτούς. Το ήρξατο λέγειν addition τα μέλλοντα αυτω συμβαίνπν. η. 39. (ρ.
485.) 11:4. δεδεμένον προς τήν&ύραν έξω έπί τού αμφόδου. - η. 41. (ρ. 486.) 11:16. καί 
ούκ ήφιεν, "να τις διενέγκη σκεύος διά τού ιερού. - η. 44. (ρ. 488.) 12:27. υμείς ουν πολύ 
πλανάσθε. - η. 47. 12:38 εν τή διδαχή αυτού. - η. 49. (ρ. 488.) 13. 3. πέτρας κ. Ιάκωβος 
κ. άνδρέας. - η. 55, 14:68. καί αλέκτωρ έφώνησε. 72. έκ δευτέρου. (Both are missing in
L. ) -

β) in the pieces placed in different order. - n. 8. (p. 497.) 1:40. καί γονυπετών αυτόν 
(absent in D. and suspect.) - ό δέ Ιησούς σπλαγχνισθεις. 42. ειπόντος αυτόν (missing in 
Β. D. L. et al.). 43. καί έμβριμησάμενος αυτώ ευθέως έξέβαλεν αύτόν (comp. Matth. 
9:30.). - n. 9. ( 2:1. 2. have altered Matth, and Luk.). - 2:3. αϊρόμενον ύπο τεσσάρων. - 
η. 10. 2:13. παρά την θάλασσαν καί πας όχλος ήρχετο προς αύτόν κ. έδίδασκεν αυτούς. 
14. τον τού Άλφαίου. 15. ήσαν γάρ πολλοί κ. ήκολούθησαν αύτώ. Mark does not have 
such battology elsewhere. The reading seems to be composed from the debris of other 
readings, such as that in the cod. L. put together. One had ascribed the ηκολουθησαν to 
the γραμματείς, meaning the Pharisees, of whom mention was made in the preceding 
piece). - n. 12. 3:5. μετ οργής, σνλλυπούμένος επί τή πωρώσέι τής καρδιας αύτων. - η. 
14. 3:22 οί από Ιεροσολύμων καταβάντες. 30. οτι έλεγαν πνεύμα ακάθαρτον έχει. - η.
16. (ρ. 502.) 4:10 οτε δε εγένετο καταμόνας (σύν τοΐς δώδεκα is gloss). - η. 20. 6:13. καί 
ήλειφον ελαάρ πολλούς αρρώστους. - η. 31. (ρ. 503.) 9:30. καί ουκ.ήθελςν, 'ίνα τίς γνώ. 
31. έόΐδασκε γάρ τούς μαθητάς αύτοΰ. - η. 32. 9:33. 34. (But here the others have 
changed both), v. 35. (interpolated) v. 36. εγκαλισάμενος αυτό ( probably no less a 
foreign addition than in n. 34. ch. 10:16.) -
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γ) in the reports of acts and facts. - n. 22. (p. 506.) 6:30 - 33. (The other Both amended 
here), v. 34. ότι ήσαν ως πρόβατα μή έχοντα ποιμένα (comp. Matth. 9:36.). ν. 40. (see ρ. 
507.) 41.καί τούς δύο ιχθύ ας διεμέρισε πααι. 43. και άπδ των ιχθύων. -- η. 29. (ρ. 508.) 
9:3. οία γναφευς επι τής γης ου δύναται λευκάσαι, (ν. 6. ήσαν γάρ έκφοβαι cannot 
belong in the text), -- n. 30. 9:14. και γραμματείς, συζητοϋντας αυτοϊς. 15. καί ευθέως 
πας δ όχλος Ιδών αυτόν εξεθαμβήθη κ. προςτρέχοντες ήσπάζοντο αυτόν. 16. και 
έπηρώτησε αυτούς τΐσυζητεϊτε πρδς αυτούς; ν. 21 -24. the special conversation with 
the boy's father. 26. και εγένετο ώςει νεκρός, ώςτε πολλούς λέγειν, οτι άπέθανεν. - η. 38. 
(ρ. 510.) 10:46. νίδς τιμάίου βαρτίμαιος. 49. και φωνοϋσι τον τυφλόν λέγοντες αυτώ" 
θάρσει εγειραι, φωνεϊ σε. 50. δ άε άποβαλων τδ ιμάτιον αύτοϋ. - Which are in different 
order: n. 7. (p. 511.) 1:29. μετά Ιακώβου κ. ιωάννου. 33. καί ή πόλις όλη επισυνηγμένη 
ήν πρδς την θύραν. - η. 1.7. (ρ. 512.) 4:35. 36. (Cannot be quoted, as the others have 
changed both). 38. εν τή πρύμνη έπ! τδ προςκεφάλαιον. 39. είπε" - σιώπα, πεφίμωσο 
(the words 5:4. και ουδεϊς αυτόν έσχρσε δαμάσαι cannot belong in the text. They are the 
repetition, arising from error, of the words v. 3. ούδεις ήδύνατο αυτόν δήσαί). 13. ήσαν 
δε ώς διςχΐλιοι (the words are missing in B.). - n.18. Almost nothing can be quoted here, 
because the two others have abbreviated in different places. - 5:41. ταλιθά κοϋμι. -

δ) From the last history of Jesus. -- n. 56. (p. 542.) 15:21 τον πατέρα Αλεξάνδρου χαϊ 
'Ρούφαν. 25. ην δέ ωρα τρίτη. 39. ότι ουτωχράξας έξέπνευσε. 41. καί άλλαι πολλαί,. αϊ 
συναναβασαι αύτώ εις Ιεροσόλυμα. 44. ο δέ Πιλάτος έβαυμασε εί ήδη τέβνηκε -- 
άπεβανε. 46. χαϊ άγοράσας σινδόνα. Now compare these additions with those recorded 
above p. 323, from the speeches, also it would be seen whether they differ from those 
noted p. 546 f. from Luke. - We now have here still
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2) to list the passages where Matthew and Luke agree in expressions that Mark's text 
does not have. Here is the list of them: n. 9. Matth. 9:2. Luk. 5:18. και ιδού, (Mark. 2:3. 
καί έρχονται) επί χλίνής. (Mark absent), Matth. 9:2. Luk. 5:20. κάϊίδών (Mark. 2:5. δών 
δέ). Matth, ν. 7. Luk. ν. 25. άπήλθεν εις τον οίχον αυτού (Mark. 2:12. έξήλβεν εναντίον 
πάντων). - η. 10. Matth. 9:17. Luk. 6:37. εί δέ' μήγε (Mark. 2:22. εί δέ μή). - η. 11. Matth. 
12:3. ήρξαντο - καϊέσθίεον. Luk. 5:1 καί ήσθιον (Mark 2:23 omitted). - n. 13. Matth.
10:2. καϊάνδρέαςδ αδελφόςμύτον. Luk. 6:14. kαϊάvδpέαv τδν αδελφόν αύτοϋ - called 
James after Peter on it (otherwise Mark 3:18.). - n.14. Matth. 12:48. Luk. 8:21. ο δε 
άποκριθειςείπε (Luk.: προς αυτούς. Mark 3:33. kαϊάπεχpίuη αύτοϊς). - η. 17. Matth.
8:25. καί προςελβόντες. Luk. 8:24. προςελθόντες δε (Mark. 4:38. omitted). Matth, ν. 27. 
(οί δέ άνθρωποί) έθαύμασαν. Luk. 8:25. (φοβηθέντες δέ) έθαύμασαν (Mark. 4:41. 
έφοβήθησαν φόβον μέγαν). - η. 18. Matth. 9:20. Luk. 8: 44. προσελθούστα όπισθεν



(Mark 5:27. ελθούσα εν τώ όχλω όπισθεν.) - η. 22. Matth. 14:14. και εθεράπευσε τους 
αρρρώστους αυτών. Luk. 9:11. και τους χρείαν έχοντας ιάτο (Mark 6:34. omitted). - η.
30. Matth. 17:17. Luk 9:41. αποκριθείς δέ δ Ιησούς είπε (Mark 9:19 ο δέ άποχριθεϊς 
λέγει). - η. 35. Matth. 19:22. άχούσας- δέ δ νεανίσχος. Luk. 18:23. δ δέ άκούνας (Mark 
10:22. ο δε στυγνάσας). - η. 38. Matth. 20:30. ότι Ιησούς παράγει. Luk. 18:37. ότι.... 
παρέρχεται (Mark 10:47. ότι.... έστιν). - η. 52. Matth. 26:10. Luk. 22:6. έζήτει εύχαιρίαν 
(Mark 14:11. έζήτει πώς εύχαίρως). - η. 55. Matth. 26:75. Luk. 22:60. έ'ξελβών έξω. 
(Mark. 14:72. έπιβαλών). - η. 56. Matth. 28:54. Luk. 23:47. δ έχατόνταρχος. (Mark 15:39 
δ χεντυρΐων).-.

3) Whether these additions and these examples of agreement prove more than the 
additions listed above on p. 323 and the cases of agreement mentioned on p. 29Z 
according to p. 460. 463. f. can prove, we must leave that for the time being undecided; 
the result always remains certain for us: Matthew and Luke agree in a text which neither 
has from the other, and Mark's text is not composed with the others.
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The parallel narrative pieces are based on only one and the same type, as certainly as 
the differences that occur in the copies are only individual formations that have only that 
author as their author in whom they are found - in short, we have here the same 
either-or that we arrived at above on p. 466. (Incidentally, the textual parallels listed 
under this question from p. 484 onwards also gave new confirmation that the language 
idiom of the original translation could only have been Greek, since the historical epithets 
interwoven with the translation in the copies, in part

a) where they are different, by far do not always differ in mere expression, as different 
translations do, but also consist of additions which the other copies do not have, partly

β) where in the copies they are harmonies, very often in the same Greek expression, 
even if they are in different places. - One sees, e. g., in n. 9. Luk. 5, 17. καί ήσαν 
καθήμινοι - which just so Mark. 2, 6. and other examples are given on p. 303. 423. - 
This, then, is an afterthought to the proof given in the first section under Das. 14. p. 396. 
f.). - After these preliminary discussions, - for the question whether the parallels of each 
piece are based on one and the same original relation is only a preliminary one, - we 
have now, in order to advance further in the investigation, to examine our considered 
masses from an entirely new side. Everything that has hitherto been dealt with in the 
first and second sections of the investigation, directed towards the written unification 
standard of our reports, concerned the pieces in and for themselves, in detail, apart 
from their order and connection, and in this respect the discussion conducted up to this



point stands apart as a whole in itself. Now we will also consider the order and 
connection of the pieces, so that, as we have hitherto spoken of the individual 
pericopes, we will now speak of the Gospels themselves as whole works, and in this 
respect the object of investigation, although it remains in the sphere of reflection, 
changes. If we now look at the order of the pieces as illustrated by the above tables, we 
can say in one respect: the Gospel of Mark is lost among the masses of the secondary 
Gospels, and in the other: whole masses emerge from those, and unite with it. Again, it 
is unity among diversity that captivates our gaze, and thus, the
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second point to be discussed is this: does the first table represent the outline
of a work that existed on its own?

We take the liberty of making a few brief comments on this topic, as we did on the first 
questionnpoint.

1) The question is determined by the first table. On it we notice the following 
relationship:

a) Mark's Gospel has no such prehistory as Matthew and Luke,

b) As to the order followed in his Gospel, he has

a) from n. 6. to n. 13. the same order with Luke, but excludes the piece Luk. 6, 1 -11. 
which falls between n. 7. and 8. (s. the third plate p. 15.).

ß) Bon u. 16 - 22. he keeps the order with Luke , except that he places n. 15. with 
Matthew differently (before n. 16.) and gives ". 16. in a longer form, then inserts o. 19. 
and connects i,. 21. with Matthew in the narrative of John's beheading.

y) From n. 22. to n. 39. he follows the same arrangement with Matthew, except that 
between n. 25. and 26. he gives a story of healing (Mark 7:12 - 37.), and likewise one 
between 27. and 28. (Mark 8:22-26. s. (Mark 8:22-26, see third plate, p. 13), but 
Matthew does not have a pericope (Matt. 17:24-27, see third plate, p. 14) which falls 
between n. 31 and n. 32, nor does he give some passages shorter with Luke than 
Matthew,

δ) Just so from n. 40-49. where, however, he inserts with Luke the piece n. 48.



ε) From η. 50. to 56. he unites with Matthew against Luke in the arrangement and 
formation of the accounts, except that he ignores some notes which Matthew inserts.

c) n. 57. his writing seems to lack the end, since the authenticity of the verses of Mark. 
16:9- 20. must be doubted. - Here, finally

d) it should not be overlooked that Mark, like each of the secondary evangelists, also 
has his own passages, but very few of them. - So the whole investigation here revolves 
around the question: did Mark excerpt from Matthew and Luke or not ? If he has not 
excerpted, then the sum of his narrative pieces, as far as they represent the first tablet, 
forms a work in itself, that work to which the two other evangelists have added their 
peculiar materials, as well as those that are common only to them both. So now we can 
also
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2) to shed more light on the connection in which this second question stands with the 
first.

a) Here we are again dealing with the hypothesis that was disputed in the preceding 
passage, when we spoke of the form and nature of the individual pieces in and of 
themselves and apart from their connection. Just as the friends of the hypothesis there 
appealed to the fact that Mark gives individual pieces in terms of expression and 
quantity in the same way as the effle or other of his secondary evangelists, so they 
support themselves here:

a) that Mark places some pericopes in the same order and sequence in which they are 
found in one or other of the secondary evangelists,

β) that he has some passages in common only with one or the other of his fellow 
narrators,

y) that Mark's Gospel is for the most part contained in the secondary Gospels in the 
same quantity as his individual pericopes are contained in the parallel texts of the latter. 
For which reason, perhaps, they will not accept the reasons hitherto given against their 
opinion as a refutation of it, until these supports of their hypothesis have also been 
broken,

b) If, however, we are led to the opposite result, namely, to the conclusion that the 
content of the first tablet is a work in itself independent of Matthew and Luke, then our



investigation also enters into connection with the earlier discussions inasmuch as 
through this result the conclusion established earlier with respect to the first question, 
that the uniform representations of each narrative piece are formed according to one 
and the same archetype, is put even more out of doubt. For then, not only is the 
particular trinity of the specimens given of one piece based on one archetype of this 
piece, but all the pieces of the first tablet, of which there are such corresponding 
specimens, are altogether the product of one and the same archetypal author, and 
belong to one and the same work.
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c) In the discussion of the first point of the question, when we considered the unity of 
the parallel pieces in the expression of the reflection, we noted that the unity of the 
original relation in our Gospels was individualized only under the hand of the copyists 
and under the influence of their individual way of diction, but especially by the exception 
of certain formulas, which were implanted in the type by the speakers with reference to 
the special position and connection of the pieces. This assertion has yet to be proven, 
and it will be under the present question, since it refers precisely to the order and 
connection of the pieces, so that the discussion to be made here will also be kept in 
context with the previous one. So much, then, about the connection of the questions. If 
we want to

3) determine the object of the investigation to be made more precisely, then, if the first 
tablet is to appear as an independent work, it depends

a) on the negation: that Mark did not exclude the dual sections and the order in which 
he sets up the sequence of his pieces from the secondary writers, and that what they 
contribute as special material was not taken from them as their excerptor;

b) it depends on the extent that the work is said to have had originally, whether this 
included the dual sections of the first table or not. (As is well known, according to 
Eichhorn, they are later enrichments of the original gospel). Finally,

c) it must be determined whether the arrangement and position of the pericopes was 
later than their composition, or whether one originated at the same time as the other. - 
With regard to these points, the data must be selected and arranged. But then we also 
need

4) Criteria for sifting the original and non-original -- here in the order and connection of 
the pieces - that is, what is the same, what belongs together and what does not belong



together. Now, where are these criteria? Just there, where they lay above, when we 
looked at the original and non-original in the individual pericopes - in the common above 
we compared those parts of the text/which are the speakers' corresponding expression, 
with the variations and deviations occurring in one and the other, and then examined the 
relationship which the latter had to the corresponding text. We argued from the purpose 
of the pieces, from the relationship of their parts to each other, from the construction of 
the whole, and sought to determine from this what belongs to the original measure and 
to the expression of it, and what does not. Here we must proceed in the same way, and 
compare both their construction and position with each other in order to see whether the 
latter, the position, is appropriate to their construction or not. If the speakers, as we 
have already indicated, have made changes to the pieces for the sake of their special 
position and linkage (abbreviating the relation or lengthening it), or if they have 
underlaid them with special formulas, then these special formulas and changes will also 
have to be examined for their appropriateness to the other parts and generally to the 
construction of the piece, and they will also provide criteria for distinguishing the original 
and the later, that which is given with the type, and the productions of the arrangers 
from one another. -So much about these criteria in general. For we will spare ourselves 
more specific determinations about them here, since they will make themselves known 
below in the course of the critique. There is nothing more to be noted in advance, and 
so we immediately begin to search for the data that belong to the question.
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First Datum.

Just as Matthew and Luke, when excluding Mark, express certain relations either 
entirely or in individual parts with corresponding words (see section 1, datum 3, section 
2, 1, interrogative datum 2); they also place several of the agreeing narrative pieces in 
the same order relationship and concur with each other in arranging entire sequences of 
them, without the possibility of such concurrence being governed by any rule through 
individual collections that these writers may have used.
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1) It has already been noted earlier that the problem lying in the agreement of our 
Gospels is far from solved even if Mark is considered as the excerptor or epitomizer of 
the other two evangelists, as the mystery still remains in the agreement between these 
two. However, just as Matthew and Luke, even when Mark is removed from their midst, 
show harmonies in the expression of individual pericopes, they also give several 
narrative pieces the same order and arrange whole masses in the same sequence.



These pieces are, as the first table shows, as follows: a) n. 1 - 6. b) n. 9. and 10. c) n. 
11. and 12. d) n. 21. and 22. e) n. 28. to 32. f) n. 34. to 36. g) n. 38.39. h) n. 41. to 44. 
Then i) n 46. and 47. k) n. 49. and 50. I) n. 52. to the end. (The missing intermediate 
numbers are either insertions in the work that contains them or gaps in the one that 
does not.)

2) Since the question here is whether the first table constitutes an independent work, 
this datum is of importance. For how can we explain this convergence of the two 
reporters in the arrangement and disposition of the whole, and in the midst of it, the 
grouping of the same pieces, even though their immediate connection is made in 
different ways? (One can see this, for example, in n. 30 and 31, n. 48 and 49.) We have 
no other choice here but to consider either that our Gospels are based on a whole with 
a specific arrangement of materials - our reporters filled certain parts of this whole with 
different content and rearranged some elements in a different context - or that the 
connection arose piecemeal through the concatenation of individual collections 
consisting of connected pieces, which our writers used. Indeed, as we noted above (p. 
166ff), the latter view is maintained in Schleiermacher's critical attempt concerning the 
sources of Luke. However, it must also be impartially acknowledged, as others have 
already realized *), that the author has not succeeded in carrying it out satisfactorily. 
Without delving into the examination of the general assumptions from which he 
proceeded in the isolation of the evangelical materials, we only want to pay attention to 
the resistance that the pericopes of our first table themselves present to the attempt to 
forcibly detach them from the whole and confine them to collections. Specifically, let us 
consider here only the numbers just listed as particular examples. Thus,

*) A thorough review of this writing can be found in the Mg. Litterat.-Zeitung.
November 1817. Number 263.
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a) a) n. 1. to n. 6. - Here n. 1 - 4. shall make up a single whole, which came to Luke's 
hand when he was looking for news about the beginning of the teaching ministry of 
Jesus. Of this η. 1, because it closes with Luk 3:19.20, is a special essay, probably not 
written by a Christian, containing memorabilia from the public life of John 
(Schleiermacher p. 59). The two other pieces. 2.3. are news from Jesus' life before the 
beginning of his teaching ministry. - We reply against this fragmentation as follows:

a) It is already highly improbable in itself that someone would have distinguished or 
collected information about Jesus' life immediately before the beginning of his ministry 
without including other accounts of Jesus' subsequent public activities. However, it is



understandable how someone intending to write a cohesive narrative, an Evangelium, 
would begin the story of Jesus' public life with the baptism, the act through which Jesus 
first connected his own purpose with a work already begun. Consequently, they would 
start the narrative with information about the activities of the forerunner, namely John 
the Baptist, and thus, had to send forth such accounts in advance.--

ß) Because Luk. 3:19. 20. is interposed, the preceding essay on the Baptist does not 
become special. — The critic himself admits on p. 52 that Luke got stuck somewhere, 
namely the genealogy (Luk. 3:23-28.). If Luke was able to pinch something in one place, 
he could also pinch it in the other place, so also chap. 3:19. 20. And there is absolutely 
no thought that the essay on the Baptist might have been written by someone who was 
not a Christian. The essay portrays the forerunner of the Messiah; we can say it is 
dogmatic. Luke 3:11-14 is shaped according to Malachi 3:5, and Paul, who was 
undoubtedly a Christian, also refers to what follows in Luke 3:15 in Acts 13:25.
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y) The critic himself admits on page 64 that the narrative of Luke 4:16-30, which is 
supposed to separate the following from the preceding, was placed here by Luke for the 
first time.

b) n. 9. 10. About this briefly the following:

a) one must admit, as noted on p. 76, that the two pieces are not chronologically 
related; they are in order. But since they nevertheless occur together in our gospels; so 
it can be concluded that she wrote for this order of things and so

ß) are not individual records, especially since they lack historical detail, as the critic 
himself admits. —

c) The same applies to n. 11. and 12. These two pieces and the 9th and 10th are said to 
have already constituted a collection when Matthew received them (p. 96). We reply:

a) No unbiased person will believe that a collection of these four pieces existed.

ß) Matthew would have separated this collection into two halves and inserted them 
between other materials. Did he find it necessary, for the sake of his materials, to locate 
the two double pieces differently; so he could find himself compelled to do so when he 
had them in front of him in a whole book (such as the Gospel of Mark) as soon as this 
book did not contain all the materials that he wanted to incorporate into the work. —



d) η. 20. 22. Our critic separates these pieces with the following to n. 32 from the 
preceding ones as a special recording (p. 138 f.), a separation and isolation that is 
entirely arbitrary. Then

a) the mention of the sending out of the disciples n. 20. is obviously related to the 
previous story in the Gospel of the separation of the disciples n. 13 *)

β) The presumed whole has no special theme at all in order to be a special whole. To be 
sure, the critic raises such a theme (p. 140)—to give indications about the end that 
Jesus awaits, although n. 22. cannot be brought under this theme.

*) Here, however, the author wants to persuade us (p. 84.), Luke's report, chap. 
6:12. f. does not deal at all with such a selection of the disciples, and Markas is 
only the first who so misunderstood him. He probably thinks Lukas didn't 
understand himself

a) says Luke v. 13. expressly that Jesus chose twelve, just as he mentions in 
the Acts of the Apostles that after the departure of Judas the number twelve 
had to be fulfilled again,

b) does he also give the “list of names” of the selected twelve,

c) he mentions that Jesus' spent the night in prayer before this selection, v. 12., 
with which cf. Act. 1:2 ούς δια πνεύματος αγίου εξελέξατο and Act. 1:24. 6:6. 
13:2 — But the author must use such hermeneutical tricks in order to make his 
idea of the origin of the Gospels from fragments plausible to us.
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y) The whole would have no conclusion at all, n. 32. declares the author to be an 
appendix to this whole (p. 152.), by himself admitting that he is not internally connected 
with it. — We're coming up

f) n. 34 - 46. From n. 34, where Luke takes up the thread of the secondary gospels 
again

a) p. 223. Admitted that something new begins with this, to which what immediately 
precedes in Luke does not belong.



ß) But the author will not make anyone believe what he wants to assert on p. 232. that 
from n. 34. and 35. Matthew is based on a different report than in Luke (see above p. 
484.). So if both pieces had been parts, the one with Luk. 9:51. beginning of the 
gathering, Matthew, and likewise Mark, who is independent of him, must have taken 
them from Luke's gathering and separated them from Luke's masses. But just as little 
as someone will consider probable, can it be assumed that

y) that with n. 34 a separate collection has begun, however far this may be continued 
from here on or however narrowly it may be limited. (Because the report n. 34 is not 
suitable for such a beginning, if only because it lacks time and location.) But what our 
critic goes on to say is just as erroneous that the section of his collection beginning with 
n. 34 extend only to n. 41 by Luk. 19:47.48. make the limit of the collection (p. 240.). 
Where would there be a limit here? It is obvious that in the passage just quoted from 
Luke, what has gone before is not summarized, but a preliminary remark is made about 
what follows, just as in Mark. n. 42. a. to 49. (Luk. 21, 38.) should originally constitute a 
whole in itself.
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But the reasons provided for this claim (page 250 f) can be easily refuted. The critic 
relies on:

a) the argument that if the closing formula in Luke 21:37-38 were from the same author 
as the one in Luke 19:47-48, the phrase "τας δε νύκτας - τυλίζετο εις το όρος - έλαιών" 
would already be expressed in the latter passage. However, Luke 19:47-48 only 
contains a preamble about the behavior of the priests, not about what Jesus did. But in 
Luke 21:37-38, the latter is indeed referred to.

β) He also objects that Luke 22:2 repeats what has already been said in Luke 19:47. 
However, it is stated at both places in different contexts; there (Chapter 19:47): they 
sought to kill him immediately after his cleansing of the temple but were afraid because 
his teaching captivated the people; here (Chapter 22:2): they made the decision to carry 
out their long-cherished plan on the approach of the Passover. Furthermore,

y) he believes that the mention of the Passover festival in Chapter 22:2 should have 
already been mentioned at least in Chapter 20:1 if everything was written in one 
context. However, there (Chapter 20:1), the festival was not as close as here (Chapter 
22:1), and the proximity of it, as it became an occasion for Judas, could not be 
mentioned there yet. And precisely this fact that the narrator delayed this mention 
provides evidence that he was not the postulated fragmentist but the writer of a Gospel



who intended to continue his account. How could one consider the two chapters, Luke 
Chapter 20 and 21 (i.e., numbers 42.a. - 49.), as isolated recordings when they lack any 
indication of time? (For it is only in Luke 22:1 that we learn they belong to the days 
before the Passover.) Moreover, the beginning of Chapter 20:1, "εν μια τών ημερών," 
clearly refers to something that had happened before. We will not continue following the 
confusing book any further, as it is unlikely that anyone will believe that the last narrative 
starting with Luke 23:3 (n. 52) formed a separate composition in the form it appears in 
Luke. It has also been demonstrated earlier that in this narrative, which varies among 
the secondary reporters, Luke had no other text before him than the one they had (see 
page 489 and page 540, respectively).

3) But if now

a) we have no reason to assume individually established collections of the gospel 
accounts and the previously mentioned sections, identified as starting or stopping points 
of common agreement, were not part of different collections, then what remains for us is 
to consider them as integral parts of a larger narrative and to seek the reason why our 
reporters touch and continue the same parts of the narrative together at one and the 
same place within the order of this whole narrative. Here, we find
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b) an analogy to what we discovered earlier regarding the individual sections. Just as 
the reason for the reporters meeting again at the same point in the narrative, after 
insertions and omissions, was rooted in the archetype of those sections, so, in this case 
of the dislocation of the whole sections, the possibility for the orderers to find the rule of 
arrangement again at the same place, after insertions, rearrangements, and omissions, 
is contained in the typified disposition of the whole narrative. Hence, the assumption of 
such a whole narrative becomes the first premise that we lay as the foundation for all 
further discussions. Now, one might immediately grasp this assumption and ask: If our 
authors had a structured whole narrative before them, how did they end up making 
changes and deviating from the pre-established order? This is precisely the subject of 
our further investigation. We shall, as we did with the individual sections, compare the 
deviating parts with the concurring ones and seek the reasons for these deviations. This 
shall now be done, starting with more detailed observations on Luke to facilitate our 
investigation.

Second Datum.



Luke has exchanged entire narrative sections that, in Matthew and Mark, are situated 
between other sections, also arranged in the same order by him, with other examples. 
These examples are not only different in content but also positioned differently and 
inserted between sections that, in Matthew and Mark, stand side by side. Thus, on one 
hand, Luke creates a gap, and on the other hand, an insertion.
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1) So we first speak about the entire sections that have been indicated as missing in 
Luke on the first tablet. The reason for their absence is explained here, namely, 
because Luke has provided different examples in other places. Among these sections, a 
division can be made based on how obvious the exchange is compared to others.

a) Those sections that Luke has unmistakably exchanged for other forms of 
presentation are n. 5, n. 14, n. 19, n. 37, n. 45, and n. 51. Let us examine these 
sections individually. — n. 5. It has been noted elsewhere (above p. 62 ff.) that the 
section Luke has included in its place, Luke 5:1-11, only offers a different portrayal of 
the same event. Thus, there is a gap between n. 4 and n. 6 in Luke, but an insertion 
between n. 7 and n. 8, thereby separating both sections that are connected in Mark (we 
will discuss the different order in Matthew later).

n. 19 is exchanged for Luke 4:16-30 (see Tablet 3, p. 15). It has also been observed 
above (p. 60) that this other section provides an alternate description of the same event. 
The exchange creates a gap between n. 18 and n. 20, compared to Mark (since 
Matthew has made changes here), and an insertion between n. 4 and n. 5, which 
Matthew and Mark place in the same order, is introduced by Luke.

n. 37 is exchanged for what Luke places in Luke 22:24-30 (about the identity of the 
sections, see above p. 68 ff.). Thus, between n. 36 and n. 38, for the parallelism with 
Mark and Matthew, Luke is only missing this section. However, where Luke has 
attached it after changing the form, it separates what is connected in Mark and Matthew.

n. 45 is exchanged for another example, Luke 10:23-37 (see Tablet 3, p. 15; about the 
identity of the sections, see above p. 67). Therefore, again, between n. 44 and n. 46, 
Luke lacks only this pericope for parallelism with the others. The exchanged passage is 
found by Luke between numbers 33 and 34.

n. 51. Luke provides a different account of it (see above p. 65), namely, Luke 7:36-50, 
which is part of a mass inserted between n. 13 and n. 14 (the order of Mark must also 
be recognized by Matthew, as we will see below).



Still to be considered is n. 14. Luke provides a different account of it in chapter 11:14 
onwards. He has inserted it after n. 13 and placed it differently from Mark and Matthew. 
The material he incorporated lies in the aforementioned interpolation, which falls 
between numbers 33 and 34. These are the most evident exchanges. Less conspicuous 
are
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ß) other ones that should also be noted. Among these are n. 24 to 27, n. 33, and n. 40. 
We must first accept a couple of things about these pieces—n. 24-27:

к )  n. 26 does not belong to the archetype (and was not merely omitted by Luke);

n) they are interrelated. Thus, we must seek permission to interpose some additional 
remarks here. First of all, n. 26 does not belong to the archetype, primarily because it is 
not present in Mark either, and we prove this through the following reasons:

аа) It is already unlikely that a narrator like Mark, who sparingly allocates materials, 
would duplicate one and the same event (see above, p. 55). But

bb) the narrative is not connected and prepared in the manner of Mark. There is no 
apparent source for the multitude of people needed for this account. The transition in 
Mark 6:32-33 is completely different.

cc) There are traces indicating that this story has been inserted, causing the separation 
of related parts. For instance, Mark 8:11 onwards is connected with Mark 7:37. The 
Pharisees, wanting to test the reputation of the praised one due to the spectacular 
healing of the deaf-mute through the crowd's admiration, we find here

αα) the same passage present in another recension, Luke 11:14 onwards, which also 
involves a request for a sign from heaven after the healing of a mute *). The 
combination is exactly the same.

*) The fact that in Mark, the deaf-mute is not mentioned as possessed does not 
negate the identity of the incident referred to in the narratives. Even in Matthew's 
account, in the same story (Matthew 12:22 onwards) that corresponds to Luke's, 
there is a variation, stating that the possessed man was not only mute but also 
blind. According to Matthew 9:32, he was only mute. However, the identification



of this account with the one in Luke is evident from certain words that harmonize 
it with Luke's narrative. Compare Matthew 9:33 with Luke 11:14.
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ßß) Jesus healed the deaf-mute within the borders of Decapolis (Mark 7:31) and then 
crossed over to the opposite (western) shore: Mark 8:22. This aligns well if the 
interpolated account is omitted, and it is also harmonious with the disciples' caution not 
to buy bread in the region, which is less understandable if we assume a departure from 
Dalmanutha (Mark 8:10) or Magdala (Matthew 15:39) to Bethsaida (Mark 8:20) and 
consequently to the eastern Bethsaida-Julias in the domain of (gentle) Philip. In general, 
the

γγ) New Testament knows only one Bethsaida, and it is specifically referred to as the 
western one (Luk. 10:13).

dd) If this second feeding account truly belonged in the sequence of events, then Jesus' 
question in Mark 8:20 would be quite unnatural! Should this question here, as it recalls a 
past feeding, really find a place? If so, it can only refer to a longer event that preceded 
it, specifically, only to the first feeding (v. 14), and thus, one must believe that in Mark's 
Gospel, no other feeding has been mentioned except this one. Therefore, it is hardly 
conceivable to consider Mark 8:20 as a later addition. This view is also supported in 
Matthew's text. For the phrase "ούπω νοείτε" (Matthew 16:9) can only stand absolutely: 
"Have you not understood yet?" Then, it becomes noticeable that the immediately 
doubled "ουδέ" does not fit, and it is evident that originally only one word, related to 
"νοείτε," stood here (as in Mark 8:17, "ούπω νοείτε ουδέ συνίετε;"), and that the added 
"μνημονεύετε" is merely a modification to provide brevity and symmetry to the enriched 
text with the addition of the second feeding (Matthew 16:10) *). It seems that in this 
chapter of Mark, other interpolations are present as well, namely, the loquacious verse 
18 (similar to Mark 7:8, "βαπτισμους 'ξηστών — ποιοϋντις," which the more critical 
analysis also regards as inauthentic, as in Fritzsche's commentary on this passage).

*) The writing style of the Matthaean compiler is also evident here: άρτοι των
πιντακιςχιλίων, cf. 13:18. παραβολή τού βπιίροντος ν. 36- των ζιζανίων. 21: 21.
τό τής ανκης.
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ee) The mentioned feeding story has been later inserted into Mark from Matthew. In the 
Gospel of Matthew, an attempt has been made to establish a connection with the



preceding events by adding details to the feeding story. Instead of mentioning only one 
healed person, as in Mark (7:32), Matthew includes the incident of many - the deaf, 
mute, and other sick individuals - coming together for the feeding. Additionally, Matthew 
mentions the mountain (as in the first feeding story) where Jesus sits down and waits 
for the sick to gather. This clarification regarding Pericope n. 26 is provided to absolve 
Luke from the suspicion of having omitted it. Now, as we mentioned before, there is 
something noteworthy about the characteristic shared by the other stories, n. 24, n. 25, 
and n. 27, and the reason why they are grouped together. Just as in n. 28, when Jesus, 
at a specific time, asks his disciples whom the people consider him to be, and they 
inform him that some think he is Elijah, similarly, in the immediately preceding narrative 
pieces, namely, those mentioned just now, actions and words of Jesus are presented 
that resemble Elijah. The parallel with Elijah begins with n. 22, which can be compared 
with 1 Kings 17:16 and 2 Kings 4:43. Then follows n. 24, depicting the zeal for the divine 
law, which can be compared with 1 Kings 18:18 and following, and also with Mark 7:10 
compared to 1 Kings 18:30, where Elijah summons the people. The parallel lies 
particularly in Jesus accusing the false teachers of approaching God only with their 
mouths and replacing God's word with their own human words, similar to the servants of 
Baal (who worshipped a self-made god). And concerning n. 25, one can compare it to 1 
Kings 17:9. We want to draw parallels to this:
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1 Kings 17:10 Mark 7:14

Και ανίατη καί επορεΰθη εις Σαρεπτά, κα'ι 
ιδού είκέί'γυνή χήρα

Καί εκέίθεν αναστάς άπήλΰεν

Matth. 15:22. κ. ιδού γυνή χαναναία 
(Mark. ΣυροφοινΙκισσα

και εβόησεν όπίσω αυτής κα'ι εΐττεν αυτή’ εκραύγασεν οπίσω αυτού:

ν. 13. αλλά ποίηαόν μοι εκεϊθεν εγκρυφίαν 
— κα'ι εξοίσεις μοι εν πρώτοις, ααυτή δε 
και τοΐς τεκνοις σου ποιήσεις επ εσχάτω’

Mark 7:27. άφες πρώτον χορτασθήναι τα 
τέκνα.

In n. 27, Jesus is said to act like Elijah, who caused clouds and rain to appear from the 
sky (compare 1 Kings 18:45, 2 Kings 1:12 *). So, as we can see, these pieces are not 
randomly placed here; rather, they are intended to explain the popular belief mentioned 
in n. 28, to which the historian himself drew attention in n. 21. Therefore, they are 
placed in their appropriate context, side by side. With this in mind, we can make a more 
specific judgment about Luke's omissions. He most likely had the pieces n. 24, 25, and 
27 before him, but he omitted them while including others in their place. Instead of n.



24, he provides a similar account in chapter 11:37-54 (where the empty ritualism of false 
teachers is also criticized). It becomes clear how he could have exchanged n. 25 and 
what piece he considered as a replacement by referring to the aforementioned 
parallelism. Luke chose a story that presents a similar parallel to the story of Elijah, 
which is the account of raising the widow's son in Nain in chapter 7:11-17, comparable 
to 1 Kings 17:17-23. Even individual words in Luke's account echo that Old Testament 
narrative; for instance, Luke 7:12: "As he drew near to the gate of the town," compares 
to 1 Kings 17:10: "he came to the gate of the city." - In Luke 7:15, "And he gave him to 
his mother," the same words can be found in 1 Kings 17:23. The raising of the dead 
corresponds to what is narrated there in 1 Kings 17:21-24. Story outlined. This piece 
could thus be exchanged by Luke for the other, as it also reports the benevolence 
shown to a woman, just like the other account, and just as that one presents the healing 
of a daughter as a miraculous act, this one presents the resurrection of a son and 
maintains the parallel with Elijah (also only partially, as in Mark and Matthew. The 
similarity with them lies in the fact that the woman is a Phoenician, just as the widow in 
that story was also one, and then, that the conversation initially presents the needs of 
the children; in Luke, the similarity is that the woman is a widow and that she regains 
her son, as a certain woman does in the story of Elijah told there). So, this is the other 
piece. The remaining third piece, n. 27., speaks of the request for a heavenly sign, and 
Luke narrates it in chapter 11:9-36. The warning of Jesus against the leaven of the 
Pharisees and scribes, which follows in Mark and Matthew, appears in Luke 12:1-12, so 
the lack of the missing numbers here in Luke can be fully explained. Therefore, only the 
pieces n. 33. and 40. remain to be found. However, the explanation given by Jesus in n. 
33. and the main part of his answer can be found in Luke 16:16-18, and concerning n. 
40., Storr (Purpose of the Gospel, John p. 276) has already correctly remarked: "by 
passing over this passage, Luke explains it." The withering of the fig tree could indeed 
be seen as a symbol of the impending downfall of the neglectful temple officials, just as 
Jesus' own speech afterwards contains the threat that the vineyard will be taken away 
from them precisely because they do not pay the tribute from the vineyard. Now, 
however, the fig tree on which fruits were sought in vain, though it is a symbol here in 
this context, is also elsewhere the subject of a parable given by Jesus himself in Luke, 
and in such a way that the presentation has the appearance of a threat, just as the 
destruction of the fig tree here has a prefigurative aspect. Therefore, it is not surprising 
that Luke exchanged one presentation for the other or that, after having taken one, he 
omitted the other. — These were thus the gaps made in the typology by Luke, along 
with their completions. *)

*) I ask you to pay attention to the discovery of these parallels, since other results 
follow from them, which cannot be presented here. Otherwise, the remark made 
above on p. 146 can be completed from these and similar references.
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2) Certainly, it is striking that:

a) precisely through the comparison of Matthew and Mark, a gap is discovered in Luke, 
where Luke has removed one or more such pieces from the sequence, and

b) that Luke, in providing differently shaped versions of these pieces, does not place 
them in the same locations as the removed ones but elsewhere, and that they

c) where he has placed them, stand outside the sequence of Mark and Matthew (e.g., n. 
29, n. 87, n. 45). Can this be explained by the arrangement of different collections?
Does it not rather clearly indicate the type of an originally ordered evangelical whole? Or 
should we perhaps say: Matthew or Mark inserted one or more pieces, not belonging to 
the original type as Luke had it, where Luke is supposed to have gaps, and the 
appearance of gaps in Luke's text is only a result of this? Against this, it must first be 
argued that the pieces included by Luke are also differently shaped than the omitted 
ones. It is indeed not understandable how one of the other evangelists could have 
placed just those pieces in the positions where Luke has gaps, which, while similar in 
content to the differently arranged examples in Luke, are nevertheless always shaped 
differently. However, it is understandable that Luke, when including other examples, 
could not leave the others as they were due to his habit of avoiding redundancies and 
simplifying whenever possible. Furthermore, we can strengthen the evidence that Luke 
changed the type after including other pieces if we first examine the mutual relationship 
of the writers who have the pieces missing in Luke. What is this relationship?

Third Datum.

Far from the fact that Mark should have borrowed from the work of Matthew the 
passages missing from Luke, the order of the same relates to the latter as something 
predetermined and in their text, like the Gospel of Matthew, provides it, the original 
separates itself from that under the hand of the later processors.
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1) One could perhaps deny the previous statement, that Luke exchanged some of the 
pieces of the first tablet for others, and on the other hand claim that Luke did not have 
them; - the difference between Matthew, who sets up these pieces, and Luke, who does



not have them, is something accidental (a private matter, as it were), and Mark is 
irrelevant, because he first took them from Matthew. But this excuse is nothing, and that 
it is nothing is to be shown here. -

a) The arrangement of these pieces is not from the editor of Matthew's work, but it 
existed before his work, - something determined before him, given to him. It is true that 
this can only be fully demonstrated below after other data have been compiled, but it 
can already be seen here by examining individual numbers. - n. 5. It is quite 
indisputable that the one who first wrote the narrative wanted to link to it the note that 
Jesus entered Capernaum from here accompanied by the disciples who had entered 
into contact with him, as this note follows in Mark, and Luke too, after reporting that 
Jesus came to Capernaum from Nazareth, mentions that fact as the first which, 
according to Mark, followed Jesus' entry into contact with the disciples. In Matthew, 
however, nothing is mentioned about the entrance into Capernaum. The reason for this 
is the anticipation Matth. 4, 13. (which already comes too early, because according to 
our gospel news Jesus' living in Capernaum was only mediated by the acquaintance 
with Peter). - Here the Matthean folder seems not to have known why both pieces had 
to take the place immediately after n. 13 (which he even erased). Here again (which no 
interpreter has noticed) is a parallel to the Old Testament story. Jesus' relatives (n. 15.) 
come out of concern that his healing of the sick might attack him too much (cf. Mark 
3:20.), probably not knowing that he had already chosen helpers (n. 13.). In the story of 
Moses, Exod. 14:18-20, Moses' father-in-law, Jethro, came, and seeing his son-in-law 
so crowded with business, gave him counsel to choose certain men to be his helpers. 
This story is looked back upon here, and the only difference in the account is that here 
the helpers have already been chosen, and Jesus does not want to be removed from 
his sphere of activity. But the fact that that story was referred to in the formation of the 
narrative is also illustrated by some parallels. Compare Exod. 18:1. ηχούσε δέΊοθόρ = 
Mark. 3:21. και άκονσαντες οί - Exod. 18:5. κ. έξήλβεν Ίοθόρ = Mark. 3:22. έξήλθον - 
Exod. 18:6. ανηγγέλη δε Μοϋσή λέγοντος- ιδού, ο γαμβρός σου Ιοθόρ παραγίνεται πρός 
σε και η γυνή και οι δύο υιοί σου μετ αυτού = Mark. 3:32. έιπον δέ αυτώ (Luk. 8:20. καϊ 
απηγγέλη αυτιά λεγόντων)' Ιδού, ή μήτηρ σου καί οί αδελφοί σου εξω ζητοϋσί σε.... - 
With Mark. 3:21. ότι έ'ξέστη comp. Exod. 18:18. φθορά διαφθαρήση. And that the 
description of the disciples-selection (n. 13.) is modelled on the same story, on this 
compare Exod. 18:25. Και έπέλεξε Μωνσής άνδρας- και εποιησεν αυτους έπ αυτους 
χιλιάρχας χ. τ. λ. = Mark. 3:13. καί προςκαλέί'ται ους ήθελεν αυτός ( Luk. 6:13. καί 
έχλε'ξάμένος), ν. 14. καί έποίησε δώδεκα (here it is also stated what the function of the 
elected should be). This parallelism proves that n. 13 and 15 belong together. The piece 
n. 14. comes in between for the sake of the order of things, because the Pharisees also 
wanted to hinder the effectiveness of Jesus. Therefore, only Mark *) has the correct 
order; and it follows from this that the blasphemous statement of the Pharisees (n. 14) is



quite correctly not based on a specific fact, but on a general one. Luke, who made the 
changes, was the first to be specific, because here he separated what was connected.

*Schleiermacher p. 121 (Saunier in the cited text p. 65) explains the expression 
Mark. 3, 42. as strange, and the whole composition as incomprehensible. One 
cannot blame him for this judgement, since he did not know the composition of 
the evangelical relations.

The Matthean compiler, since he included the concrete content with or from Luke, 
should have followed him in the change of position. But he did not do so since he 
deprived n. 15 of its connection with n. 13. Therefore, Mark could never establish the 
correct connection from Matthew. Concerning n. 19, we can only note here that Matthew 
must have had the arrangement of Mark before him; however, the proof of this will be 
given later. For n. 27, since the Matthean arranger has included this fact with or from 
Luke and also left this piece as it is (unlike Luke); it follows that the left piece must have 
had its place earlier. As for n. 45, Mark at least did not take the arrangement from 
Matthew, as one cannot see what purpose the (abbreviated) piece serves here in his 
account. The response given to the scribes is not further considered, and the narrator's 
remark, "No one dared to ask him any more questions" (which belongs to this piece in 
Mark 12:34), is added as a result of further discussions in Matthew (after n. 36, Matthew 
22:46), just as it precedes piece n. 45 in Luke.

575

b) The fact that Mark has the same formula exactly between the places where the 
others have it will not be explained by assuming that he made alterations. Instead, it 
should be considered as a sign that the others have deviated from the track. (Luke 
himself testifies that the formula does not belong to n. 36, just as Matthew testifies that it 
was not an appendix to n. 44). Mark and Matthew, therefore, converge independently 
here. We can also conclude from the numbers considered here about n. 24, 25, 33, 51. 
None of these pieces did Mark take from Matthew, and this will become even more 
evident when we

2) compare the texts provided by Matthew and Mark, observing that the original and the 
creations of later editing differ from each other in Matthew's account. We recall only the 
following:

a) n. 5. Here there is the closest agreement between the two speakers. But Matthew's 
text is the later copy.



α) μετά των μισθωτών Mark. 1:20. is not an insertion, but the fact that this addition is 
missing in Matthew is an essential defect. The concipient of the original text will not 
have wanted to say that the sons immediately left the ship and the father (left him 
alone), but he would have wanted to say: they left the father in the ship, and then it had 
to be indicated that the one left behind was not alone there. The Excerptor omits this 
and therefore constructs the words differently.
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β) In Matt. 4:18, the explanatory remark "ησαν γάρ αλιείς" (for they were fishermen) is 
added, just as in Mark. But why aren't the Zebedee brothers mentioned there also in a 
similar way, to explain how Jesus found them engaged in their business? In a more 
precise manner, Mark narrates the story by saying "και αυτούς" (and them) in verse 19: 
"Jesus saw, as well as these (like those mentioned before), etc." This "καί" (and) was 
not added later but was originally included, as the author's thought process and 
combination of ideas led him to add this explanatory comment in the first place. There is 
also another indication of Matthew's variability:

y) He puts "άλλους δύο αδελφούς" (two other brothers) before the name of the brethren, 
as seen in his usage of "άλλους δούλους" (other servants) in 21:36 and "ή άλλη μαρία" 
(the other Mary) in 27:61. Yet, when referring to the name John, Mark involuntarily adds 
"τον αδελφόν αυτού" (his brother). -

b) From n. 14, it is evident on its own that Mark did not take it from Matthew.

c) n. 19. Once again, there is a profound agreement, but also a more hasty copy by 
Matthew! For:

a) Instead of Mark 6:2, where it says "καϊ εξεττλήσσοντο" (and they were astonished), 
the copier in Matthew 13:54 makes a combination "ωςτε εκττλήττεσθαι αυτούς" (so that 
they were astonished). However, in verse 57, he abandons this construction and 
continues with Mark (accustomed to the earlier text) saying "και εσκανδαλίζοντο" (and 
they were offended). (In vain, one seeks to excuse this through other anomalies of this 
kind. The crucial point is: what construction did the original author have in mind before 
composing? Moreover, verse 57 does not introduce something new, but it is a 
continuation of what was started.)

β) In Matthew, verse 53 omits "διά τήν απιστίαν" (because of their unbelief) from the 
connection where it appears in Mark. The brevity indicates that this was excerpted - just



as the relationship between Matthew 14:36 and Mark 6:55-56, which will be discussed 
later. —

d) n. 37. In Matthew, the earlier text has been edited;

a) The words of the request have been attributed to another person and accordingly 
changed from plural to singular. (We have not yet encountered such transformations in 
Mark but have seen them in Matthew. See in n. 17, n. 38, n. 39, and in n. 23, compare 
Matthew 32, and Mark 6:51.) However, the narrative itself does not acknowledge 
Matthew's modification, as Jesus speaks to the Zebedee brothers as he had to if they 
were the ones making the request, and the other disciples are only angry with the two 
brothers, not with their mother. Finally, if the narrative had portrayed Salome as the 
petitioner, the transition to Jesus' response would have been different, perhaps like this: 
"You do not know what you are asking," and then turning to the two sons, he said, etc.
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e) n. 24. Matthew's Text is the adaptation of an earlier one:

a) He provides clarifications. So, instead of using 15:2, κοιναϊς χερσι, he offers an 
explanation, disregarding the κοινός, which occurs in v. 11, as κοινοϋν. — In v. 5, the 
words ον μή τιμήση (for that is how it should be read, i.e., he may not honor) are a 
clearer but also more condensed and burdening expression compared to the 
corresponding words in Mark's account. — In v. 20, the commentator recapitulates 
according to his habit (see page 412, also compare 13:51).

β) Some verses are inserted into the text, namely verses 12-14, and they appear 
somewhat foreign. For someone who wants to know the impression that a statement 
has made on other listeners, it indicates that he himself understands its meaning. 
Moreover, v. 15 has become unclear due to the insertion since it precedes a parabolic 
statement in v. 14.

y) Some verses are rearranged. Matthew 15:3-6 appears in Mark after Matthew's verses 
7-9. (Mark places the general statement first, which is then illustrated by the specific 
one. Matthew begins with the specific one and connects the general one to it.) However, 
Matthew's v. 6 is awkward after v. 3 and is here only because it comes from a text like 
Mark 7:13. — In v. 7, the words: "you hypocrites, well did Isaiah prophesy of you," fit 
more appropriately if they still prompt the question of in what way did Isaiah prophesy, 
and then transition to the specific explanation, rather than following after the specific



evidence has already been presented. One can also imagine that if a reference to a 
prophecy was to be taken for the sake of characterization, the original author would not 
have placed it as a tautology after the characterization but before it. At least, this is how 
it appears when evaluated from a psychological perspective. Also, in v. 19, "evil 
thoughts" (διαλογισμοί πονηροί) does not fit as well as in Mark's v. 21 unless it is also 
read as "evil reasonings" (οί διαλοχ. πον.) because the διαλογ. are to be mentioned as 
the principle of the following particulars, as in Mark, rather than something added to the 
other. —
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f) n. 25. In Matthew, the later adaptation is present *).

*) Regarding the meaning of the conversation, I will briefly note: Jesus 
understands the woman as if she were asking him to leave the region where the 
Jews could seek his help and go beyond the border with the Gentile woman. 
However, the woman implies that Jesus can stay where he is and still help her 
from a distance. Hence Jesus' exclamation: "Your faith is great." A similar 
situation is found in Luke 7:7-9. (Jesus was only near the region of Phoenicia, but 
not within it. This is clearly proven in Matthew 15:22). I consider the reading in 
Mark 7:31, "διά Σιδωνος," to be nothing but corruption, and I make the following 
observations about it:

a) The cities of Tyre and Sidon are mentioned in Matthew 15:22 and Mark 7:24 
to refer to Phoenicia (see the Old Testament parallel on page 570). The codices 
that omit "καί Σιδωνος" in Mark 7:24 give us a mutilated text.

b) Where Jesus was supposed to go to, he will be mentioned to have come 
from there again. This happens in Matthew 15:29. The "εκεΐθεν" (from there) is, 
when compared to Matthew 15:22, nothing but "εκ τών ορίων Τυρου καί 
Σιδώνος," exactly what is in Mark at the same place.

c) Two texts as thoroughly harmonious as the ones in Matthew and Mark could 
not differ at this point without one of them being false. The original account 
must have contained only one.

d) Jesus had not crossed the border of Phoenicia where it touches Galilee.
How then could it be said: he went from Tyre (where he was not) through 
Sidon? And if he went through Sidon, how could it be said that he went out from



the borders (!) of Tyre? This statement would not be appropriate for the text, 
and furthermore,

f) the omission of the name of the city Sidon in Mark 7:24 is simply a corruption.

a) It cannot be said that Mark omitted the portion of Matthew 15:23-24 (at the very least, 
one could argue that this omission was done out of consideration for the Gentile 
Christians since Jesus' subsequent response, which Mark also reports, conveys the 
same message). Rather, in Matthew, the same thing is inserted as in Matthew 10:6. The 
former (Matthew 10:6) is excluded by Luke, just as the latter (Matthew 15:23-24) is 
excluded by Mark.

b) The woman's response, as given by Mark, is more suitable to the meaning of the 
passage than the version presented in Matthew. In Mark, it is: "Yes, Lord, yet even the 
dogs under the table eat the children's crumbs." (If you are a helper to your fellow 
countrymen, then you also have the power to work for my benefit from afar.) —
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g) n. 27.

a) The verses Matthew 16:2-3 are an insertion, even if they were in Matthew's style 
(although they were not mentioned by Origen). If one reads them objectively, it becomes 
immediately apparent that the words in verse 3 are intended to be Jesus' initial 
response to the request made to him, just as they are in Mark. Furthermore, the 
affirming words in verse 4: "A sign shall not be given to this generation" (σημεΐον ού 
δοθήσεται αύτοΐς), are expressed differently from verse 3 ("the signs of the times"). The 
addition "except the sign of Jonah, etc." (εί μή το σημεΐον Ίωνα κ.τ.λ.) is probably not 
genuine, as it is already absent in the account taken from Luke in Matthew 12:39 (in 
addition, it is incorrectly explained there), and it is also inappropriate in its current 
context because it is not explained, although Jesus had to make something clearer to 
the disciples according to verse 7. However, the author of the addition altered Jesus' 
warning to refer to the Sadducees (Matthew verse 6) instead of Herod (Mark 8:15), as 
he intended Jesus to allude to his resurrection with the sign of Jonah.

β) Regarding verse 9, it has already been discussed above on page 568.

y) The phrase "Do you not yet perceive?" (οΰπω νοείτε;) appears in Matthew 16:9 itself, 
just like in Mark (meaning "Do you not have insight?"). At the end of the discourse, Mark 
9:21 also uses it in the same way: "How do you not understand?" (πως ού συνίετε;) If



here at the parallel passage in Matthew 16:11, he inserts the words "How is it that you 
fail to understand?" (πώς ού νοείτε), it is undoubtedly evidence that he had the same 
text before him as Mark. However, he places the word in a different construction, adding 
an explanatory object to which the insight should refer, according to his way, in such a 
way that having insight should not so much mean "not being anxious" (as in Mark) but 
rather "grasping the meaning" that Jesus' warning had. This is a later adaptation of the 
text, and there is no reason to believe that Mark omitted the other Matthean words in 
chapter 8:21.

h) n. 33. Here

a) as in n. 24, the verses are transposed. It is Matthew who has changed the original 
order. In Matthew, the words: "to give a certificate of divorce and to dismiss her" 
(Matthew 19:7) are incorrectly placed as if they still belonged to the expression of the 
Mosaic commandment, instead of being the Pharisees' inference attached to that 
expression in the original text: "to give a certificate of divorce" and dismiss her in this 
way (Mark 10:4).
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β) The words Matth, v. 6. indisputably fit better when they are the conclusion of the 
speech, as in Mark.

y) Matth. 19:3. is κατά πάσαν αιτίαν again by the hand of the insertor (like the 
anticipirative question in n. 35.). Really Moses exempted the dismissal of the woman 
κατά πάσαν αιτίαν. Is it probable, however, that the Jews, if they afterwards wished to 
appeal to Moses for their justification, would have framed the question in advance, 
according to the decision which was to be taken about it from Moses? If we put in the 
subsidiary clause, that it should receive the expression, the dismissal of the woman is 
generally permitted to the man; then the question ceases altogether to be captious, and 
it is more than too clearly pointed out to the possibility of an inception in advance *).

*) Similar is the δόλω Matth. 26:4.

δ) In the answer of Jesus the επίτρεψεν Matth. 19:8. is, though less strong than the 
ένετείλατο or έγραψε την εντολήν in Mark, yet not the more definite, the more etched to 
the sense of the original text. Rather, Mark's text expresses the meaning correctly: 
Moses, with his ordinance, directed himself according to hardness of heart; επίτρεψε 
πρός, etc., cannot actually even be said, - the phrase rather demands: διά. But 
Matthew, accustomed to another text, has involuntarily let the πρός run in from it. - This



about this pericope against Paulus Conservator. 1. delivery. P. 102. and Saunier loc. cit.
p. 120. -

(i) n. 40. It is quite undoubted that Matthew and Mark have one and the same narrative. 
- The general formulae are the same, and the sentences are constructed in the same 
way. Either Mark has placed the parts of the narrative differently, separating the cursing 
of the fig tree and the perception of its withering from each other, - and this is not 
probable, for one who narrates falsely does not copy the narrative, - or Matthew has 
pushed together what does not belong together, and this is more than probable, since 
he anticipates the fact of the cleansing of the temple, and immediately transfers it to the 
day of Jesus' entry into Jerusalem, in order to follow the compilation chap. 21:15. (the 
continuation of the Hosranna call begun in n. 39.) and to place it closer to 21:9. It is also 
to be presumed that the original author, if he had the intention to tell of the imprecation 
of the tree as something that happened on the way, and thus of such a thing with a 
historian's contempt, would not have wanted to deprive his narrative of its probability by 
telling it as if Jesus had not gone into the city with the disciples, but had waited for the 
tree to wither before he went further. What semi-critics pronounce, that the more natural 
is just, as such, the later, is far too wretched and miserable to deserve a more exact 
refutation. -
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k) About n. 45. the necessities have already been considered. -

l) n. 51. (Anointing of Mary.)

a) Markus does not have what is characteristic of Matthew's diction. This includes the 
phrase "προςήλθεν αυτω" (Matthew 26:7), and also that instead of using "τινες" like in 
Mark 10:4, Matthew employs the more definite subject "οϊ μαθητώ αυτοϋ" in verse 8 
(compare page 411). Furthermore, instead of using the indefinite pronoun "αυτή" as in 
Matthew 14:6, Matthew specifies with "τή γυναικί" in Matthew 26:10.

β) Inaccuracies in Matthew:

k ) The phrase "αγανάκτησαν" (Matthew v. 8) and the following statement are not as 
thoroughly considered as in Mark 14:4, "ησαν άγανακτοϋντες προς εαυτούς" (it cannot 
be connected with "προς εαυτούς καί λεγοντες" since it should be read as "πρός 
εαυτούς λέγοντες" without "και").



o) Those familiar with our texts will feel that in Matthew (v. 7), "κατέχειν," which should 
have the participial form in Matthew's construction after "προςήλθεν," indeed desires a 
participle, just like the one found in Mark before it.

a) Matthew clearly comments on Mark's text. The words of the writers are related as 
follows:
Mark: She has done what she could; she has anointed my body beforehand for burial. 
Matthew: By pouring the ointment on my body (here "σώμα" refers to the living body), 
she has done it, etc. Matthew adds the concrete element, namely, "what she knew," 
including the "βαλοϋσα μύρον" (which is the model for Mark's "προελαβε μυρίσαι") 
immediately after to make the sentence more specific. In Matthew, "προς" takes on the 
meaning of "in relation to." However,
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ί)  with this, Matthew departs from the original text. Instead of placing the word "σώμα" 
in the latter part of the sentence, meaning the dead body, it is placed at the beginning 
by Matthew, where it refers to the act of pouring the ointment (the present action), and it 
becomes redundant since, considering what the woman did now, pouring the ointment 
on the body, it would be self-evident and need not have been included in the 
description.

2) These are now the dual sections that are only common to Mark and Matthew, and are 
most emphasized whenever one attempts to derive the Gospel of Mark from Matthew. 
We wanted to strengthen the evidence with these sections, showing that Luke also had 
them and only omitted them. The analogies previously mentioned in Luke's substitutions 
will now strengthen the evidence that Mark did not take these sections from Matthew 
since Luke also had them. However, since this proof may appear to be circular, we will 
seek further confirmation of the observation that Luke indeed had these sections and, 
for that purpose, return to Luke.



Fourth Datum
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Just as Luke omitted entire sections of the first table to include others in their place 
(Datum 2), he also shortened certain sections of the same table because he excluded 
other material.

1) Up to now we have spoken of the omission of whole passages. We now also have to 
mention certain abridgements made by Luke. The shortened passages are as follows: 
n. 1. (shortened and lengthened at the same time) - n. 16. n. 21. n. 22. (from which n. 
23. is taken away) n. 28. n. 29. n. 32. - In n. 55. (the story of the Passion) there is 
omitted

a) Jesus' complaint that He was deeply grieved (Matth. 26:37. 38. Mark. 14:33. 34.),

ß) the interrogation of witnesses against Jesus (Matth. 26:60-62. Mark. 14:56-59.),

y) the mocking disguise and crowning of Jesus (Matth. 27:27-31. Mark. 15:16- 20,)

δ) the drink given to Jesus on the cross (Matth. 27:46 - 49. Mark. 15:34 -36.). Some of 
these abbreviations, in so far as they concerned speeches, have already been 
discussed above, pp. 340-343 and 378 f. (including the simplifications, but abstracted 
from here). Here, several more are added, and it will now be shown by means of all 
these pieces how the inclusion of others has had an influence on the shortening of 
them.
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2 )

a) n. 1. When Mark 1:6 (Matt. 3:4) describes the garb of the Baptist, he is to be 
identified as the prophet resembling Elias and precursor of the Messiah. Luke did not 
need this silent representation as he quotes John's speeches, by which he announces 
himself as a strict reformer of morals and the people, similar to Elias. Luke provides the 
further account of Mark 1:5 in Luke 3:7-14 and omits that description. -

b) n. 16. That a shortening has occurred here has been made clear above on p. 379. 
The question here is what motivated Luke to place the piece under a different aspect 
and to shorten it. According to what has already been said above, the piece was



originally intended to be the first rehearsal of a doctrinal lecture written with the disciples 
in mind for their training (cf. p. 103 and 379). n. 13. (to which n. 14. and 15. still belong) 
(and also follows n. 14.15. in Matthew, after the latter omits the election of disciples *)). 
Luke knew very well the purpose of the pericope, but he also knew that if he had left its 
original purpose and with it its connection with the other parables attached to it, he 
could not have included the Sermon on the Mount as the first treaty given to the chosen 
disciples (Luk 6:17 f.). He took up this, and therefore changed that piece. It will be 
required that we prove this more exactly. We notice, then, the following:

*) Schleiermacher, op. cit. p. 117, not knowing what purpose and what meaning 
the doctrinal piece had in the gospel as a whole, thinks that Matthew still made 
up for the parable (I), as if it were such a saying of the usual kind, which could 
also be made up for transitions or by chance. Such views are now supposed to 
be based on criticism I
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a) the Sermon on the Mount and the Pericope n. 16. are pieces which have one and the 
same purpose. Both are

x) a contract delivered to the people while the disciples stand by, and

n) a contract that, although dedicated not only to the disciples but also to other hearers, 
still pays special attention to the disciples. Therefore, a Gospel like Mark's could not 
have the Sermon on the Mount. (His Sermon on the Mount, to use the expression, is 
precisely the section n. 16.) So did Luke only insert the Sermon on the Mount into the 
archetype? Indeed, and that is the second thing we notice.

ß) Namely, let us examine the text of Luke 6:12-19 more closely to perceive that the 
Sermon on the Mount is nothing other than a continuation, and indeed a very laborious 
continuation. First, compare the statement in Luke 6:17 with the parallel in Mark 3:7: και 
— ανεχώρησεν εις την θαλασσαν, και πολύ πλήθος κ.τ.λ. Mark ascribes the 
circumstance of the overwhelming crowd as the reason for Jesus subsequently climbing 
the mountain and selecting twelve disciples (Mark 3:13; recall here the parallel drawn 
with the Old Testament history on p. 574) *). Mark's presentation is coherent and clear; 
it separates the fact of the selection of the disciples from what prompted it, and the 
comment preceding this prompting of the disciple's selection is specific and clear, 
saying this: Jesus could no longer satisfy the ever-thickening crowd by himself, to the 
extent that he had to keep a ship ready because of the crowd's pressure. How different 
and confused, however, does Luke present the same thing, intending to make room for



the Sermon on the Mount! Lukas begins by stating that Jesus ascends the mountain 
and spends the night in prayer before choosing the disciples; he does not yet mention 
the gathered and present cloud. Nevertheless, according to his account, Jesus 
descends the mountain with the chosen disciples the following morning and stops 
before a gathered (as if appearing like a deus ex machina) multitude of people. He 
stands there to deliver a speech. While Luke includes the mention of the people 
gathered to listen to the sermon (after some rearrangement), he forgets that he retained 
too much from the original text. Specifically, he keeps the part where the entire crowd 
sought to touch Jesus (Chapter 6:19). But if that was the case, how could there be 
calmness and silence, time, and space for delivering the sermon amid such a 
tumultuous crowd? Nothing is more certain than Luke rearranging here, in order to 
connect the events, just as he did in n. 53 (see above p. 414). Therefore, the Sermon 
on the Mount does not belong to the archetype; rather, it is a later insertion *) made by 
Luke. Because of this insertion, as was intended to be shown here, the author 
abbreviated and modified section n.16, causing it to lose its theoretical connection. Let 
us proceed further.

*) We will receive a new parallel to this further below in no. 30. Just as only the 
more difficult matters were to be brought before Moses, the disciples there must 
also take Jesus' place while He is on the mountain. However, the matter must still 
be brought before Jesus because it is too difficult for the disciples.

*) I know very well that it has been said that Luke's account is the correct, lucid 
and coherent one, and that Mark has excerpted, reworked and misunderstood. 
But I leave it to the judgment of impartial judges to decide who is right. Of course, 
these judges must be different from those judges who, in order to be able to 
judge others in partisanship, refer to their suspicions.

c) n. 21. The story of John's beheading was given by the prototype so that it would 
explain how Jesus, as he was taken for Elijah by some, could also be taken for the 
resurrected John, especially by Herod and others (cf. above p. 569). Luke, however, did 
not except any other account of this story, but he believed that he had to anticipate the 
fact where the first mention of the Baptist occurs (Luk 3:19, 20). Hence the narrative is 
in another place, and here is the gap. Luke is wont to proceed in such a way that he 
anticipates notes and places them where they seem to him to belong for the sake of 
completeness (examples: Mark. 2:6. he anticipates Luk. 5:17.; further: Mark. 4:38. he 
anticipates Luk. 8:23.; further: Mark. 5:42. = Luk. 8:42. ως Ιτών δώδεκα - further: 
Mark.6:44. = Luk.9:14.; Mark. 15:7. he puts to Luk. 23:18.; further: Mark. 15:27. to Luk. 
23:33. = Mark. v. 29.). Also the note attached to 3:19. is evidently by his hand



(ελεγχόμενος περί πάντων ών εποίησε, so Luke is wont to write, comp. 19:37. αινεΐν τον 
Θεόν περί πασών ων είδον δυνάμεων and just so summarizing ch. 2:20. *)). -

*) And yet, the poor concluding formula (Luke 3:18-19) is supposed to create 
such a demarcation, by which the preceding narrative is deprived of the honor of 
being a Christ-like utterance. (See Schleiermacher's opinion on this matter in 
Dat. 1.)
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d) n. 22. Luke has taken away from this what belongs to it n. 23. This part indisputably 
belonged to the original archetype, as the Gospel of John, ch. 6:16-21, proves. Luke 
probably omitted the description given here, because the essence of it seemed to him 
already anticipated in n. 17 (description of the stormy journey to Gadaris). It is 
undeniable that both stories are very similar to each other. There, too, a storm arises 
during the nocturnal voyage, just as it does here. The passengers are left to 
themselves, there because Jesus is asleep, here because he is absent. There, when 
Jesus rises, the storm is immediately calmed, here the same happens when Jesus 
enters the ship. There, as here, those present are astonished. We know Luke's 
tendency to simplify, why could he not have followed his way here too? -

e) n. 28. (cf. p. 380.) The omitted interlocutory conversation would reveal that Jesus 
was on a journey with the disciples and had other followers with him besides them. For 
only in this way could Peter come nearer to him to speak to him in particular, and Jesus, 
as is said, turn back to speak to all. But in this and the following passages Luke has 
always suppressed the suggestion that Jesus made a journey to Caesarea Philippi. This 
note is missing in him here ch. 9:18. (comp. Mark. 8:27. and Matth. 16:13.), just so in n. 
31. ch. 9:44. (Mark. 9: 30- Matth. 17:22.), and just so again n. 32. (Mark 9:33. Matt. 
17:24.), for certain proof that it was intentionally suppressed, and with the exclusion of it 
is connected the very shortening of the text now mentioned (the omission of that 
interlocutory conversation), so that it must also be an intentional one. If it is now asked: 
why did Luke make the change that nothing is to be said about Jesus' journey to 
Caesarea? the answer is: it happened because Luke first lets other reports follow which 
contain the indication that Jesus was on the journey to Jerusalem, such as chap. 9:51.
13:22. 17:11. and then again others according to which Jesus is later still in Galilee, 
such as 13:31. -
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f). η. 29. About this abbreviation see above p. 101. What caused the writer to abbreviate 
here? The answer is easy to find if one compares with what has been omitted the chap. 
7:18-35 recorded in Luke. For here the instruction is clearly given that John is the 
representative of Elijah. - The Matthaean compiler also knows the identity of these 
pericopes. He enters from here from the appendix to n. 29. into that piece Matth. 11:14. 
the words: αυτός ίστινΉλίας ο μίλλων ερχεσθαι (comp. 17:11. Ήλίας μεν ϊρχεται. -

(g) The warning against offenses omitted here can be found in Luke 17:1-2. The other 
warning against self-deception could also be omitted by Lukas (see above p. 469). The 
saying about salt in Mark 9:50 is included by Lukas in Luke 14:34-35. - We now come to 
the passion n. 55. -

a) The degree of Jesus' sorrow may be judged from the interpolated note, Luk. 22:43 - 
45.

β) The interrogation of the witnesses before the priests deserved no mention. For of 
such an authority, which has already signed the verdict of condemnation before it 
investigates, it need not be said that it has investigated. Jesus' witnesses would not 
have been intercepted. In the case of judges such as he had before him, it would 
probably also have been said: "that it is not considered necessary to hear the defence 
witnesses. Besides, the interrogation before the priests is substituted for that mentioned 
by Luke before Herod, ch. 23:4.

y) The disguise and crowning of Jesus had already been done in Herod's palace, ch. 
23:11.

δ) The drink is mentioned ch. 23:36. and instead of the words which Jesus speaks 
immediately before and immediately after, Luke puts others, ch. 23:46. - These are the 
pieces which Luke has shortened for the sake of others.
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2) If the same writer could, for the sake of certain sections, omit some parts and 
abbreviate others, he could also have the liberty to exclude entire pericopes that 
seemed redundant to him. Both approaches share the same methodological principle, 
and one is related to the other. So, would it be believed that Lukas omitted because he 
also abbreviated, and that he abbreviated because he omitted? But even if one were 
not willing to concede this, we are not content with just the presented evidence! We go 
further and want to provide distinct evidence to anyone who still doubts that Lukas 
indeed possessed both the omitted complete sections and the removed elements of the



abbreviated sections. Following the established datum, we present the following 
evidence.

Fifth Datum.

Lukas, in expanding the scope of the narrative cycle presented on the first table by 
means of interpolations, took pains to conceal the changes he made within this cycle for 
the sake of that interpolation, partly in the order and partly in the size of the narrative 
pieces. In other narratives, which he retained, if he did not shorten them, he 
nevertheless changed the expression, and where he shortened them, he filled the 
resulting gaps with special inserts. - This is further proof that he must have had the 
omitted pieces and the parts of other pieces of the first table, which are missing in his 
recension, in front of him.

1) Here, then, it is to be shown from Luke's Gospel itself that its author must have had 
before him what is missing from the first table, and that he must have had it in mind 
when he wrote it,

a) The pieces that were completely omitted were mentioned earlier in Dat. 2. Where 
now

589

x) such a piece was connected with another, Luke changed the last one, if he kept it 
completely. We have the example of this, when we look at the first table, immediately at 
n. 6. and 7. before which n. 5. is omitted. Luke could not leave here in n. 6. Mark. 1:21. 
είςποςείονται, nor Mark. 1:29. ηλθεν μετά Ιάκωβου κ. Ιωάννου. ( since nothing preceded 
from Jesus' connection with the fishermen after that piece was taken away). So he 
changes. But he had to alter still more. Also Mark. 1:36-38. could not remain as it was. It 
could no longer be said that Peter and his companions were looking for Jesus. Luke 
therefore puts instead of these, οί οχλοι (Luk. 4:42.). Since Jesus no longer had the 
disciples before Him, but οχλους, neither could His speech be thus: αγωμιν εις τάς 
εχομενας κωμοττόλεις κ. τ .  λ. (Mark 1:38.); Luke therefore makes the transformation: o t i  

και ταΐς ετεραις ευαγγελίσασθαί μι δεϊ την βασ. τού Θιοϋ κ. τ .  λ. - The consequence in 
the amendment here goes through the whole piece - to prove that what Mark has as the 
antithesis are essential provisions *). (Regarding the writing style of the editor, see 
above, page 434. Compare with δει με v. 43. - also compare with 3:49. - with ερχεσθαι 
εως v. 42. compare with 2:15. Act. 17:15, 11:19.22.) We must still note here how Luke



attempted to integrate his piece, which was added to the cycle instead of n. 5, into the 
context in chapters 5:1 -11.

*) Not at all what Saunier makes out of it, p. 55, accidental interpolations of Mark.

aa) Since, according to the intimation of Luk 5:11. (ηκολούθησαν αυτω), Jesus is on the 
first journey of annunciation; so the writer does not want an immediate inhibition to 
occur, as it was caused by the fact n. 8 (according to Mark). He therefore reports the 
healing of the leper as well as Mark, but does not say, as Mark does, that the healed 
leper broke the silence imposed on him, and thereby caused the people to flock to 
Jesus, which hindered him - why does he not say this? because between the cause and 
the effect there could not be a long delay, and the thread begun in 11. with the report of 
the journey would have had to be cut short too soon. Luke therefore changes Mark's 
statement (1:45.) into the more indefinite one: Jesus' call spread more and more (Luk 
5:15.), because this leaves room for a longer, indefinite intermediate time.
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bb) He modifies the introduction to the story (n. 8.), noting that the leper had come εν 
μια των πόλεων, by which he wants to awaken the thought that Jesus had already 
travelled through several cities or spots. - But here we must also make a critical remark. 
When Luke (chap. 5:12.) uses the expression: εν μια των πόλεων, he has at any rate in 
mind the cities of which chap. 4:43. was said, as Jesus was going to travel through 
them (as Mark also places the meeting of the leper in Jesus' first journey from 
Capernaum). But if those πόλεις are to be understood; then the formula Luk. 4:44: και 
ην κηρΰσαων εν ταΐς συναγωγαϊς της γαλιλαίας, cannot stand. For this formula would 
then set apart the first journey for itself. It would also give a note which Luke certainly 
did not want to give, namely that Jesus undertook the first journey without Peter and 
those other disciples, and only later entered into contact with Peter. But there is also the 
fact that nothing is reported about Jesus' return to the Sea of Galilee, and if one looks at 
the beginning of the pericope chap. 5:1, it rather seems, contrary to the meaning of the 
statement expressed in that formula, as if Jesus had not set out on the journey at all. All 
this considered, and added to the fact that, if that formula is deleted, the message given 
in Luke, ch. 5:1-11, about the calling of Peter is connected with Jesus' stay in Peter's 
house in the same way as in Mark, -this, I say, added to it, there seems to be no doubt 
left that the formula really must be deleted, and that it was most probably first written 
over from Mark, which supposition is also strengthened by the similarity of the 
expression. In Mark the note takes on a completely different position. The disciples are 
chosen and Jesus begins the journey with them. There is also room for the statement 
that the leper himself proclaimed the healing he had received, against Jesus' will. Jesus



had already been on the journey for a long time, as this formula indicates (Mark 1:39.) - 
an indication which Luke did not have, who therefore, because he had no other remark 
about the beginning of the journey than 5:11, had to change the closing remark to n. 8. 
After the removal of this formula, the context in Luke must be thought of as follows: 
Jesus, wanting to leave, is still held back in Capernaum. The people surround him at the 
lake; here he teaches, then joins the four fishermen, and with them he begins the 
journey (5:11.), and on this journey he meets a leper in a town *). - By the way, we want 
to notice that Luke makes a conclusion after the first journey just like Mark, but then 
takes the peculiarity to count the Sabbaths, which are now distinguished as strange 
after the return of Jesus, during his new stay in Capernaum. Thus he significantly adds 
to n. 11. (6:11.) εν σαββάτω πρώτω, and to n. 12. (6:6.) εν ετέρω at. A busy hand wrote 
in the first place with reference to n. 5. beside πρώτω, in the margin δεντέρω, and from 
the coalescence of the two indications arose the monstrosity of the reading: 
δεντεροπρώτω, on the explanation of which so much vain trouble has been expended 
**). This was the first piece to be omitted. We follow the others on the tablet. - n. 19. 
Here, it is true, Luke made no change in the connection between 18. and 20. after the 
piece n. 19. was taken away, unless we are to regard the change of προςκαλεϊσθαι into 
συγκαλεϊσθαι in Luk. 9:1. (as if Jesus had not had the disciples together before, but 
referred back to the separation ch. 8:51.) for such a change.*) - n. 14. Since Luke 
carved this pericope out of its connection with n. 13. (to which it belonged with n. 15., 
see above p. 574.), he also changed n. 15. (by making it a shortened appendix to n.
16.). - Then follow the Elijah pieces (for the sake of brevity we will call them after their 
parallelism ss. p. 569. f.) n. 24. 25. 27. (for n. 26. does not belong here at all, see above 
p. 567.), of which, as has been said above, Luke has given partly other recensions in 
chap. 11:14. -12:12., partly another parallel 7:11 -17. These pieces, as was also noted 
above (p. 569), were intended to contain the premises of the popular belief that Jesus 
was Elijah. - After their omission, Luke did not change anything in the preceding n. 21. 
for their sake (indeed, he shortened n. 21. and took away the appendix n. 23. from n.
22. but both, as we have seen, for other reasons), but he did make a change in the 
following. For in n. 28. he changes οί άνθρωποι into οί οχλοι Luk. 9:18. (as he also 
substitutes this word in n. 7.) and in all probability wants to understand by it the heaps of 
people mentioned in n. 22. at the feeding (Luk. 9:11.), so that this piece comes into 
direct connection with n. 22. *). - Because of n. 33. there was nothing to change in the 
preceding and following. For it is not directly connected with n. 32, and n. 34 follows 
only after the previous mention of a journey, which is no more omitted from Luk. ch.
17:11 than it is from Mark. 10:1. is forgotten. Just because he made it, Luke omits the 
repetition of Mark. 10:32. omitted. - n. 37. is not directly connected with the preceding 
and following. However, the statement Mark. 10:46. immediately after the preface Mark. 
10:32, and one senses that an event must have been mentioned between these pieces 
in n. 36 and 38. On the other hand, if we look at the closing formula of n. 36. in Luke



(18:34.), this feeling disappears, as we are led to think that the disciples were absorbed 
in quiet contemplation, following Jesus, without being distracted by anything else, and 
without visiting Jesus until they approached Jericho (Luk 18:35.) But may we not for this 
very reason believe that Luke added this formula to the piece only with the intention of 
covering up this gap and making it imperceptible? We will find other examples of the 
same procedure in him. (We have here, then, ch. 18:34, again a formula which the other 
Gospels do not have. On the manner of writing s. p. 523.) - n. 40. Here, too, traces 
show that Luke had this piece before him. According to Mark, the order is as follows: 
first day: Jesus enters Jerusalem; second day: the cursing of the fig tree and the 
expulsion of the sellers; third day: perception of the withering of the tree and the rebuke 
of Jesus in the temple. - Now Luke moves the expulsion of the sellers to the first day, 
and consequently, if the imprecation of the fig tree is omitted, nothing remains for the 
second day. He could have transferred the fact of the third day to the second, but he 
does not do so, but leaves it in his order. But that it might really remain in order, and not 
come on immediately after the cleansing of the temple (on the first day), the steward 
makes an intervening space by the phrase inserted in n. 42 a.: εν μια των ήμερων Luk. 
20:1. (on the manner of writing, see p. 524.) - n. 45. There are also traces that Luke had 
this piece. Why does Luke make the remark at the end of n. 44 that the scribes 
applauded? 44, that the scribes applauded, since there was no mention of their 
presence in the previous passage, and why must the approval expressed by them 
conclude that no further question should be addressed to Jesus, and that the dispute 
should come to an end? Namely, Luke draws the γραμματείς from the suppressed 
narrative n. 45. and also retains the conclusion of the same; comp. Mark. 12:32. 34. 
(Mark did not take these words from Luke. For in the other recension of this piece the 
same words occur before Luke 10:28, which is a proof that they belong to the original 
relation), ουκ ετόλμων v. 40. (instead of ουδεις ετόλμα) seems also not without intention 
to be so placed, that the γραμματείς may be drawn to it as a subject. Let it be thought 
that the scribes themselves did not bring forward anything, and thus did not miss the 
question raised about the greatest commandment. - n. 51. There are traces that Luke 
had the omitted piece before him. He will not mention anything of Bethany. But thus 
arises

*) If one does not want to accept the criticism applied here, then one should at
least not say that Luke has a proper context, as Saunier p. 58. **)

**) In my opinion, σαββ. δεύτερο πρώτον would thus be nothing more than the
Sabbath, and it is debatable whether it is the first or the second. However, what
particularly supports the correctness of this opinion is:



a) that afterwards, ετερον follows in Luke 6:6. This indicates a first (I omit και, 
as L. and others do).

β) That Luke could begin numbering here after a conclusion.

y) That one could want to correct πρώτον with regard to n. 6 (no other Sabbath, 
distinguished by Jesus' stay in Capernaum, followed before this one).

*) I must honestly say that I doubt very much whether Luke really took it out of 
order here and placed it where it stands in his Gospel. I am well aware that Luke 
sometimes anticipates remarks in order to complete the mention of the 
nämlichen Gegenftand once begun. (This is what he did with the story of John's 
beheading in n. 21. Luk. 3:18. 19. - summarily anticipates. (See above p. 585.) 
But here special doubts arise.

a) Should Kuskas, when he tells us that Jesus first came back to Nazareth from 
the desert, have the Nazarethites say that Jesus was to do such deeds here as 
he had done in Capernaum? Should the narrator have forgotten himself in this 
way?

b) A strange parallel is found if one places the play again in fits place after n.
18. For compare the conclusion of n. 18. (Matth. 9:26.): καΐέξηλθεν η φήμη 
αντη είς ο λην την γαλιλαίαν with the Anfänge Luk. 4:14. και φήμη εξήλθε καθ' 
όλης της περιχώρου περί autou.

c) Luk. ν. 15. does not fit 4:43.

(d) After scl. 4:30. ch. 9:1. may very fitly occur. - It is certain that Tertullian 
taught the piece in the very order in which Luke's Gospel is presented to us. 
The rearrangement must therefore have taken place earlier. It is just as certain 
that Marcion's mute Luke did not have the piece here (although Messrs Hahn 
and Olshausen, in their studies of Marcion's Gospel, consider the opposite 
assumption probable). But nothing can be inferred from Marcion, since he quite 
undeniably fumbled Luke's Gospel. *)

*) Schleiermacher, on the contrary, claims that Luk 9:18 is directly connected 
with Luk 9:7, 8, by wanting to convey the connection through the interpolated 
thought: Jesus had the accounts begun with the return of the disciples to Don 
completed afterwards (this "afterwards" is merely a makeshift in order to be



able to declare the intervening mentions of the secondary evangelists to be just 
as dispensable as not superfluous). Only

x) was already time to complete these reports after the homecoming of Mark. 
7:30, and if there was not enough space here to include the many detailed 
reports, they would have to follow afterwards. But there is as little of this in 
Luke as in Mark, and the completion is merely sung by Luke's patron.

n) But the latter must regard the intervening fact of the feeding of the 5,000 as 
a disturbing circumstance occurring between the beginning of the account 
and its completion (!), which opinion shows too much ignorance of the 
construction of the Gospels for us to refute it more extensively than has 
already been done.
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a) between ch. 23:1. and ch. 23:7. there is a gap, which every one must feel who ran 
the seven verses impartially. (There ηγγιζί, and here so soon after ήλθε!)

β) In order that Jesus' stay in Bethany and the story from there might be concealed, 
Luke ch. 21:37. 38. interposes the remark: ην δε τας ημέρας- ακούειν αυτόυ. (About the 
way of writing s. S. 524. We had discussed earlier at n. 36. Luk. 18:34. a similar 
lacuna). The interpolated remark, however, is intended to accomplish two things in 
Luke; first, as we have said, it is intended to replace the mention of Bethany, but then it 
is also intended to replace the note Mark. 13:3. και καθημενου κ. τ. λ. with in itself.
Jesus is said to have set foot on the Mount of Olives only after the discourse n. 49. to 
set foot on the Mount of Olives (therefore the remark stands between n. 49. and 51. to 
embrace bothcNotes, and therefore therefore, as Bethany, so Mark. 13:3. is omitted, as 
is also evident from the fact that in the text nothing but this note, and the related: 
εκπορευομενον Mark. 13:1. is wanting in Luke). The speech n. 49. is thus transferred to 
the temple. - So much now concerning the (Dat. 2. mentioned) completely omitted 
pieces. Now we turn to the (Dat. 4. mentioned) shortened pieces, and show

n) that Luke sought to conceal the gaps caused by abridgements. - The omission in n. 1 
was not necessary to conceal, since John's resemblance to Elijah is illustrated not by 
the costume, but by John's lengthened speech. - Luke not only shortens the passage 
(for the sake of the Sermon on the Mount), but also changes it so that the abbreviation 
is not noticed. He turns it into a (moral) lecture, which Jesus is said to have given on the 
journey, while the crowd of his companions grew more and more. It seems that Luke 
wants to make this lecture an exhortation of Jesus to his disciples and friends to remain



faithful to him. Hence the preface ch. 8:1 - 3. and in it the mention of the women who 
became Jesus' constant companions. With Luk 8:13. compare also ch. 22:28. Thus the 
point of view under which Luke places the piece is no different from that under which it 
is placed in Mark and Matthew, except that there it is an exhortation to the disciples to 
learn to understand the Word, here an exhortation to keep it in the heart as the eighth 
friend of the good cause. (On the manner of writing f. p. 524.) Neither does Luke say: εν 
παραβολαΐς, but: διά παραβολής v. 4. (because he wishes to teach only One Parable). - 
Because Luke has the pieces n. 16. and n. 17. separated by the interposition of n. 15. 
he puts into n. 17. in order that it may have the appearance of being a separate one by 
itself, the formula: εν μια των ήμερων ch. 8:22. (the same which he used for the same 
purpose in n. 42a.). - n. 21. We are not to miss the story of the Baptist's beheading. The 
verse makes the conclusion of Herod's speech, ch. 9:9, with words that do not suggest 
it at all: Herod wished to see Jesus. (The style of writing is entirely Lucan , s. p. 434. 
With the composition of the double sentence: Ίωάννην εγώ άπεκεφάλισα, τις δε εστιν 
ουτος κ. τ. λ. comp. Act. 19:15 τονΊησοϋν γινώσκω - υμείς δε τίνες εστέ;) - η. 22. In 
order to cover the gap made with the removal of the appended piece n. 23. (of the 
departure for Bethsaida), Luke suppresses

a) takes the note that Jesus departed by ship out of the passage in n. 22, and lets Jesus 
travel on foot. Therefore he also changes Mark. 6:34. (see p. 536.)

(ß) Lest a departure to Bethsaida should first be mentioned, it is said that the wilderness 
whither Jesus went, according to n. 22, and the place of the feeding, were situated at 
Bethsaida (Luk. 9:10.). - The suppressed note that Jesus was on his way to Caesarea 
(with which Luke suppressed Jesus' conversation with Peter on the way, Mark 8:32.33.) 
should not be missed; therefore the writer makes use of the artifice not only to connect 
the pericopes of n. 22. and 28. with each other, but also to connect them in such a way 
that the interlude about the departure to Bethsaida and the other omitted narratives are 
now remembered even less. And how does he effect this connection? The other 
narrators report that Jesus went to pray on the mountain after feeding the people, Mark. 
6,46. 6:46. Matt. 14:23. It is this note which Luke uses, and plants in n. 28. Luk. 9:18. 
και εγενετο εν τω είναι αυτόν προςευχόμενον καταμόvας(how, therefore, he would have 
the word όχλοι 9:18. referred to, has been noticed before, and is here still more clearly).
- n. 29. In order that the interlocutory conversation about Elias and John might not be 
missed, Luke transforms the words of Jesus' command to observe silence about the 
face, which occasioned this conversation, into the statement that the disciples kept 
silence of their own accord ch. 9:36. (και αυτοί εσίγησαν κ. τ. λ,). - η. 30. This piece has 
been overlooked above in paying up the abridgements (Dat. 4.). Therefore, what should 
have been noted there about it should be noted here at once. Luke omitted the question 
of the disciples (Mark. 9:28. 29. Matth. 17:19-21.) because of the included pericope ch.



17:5-10. (which also only becomes understandable if one thinks of it as a reference to 
the fact described in n. 80). - As Luke omitted here, and had to cover a gap, so he had 
to give another context to the following piece, which should not mention a return journey 
from Caesarea. What measure does the steward use? He makes the end of the one (n. 
30.) the beginning of the other (n. 31.), linking both pieces directly with each other. - n. 
32. How Luke sought to preserve the semblance of integrity of this passage, 
notwithstanding the abbreviation made, ch. 9:48, has already been indicated earlier, p. 
341, 381. About n. 53. from which Mark. 14:26. and 28. is displaced, see above p. 415.
- n. 55. The lack of the (omitted) notice of the interrogation of Jesus is covered by the 
statement that the priests, instead of first having Jesus brought before them and having 
a witness interrogated about him, rather took him prisoner themselves, Luk. 22:51. 
(Consequently, the epitomator also leaves out the references to the words of the false 
witnesses: Mark. 14. 58. 14. 58. Matth. 26:61. later alluding to the words : Mark. 15:29. 
Matth. 27:40.) - The other changes in the Passion are based on interpolations, 
transpositions, combinations and simplifications, as has already been noted. - We have 
no further proofs to give, and believe that we have sufficiently proved what we wanted 
to prove from Luke's Gospel itself, that he had before him the pieces that were omitted 
and exchanged for others in the order as they are presented in the first tablet, and the 
abbreviated ones in the form as they are given by Mark.
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2) What would be further objectionable about this proof?

a) It cannot in fact be coincidental that Luke has a gap precisely at the place where one 
piece is exchanged for another.
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b) There is also method in the way he fills in the gaps after slackening and 
abbreviations. (See, for example, n. 37. comp. n. 51. where the gaps are supplemented 
by attached formulae. Likewise the insertion of the phrase: εν μιδ τών πόλεων in η. 8.)

c) It is precisely this individual procedure by which Luke's texts of the common pieces 
have here and there acquired a form of their own, in which they differ from the 
representations of Mark and Matthew. Can this be so coincidental? Finally, arguments 
can also be drawn from the sameness of the style of writing. "But has not Eichhorn 
made significant expositions against the same assertion, made earlier already by Storr 
(in the writing: On the Purpose of the Gospel History and the Epistles of John Z. 58.),



that Luke exchanged certain pieces of narrative, or parts of them, for others?" 
(Eichhorn's Einleitung in's N. T. 1. Bd.
1st ed. S. 388 - 95.) We answer

d) to this:

a) Storr has not given the correct reason for these interchanges, and the one he gives, 
that Luke's purpose was to save space, could easily be refuted;

ß) Some of Eichhorn's objections must be deleted, e.g., at n. 1. p. 389. that Luke must 
have altered very clumsily, in that by the supplement Luk. 7:33. against which he 
omitted Mark. 1:6. he changes the Baptist into a Nazarite. (It has been shown above 
that the reason for the omission was not Luk. 7:33, but that it was a matter of the 
representation of the Elias-Anigen). Thus, the doubter, p. 391, will not admit that Luke, 
instead of Mark's statement in n. 14, omits the piece ch. 11:14-28. But he ignores the 
fact that Luke inserted the whole parthia ch. 6:20-7:50. after n. 13. and consequently 
could not leave that information as it is in Mark when he returned to it later, and the 
following objection (p. 393.) that the omitted pieces had not become dispensable 
through the ones included for them, is downright false. - Storr has not proved that Luke 
must have had those pieces and parts of the text before him, and Eichhorn could not 
find his way into our author's procedure, because he is not even aware of the 
simplifications made by him in other places, such as those mentioned by us above, p. 
409 ff. But even if the last-named critic's counter-criticism is not accurate, it still gives us 
cause to ask why Luke did not content himself everywhere with the parts of the first 
table, and on the other hand exclude from his Gospel such parts for the sake of which 
he had to give up some narrative parts altogether, and shorten others? - The question 
can be answered, and the answer lies in the following date.
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Sixth Datum.

The pieces which Luke has exchanged for others, and those for the sake of which he 
has abridged others, are partly more lively representations of the same subject of which 
this or that omission deals, partly they contain more teaching material, partly they 
provide special historical notes, or they are connected with other pieces of this kind.

1) If we have been somewhat more extensive in the foregoing, we can be all the shorter 
here.



a) The substituted narratives are more vivid, more individualised representations of the 
objects or facts of which the omitted ones deal. This relationship is unmistakable in the 
following copies: n. 5. Luk. 5:1 - 11. - n. 19. ch. 4:16 - 30. - n. 45. ch. 10:25 - 37. - n. 51. 
ch. 7:36 - 50.

b) They contain more doctrinal material. This is also true of some of those mentioned. 
Specifically, it must be said of the following: n. 14. and n. 27. which are united by Luke 
into one whole, ch. 11:14- 36. (after the similarity of Mark. 7:31 - 37. and 8:11-13. if the 
interpolation 8:1 - 10. is taken out; comp, above p. 567.) - n. 24. ch. 11:37 - 44. The 
warning at n. 27. against the leaven of the Pharisees, Mark 8:13-20., follows in Luke 
not after the demand of the sign, but after the rebuke of the Pharisaic statutes, Luke 
12:1-12. Not only are these pieces filled with more doctrinal matter in Luke, but they are 
also placed in factual order. Incidentally, these pieces of Elijah are also placed together, 
as in Mark and Matthew. But one also sees that if Luke wanted to include his recensions 
once, he could not retain the others that Mark and Matthew provide, since the Gospel 
relation only wanted to mention the demand for the heavenly sign, the rebuke of the 
Pharisaic statutes, and the warning against the leaven of the Pharisees once, as Luke 
knew quite well. (The objection of Eichhorn that Luke should nevertheless also have 
kept the reviews of Mark and Matthew is not to be listened to at all). Inn. 1. the speech 
Luk. 3:7 -14. (which Matthew's compiler has also excluded from Luke) has been put in 
the place of the silent sign. -
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c) Even the pieces for the sake of which others are shortened contain more didactic 
material - such as the Sermon on the Mount, ch. 6:17. f., towards n. 16. Here, too, it is 
clear that the evangelist could only leave one first discourse, given with regard to the 
chosen disciples, since the original text only contained one such treaty. - The report, for 
the sake of which the abbreviation was made, ch. 7:18-35, is more animated, and gives 
a clear exposition of that which, according to the omitted part of the text, was still 
unknown to the disciples about John. Jesus' answer to the request to increase their trust 
in God's help - chap. 17:5-10 - is also more comprehensive than the answer omitted in 
n. 30. 30. - n. 32. Here Luke could have included the warning against self-seduction.
But think of the author of the Gospel before the arrangement of his work in the case of 
having before him a more closely bounded original scripture (of about the same extent 
as the Gospel of Mark), the guide of which, even if it has been enriched, should be 
retained, and one will easily find it possible that he, who just at this point had in mind to 
incorporate so much material into his work, with regard to the content of this material, 
which also for the most part consists of practical exhortations, as e. g. ch. 12, 22 - ch.



12, 22 - ch. 12, 22 - ch. 12, 22. Ch. 12:22 - 40. Ch. 14:26 - 35. could feel moved to 
make an abbreviation. - How the circumstance that Luke had taught similar things in 
other places, or wanted to teach them, had an effect on the alterations made here and 
there in n. 49, has already been noted. -
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d) Some of the excepted pieces gave special historical notes, or they were connected 
with such or with their own doctrinal pieces. Here we include in n. 25. the narrative 
chap. 7:11-17. included for this purpose, furthermore n. 33. cf. ch. 16:14-31. further n. 
37. the other copy of which is connected with n. 53. Why Luke omitted the journey to 
Caesarea has already been mentioned above, but can be made more evident here. 
According to n. 30, disciples from the Twelve were not yet able at that time to perform 
all the casting out of demons. Nevertheless, Luke provides a piece in which even the 
Seventy are blessed for their effective efficacy in this matter, chap. 10:1-24. Could Luke, 
by referring to the Elijah piece n. 22. and to n. 28. n. 29. and 30. in the connection, 
could Luke leave the journey to Caesarea, which brought Jesus so close to the time of 
the Lioen, if he still wanted to include the sending of the seventy in his Gospel? But the 
binder could not have placed the story of the sending of the seventy before n. 22, since 
the fact recounted in n. 22 directly concerns the return of the twelve who were sent out, 
and thus only the sending of them before that. - The other abbreviations mentioned are 
merely based on a simplification of the material, such as those in n. 22 and 23, and 
therefore nothing further is to be said about them.

2) After what has been said, one should not be surprised that Luke conceived and 
carried out the plan to extend the boundaries of the original scripture and to increase its 
materials. If he increased and extended, why could he not have changed the original 
type here and there, why could he not have omitted what he replaced? But now we 
have to complete the proof that Luke really had what he omitted by the main sentence 
which the following date contains.

Seventh Datum.

As artificially as Luke has inserted other pieces into the simpler type, the changes and 
gaps he has made in the common pieces (of the first tablet) in order to include them are 
not in keeping with the layout and construction of these pieces, and this 
inappropriateness betrays the fact that he had the changed pieces before him in exactly 
the same way as Mark, or as Mark and Matthew, who agree with him, and that the type 
which contained these pieces must have been free of Luke's interpolations.
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1) We will go through the numbers under consideration here one by one. - n. 7.
Because only in this passage does a gathered crowd appear, as Luke's account of the 
calling of the two pairs of brothers presupposes; so he gave the "last" fact a different, 
but in so far improbable order, as the mention of Jesus' return to Peter's house rather 
leads us to think that the connection of Jesus with Peter had already been established. 
Furthermore, the people are said to have visited Jesus Luk 4:42. One must imagine that 
this happened because the people wished to have the miracle-working physician with 
them longer. If Jesus is supposed to have given the answer that he had to proclaim the 
kingdom of God in other places as well (v. 43), we suspect that Luke might have been 
hindered by some regulation to make the answer more appropriate. Mark's parallel text 
removes the doubt. Luke's phrase is only another expression of what Jesus said to his 
chosen four teaching disciples. - If Jesus did not really depart, as seems to be the case 
according to Luke, then the words are all the more likely to be considered as being 
included, because they are superfluous in Luke's text. - n. 13. That an inconvenience 
has arisen with the transposition made here by Luke has been remarked on p. 585. - On 
n. 15. see p. 378. - n. 16. In addition to what has already been noted about this, the 
following can also be considered. Luke leaves us uncertain as to whether the discourse 
was held in a house or in the open air. If the former, then the preface is not correct, that 
the audience of this discourse is said to have gathered gradually on Jesus' journeys. If 
the latter is the case, then 8:19 is inappropriate. By the way, the circumstance that 
Jesus did not ask others of the audience, but only his disciples, about the meaning of 
the parable, remains unexplained in Luke, because he has suppressed the note that 
Jesus delivered the discourse from the ship. - n. 17. That Luke has separated this piece 
from n. 16. against the intention of the original author (by interpolating n. 15.) is evident 
from the following:

a) It was evening time when Jesus departed (Luk 8:23.). This is true that Jesus, at the 
time when the parabolic lectures were given, sailed to the other shore in the ship in 
which he was holding the treaties; but how it is true, or how it fits with him, what Luke 
says, that Jesus first came to the lake from somewhere else and got into the ship, is not 
clear.

ß) If Jesus was already on the lake in a ship (Mark 4:35.), then the expression lent him, 
we want to cross over to the other shore, also has the naturalness which it must have in 
order to be probable; but it is far less natural in the mouth of one who, as it were, in 
order to be able to utter this word, is said to have gone to the lake, as Luke here gives 
us the account of Jesus, and this alone, that the word is said to have been spoken after



the one who was in the ship, and not before him (Luk 8:22), is proof of the fact that the 
word was spoken after the one who was in the ship. 8:22.) is proof that Luke had before 
him a text so expressed as that of Mark (4:35.). Also the word: rä is only a natural 
expression for the one who is already in the ship and does not first go to the lake to 
indicate the destination of his journey.

y) They are said to have waited eagerly for Jesus' return (Luk 8:40.). This fits well if 
Jesus, as Markus suggests, departed in the presence of a gathered crowd or on the day 
when he was engaged with such a crowd. However, it is not clear how the commentator 
could have arrived at this observation if the narrative had originally held the position it 
has in Luke's account *). Where the expression and the placement of a passage 
harmonize, we find the original, and where it is absent, the later addition. — n. 21. Just 
as the style here indicates that Luke himself is the author of his text, the deviation of the 
author from the original can also be recognized in the latter. For in Luke 9:9, the 
statement that Herod was troubled by the judgment that Jesus was John the Baptist 
resurrected is in no appropriate relationship to the information just given before, and it 
presents itself as the production of an author who did not immediately know with which 
words to replace the intended abbreviation. — n. 22. That the passage reclaims the 
note about the voyage, which was taken from it, as its original property, has already 
become apparent above on page 536. — n. 28. The introductory remark that Luke 
placed in chapter 9:18 does not fit the passage. For although the conversation has been 
removed along with its presupposition that the speakers were on the journey, Luke must 
still retain the distinction that Jesus said some things to all and other things not to all, as 
stated in chapter 9:23. But how does this distinction fit with that introductory remark, 
which states that Jesus had all the disciples around him at the place where he was? — 
n. 31. According to Luke's account (9:43-44), Jesus was prompted to direct the 
conversation back to his sad fate because people were now speaking of his deeds with 
admiration. But why did the narrator include this remark exactly here? Why not at similar 
mentions of Jesus' fame, as had occurred earlier and will also occur later in the 
expanded Gospel, e.g., 13:17, 19:37? Since the statements by Jesus about his sad 
future follow n. 31 in all three Gospels, the question is only which Gospel provides the 
most satisfying reason for this arrangement. Luke's Gospel does not give the passages 
the position demanded by their construction. The already mentioned prohibition of 
Jesus, that the disciples should not say who he is, does not suggest a subsequent 
report of the sending out of other disciples with the task of driving out demons in Jesus' 
name (Luke 10:17, compare v. 22), thus no passage like that of the sending of the 
Seventy. Moreover, those pericopes which contain the initial indications of Jesus about 
his impending sufferings must have been originally closer to the accounts of the final 
events than they stand in Luke's Gospel, even though the expansion of the Gospel has 
displaced the journey to Caesarea and the return from there from the sequence of



events. — η. 29. It becomes evident that the annotation placed in chapter 9:36 as a 
replacement for the omitted passage does not fit in, as has been pointed out on page 
102 above. — n. 45. It is more than likely that if one of the dangerous questions posed 
to Jesus is mentioned, as it is said to have been presented by the Sadducees, then a 
question raised by the scribes will also have been mentioned in the original report, as 
the Gospels of Mark and Matthew report on it. — n. 51. In vain does Luke attempt to fill 
the gap made by the removal of this passage. The annotation made for this purpose in 
chapter 21:37-38 does not provide a satisfactory answer to the question of where Jesus 
was with the disciples when he sent some of them into the city for the preparation of the 
Passover. He must have been in Bethany, and this information should be given in the 
other Gospels along with what they report from there. If the Luke's annotation also 
required a change to the note that Jesus spoke on the Mount of Olives about the future 
of the city and the temple, and to move the spoken words back to the temple, it would 
contradict the original construction of the reports even more as a foreign addendum. — 
n. 55. The assertion imposed by Luke's account that the chief priests had taken Jesus 
themselves is undoubtedly less probable than the differing account of the other 
Gospels. And if the mockery of dressing Jesus in royal clothing and crowning him 
happened only once, then the report that it was Herod who dressed Jesus in kingly 
attire and sent him to Pilate in this way might not be as probable as what the other 
Gospels report on this matter. *)

*) It has been wrongly said of Mark's account that it forces into the space of one 
day that for which one day is not sufficient (Saunier, op. cit., p. 80 f.). Mark did 
not say that the events of n. 14 and 15, together with those of n. 16-18, fell on 
one day.

606

2) We have to draw the following result from the observations made. If Luke had to omit 
entire narrative passages from the first tablet to fill it with other materials, and if he also 
had to shorten others or modify them in some way, then the pieces he included cannot 
have originally been together with the omitted, shortened, or otherwise altered ones in 
the same writing. However, it is all the more certain that the omitted and shortened 
pieces were part of the earlier structure of his type, as he attempted in vain to fill the 
gaps he made. Therefore, the following pericopes must be restored for the original type: 
n. 5, 14, 19, 23, 24, 25, 27, 37, 40, 45, and for the following shortened sections, their 
losses must be compensated: n. 15, 16, 22 (23), 28, 29, 30, 32, 54, 55. — The sections 
that do not belong to the text of the first tablet are as follows: η. 1, Luke 3:7-14, 17-20, 
Chapter 4:16-30, 5:1-11, 6:20-49, 7:11-17, 7:18-35, 7:36-50, 8:1-3, 10:1-24, 25-37, 
11:14, 12:10 (also 12:11, 12, which is why it has a different expression in n. 49, Chapter



21:14, 15), 13:6-9, 14:26-35, 17:1-4 (which is, however, connected with 15:1-18), 
17:8-10, 18:1-8 (which is modified in n. 49). — Interruptions in the final narrative, 
Chapter 22:24-38, 43-45, 48-51, 23:2, 5-15, 39-43 (a rearrangement has been made 
for this reason), 46, 24:7. — We have only listed the materials that have been shown to 
be connected with certain modifications made to the common apparatus. The nature of 
one can again be judged by the other that is related to it. As for the main point, it has 
been demonstrated that the dual passages that are shared only by Mark and Matthew 
are by no means to be considered as later enrichments of the original evangelical text 
according to Eichhorn, but rather that they are essentially related to the type presented 
on the first tablet and originally connected to the rest of its contents. Finally, it will have 
become evident how the criteria for distinguishing between the original and later, related 
and unrelated, as described in our above remarks on page 558, are contained in the 
character that the elements belonging to the common type have acquired in the hands 
of the later editor. — There is nothing further to add about Luke to the discussions 
made, and now we turn to Matthew.
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Eighth Datum.

In Matthew's front series of pericopes from verse 6 to 22, some of the common narrative 
pieces have been shortened because they are arranged in a different order.

1) The passages are in the following order in Matthew :

n. in the table Matthew n. in the table Matthew

1 n. 5 4:18-22 9 n. 20 10:1.7-14

2 n. 13 5:1-7.29 10 n. 11 12:1-8

3 n. 8 8:1-4 11 n. 12 12:9-14

4 n. 7 8:14-17 12 n. 14 12:22-42

5 n. 17 8:18-27 13 n. 15 12:46-50

6 n. 9 9:1-8 14 n. 16 13:1-34

7 n. 10 9:9-17 15 n. 19 13:53-58

8 n. 11 9:18-26 16 n. 21 14:1-20



2) The following pieces are shortened: n. 7, Matthew 8:17. It is missing that Jesus 
departs early in the morning because he does not want to stay in Capernaum any 
longer but wants to teach in other places as well. This had to be missing in Matthew's 
account since the same event, on which Jesus is supposed to go out according to Mark 
(1:35-39) and Luke (4:42-44), is already anticipated before the Sermon on the Mount. 
Compare Mark 1:39, "καί ην χηρΰσσων εν ταΐς συναγωγαϊς αυτών εις ολην την 
γαλιλαίαν" = Matthew 4:23, "και περιήγεν ολην την γαλιλ. διδάσκων εν ταΐς συναγωγαϊς 
αϊτών και κηρΰσσων το ευαγγίλιον τής βασιλ. κ. τ. λ." Therefore, the note that Jesus 
departed, was sought after, and explained the reason for his departure, had to be 
omitted as well. — n. 8, Matthew 8:4. The remark that, despite Jesus not wanting to 
make the healing known, his reputation continued to spread, is missing. However, this 
remark had to be suppressed in Matthew's account since the incident is said to have 
occurred immediately after the Sermon on the Mount when Jesus came down from the 
mountain accompanied by a large crowd (Matthew 8:1). — n. 9. Matthew 9:2ff. It is 
missing that they try to bring the paralyzed man to Jesus through the roof, and the 
conclusion is also altered. How Mark and Luke conclude: Mark 2:12 "ωςτε δοξάζειν τον 
Θεόν λέγοντας ότι ουδέποτε ούτως εϊδομεν" = Luke 5:26 "και επλησθησαν φόβου 
λέγοντες ■ οτι εϊδομεν παράδοξα σήμερον," indicates that the described act of Jesus 
was the first of its kind among the miracles performed in Capernaum. However, in 
Matthew's account, this conclusion could not be arranged in the same way, as a similar 
event of Jesus' activity in Capernaum had already been mentioned in Matthew 8:5-13. 
Therefore, the conclusion is modified as follows: "καί έδόξαζον τον Θεόν," the words 
retained from the original text, to which the following is added: "τον δόντα εξουσίαν 
τοιαύτην τοϊς άνθρώποις," taken from verse 6, "ινα δέ είδήτε, οτι εξουσίαν εχει ό υιός τού 
ανθρ. κ. τ. λ." — η. 17. Since Matthew separates the sections n. 17 and 18, the 
connecting statement that forms the conclusion of one and the beginning of the other 
section could not remain in the same form as in Mark and Luke. While Matthew 9:1 
retains the words from the original text, "και εμβάς εις το πλοϊον διεπερασε" (compare 
Mark 5:21 "και διαπεράσαντος εν τω πλοίω πάλιν εις τδ πέραν," Luke 8:40 "εν τω 
υπόστρεψαν τονΊηασϋν," compare ν. 37 "εμβάς — υπεστρεψε"), the following part of 
the statement "συνήχθη όχλος πολύς επ' αυτόν και ην παρά την θάλασσαν" (Mark 5:21 
"Mark ν. 21," Luke 8:40 "μυαράδοξα σήμερον") had to be omitted, as Matthew 
immediately follows n.17 with the healing of the paralyzed man. For this reason,
Matthew adds to the retained words: "και ηλθεν εις την ιδίαν πολιν." The use of "ιδίαν" 
was not without reason; Jesus' arrival in Capernaum is not intended to appear unusual 
or unexpected, so that the efforts made to bring the paralyzed man before Jesus can be 
passed over in silence. We will also encounter other instances where Matthew manages 
to insert a replacement for what was removed, even in a single word. — n. 18 
(regarding Jairus' daughter): Matthew also presents it differently. Jairus does not fetch



Jesus from the lakeshore (as in Mark and Luke) but from a house in Capernaum. Due to 
the changed arrangement, the section had to undergo significant alterations.
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a) It could no longer be sustained that a crowd followed Jesus, pressing around him 
(Mark 5:29, Luke 8:42). Matthew only includes the formula (9:19): και εγερθεις οΊησοϋς 
ήκολοΰθησεν αντίο και οί μαθηται αυτοϋ. Thus, the mention that Jesus asked who 
touched him and the ensuing dialogue between him and Peter, as well as the mimetic 
description of the woman's embarrassment and her fear turning into the confession of 
her action, could not find a place in the narrative. — This and other directly related 
elements had to be omitted, such as the immediate awareness of the woman of the 
healing touch on her body, to believe that she was discovered.

β) The more complete account, abbreviated by Matthew, depicts, in order to present the 
instant healing as even more miraculous, the magnitude of the affliction to be relieved 
more extensively (Mark v. 26, Luke v. 48). The condenser proceeded consistently by 
omitting this description as well. However, the consistency had to extend even further. 
For when the other reporters relate
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γ) that after the death of Jairus' daughter messengers came to explain the way to the 
called-for physician (Mark 5:35 f., Luke 8:49); this suited the circumstances well if Jesus 
had to make his way to Jairus' house from the lake, but it ceased to be appropriate if he 
was supposed to have been fetched from a house in the city itself and had been on the 
way with Jairus. However, this is how Matthew presents the narrative, and therefore, 
what does not fit this context is also not found in his account. Since no effort is made in 
his presentation to depict gestures, it is not surprising that Matthew does not specifically 
mention the words that Jesus is said to have spoken during the resurrection of the 
deceased girl. - n. 22. A condensation made by Matthew because he overloaded this 
chapter with inappropriate masses. In the Instructional Discourse of Jesus, he gathered 
everything related to the proclamation of the word, to which time and under what 
circumstances the apostles should address it. We pointed out above on page 370 
against these insertions the circumstance that Jesus expected his disciples to return 
from the mission, mentioned as a fact in the report, and that, therefore, the report could 
not contain instructions that presuppose later and completely changed circumstances. 
But the compiler himself felt this inconsistency. For he omitted precisely the 
circumstance, which is incompatible with his enlargements, that the disciples returned 
from the mission (Mark 6:30-31, Luke 9:10). With this omission, he also left out the



indication that the disciples carried out their commission and how they did so (Mark 
6:12-13, Luke 9:6). The conclusion that the compiler himself has given to the report 
(Matthew 11:1: και εγενετο οτε ετέλησεν - μετίβη εκεΐθεν) bears, as his creation, the 
stamp of his style of writing, and therefore cannot be found in the parallel accounts of 
Mark and Luke. In Matthew's Gospel, the news of the sending of the disciples is taken 
out between n. 19 and n. 21, and therefore, these two numbers immediately follow each 
other. From this, we can again explain the phenomenon that the information of no. 21 is 
abbreviated in Matthew. It is only what Herod agreed with that has been excluded from 
the conjectures or judgments expressed about Jesus' person, and the other judgments 
of the people are transitions. The immediately preceding passage n. 19 also contains 
judgments about Jesus' person, from the mouth of the people. Why could not the 
reason for this abbreviation be sought therein? Especially since in the same passage n. 
21 in Matthew, undoubtedly, several things have been omitted, and the beheading story 
of the Baptist is also only briefly mentioned, as will have to be shown elsewhere in 
particular.
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3) We have listed pericopes which are shorter in Matthew than in Mark and Luke. Did 
Matthew, or the editor of his Gospel, really shorten them, or were they originally already 
so short? This must undoubtedly be decided according to the structure of the relations, 
and according to whether the parts of the shorter report are constructed in such a way 
that they presuppose the more detailed form, and require a different position for the 
sake of this form. Now this has already been shown by some (n. 7. n. 17. n. 18.) above 
pp.530-534. In the case of n. 8. the verdict is not difficult to reach. The little story of the 
healing would not have been told in the Gospels at all if it had not been connected with 
something that contrasts with the prohibition of Jesus, that is, precisely what is omitted 
in Matthew (namely, the note that the healed man transgressed the prohibition of 
Jesus). Consider the construction to find that it is calculated precisely for the position 
which the story has received in Mark and Luke. Jesus declares himself ready to do all 
that the sufferer so urgently desires of him. This fits in with the other thing, that Jesus 
himself demands something. This also fits in very well with the fact that the more the 
narrator makes it his business to make sense of the quick and obliging readiness with 
which Jesus' request is granted, the more emphasis is placed on Jesus' 
counter-demand. And as these two things, so also the circumstances are placed in a 
suitable correlation to each other, that Jesus' commandment, although emphatically 
inculcated, and expressed towards an obligation, was nevertheless not kept by the one 
obliged to give thanks. Thus here the construction of the play and the arrangement of its 
place are mutually dependent, while in Matthew not even the similarity of the narrative, 
lacking all vividness, with the accounts given of it by Mark and Luke can be explained. -



The author, who deprives the account of those parts by which it becomes as interesting 
as it is intelligible, cannot be the first author of it. - n. 9. The transitional formula retained 
by Matthew, "when Jesus saw their (the bearers') confidence," points back to what he 
omitted (the way in which the bearers showed their confidence by laboriously bringing 
the sick). (What is left out is about the bearers, and why, in spite of the omission, it is 
precisely the trust of the bearers that is taken into account in Matthew, just as in the 
circumstantial narrative, is not clear in Matthew). Incidentally, the piece is meant to show 
how Jesus began to be suspicious of the Pharisees. This is immediately followed by 
stories in Mark and Luke, in which the Pharisees have repeated reasons to be 
suspicious of Jesus. Even in Matthew, such a narrative follows the piece just 
considered, as proof that the narrator who connected these messages had intended to 
develop the Pharisaic attitude. Now it is easy to imagine how the narrator, placing the 
facts in this connection, could close the first piece belonging to it with the remark: the 
spectators, full of astonishment, affirmed that they had never seen anything like it (Mark 
2:12. Luke 5:26.).); but much too mild an introduction to such narrative pieces is the 
remark appended to the first piece now under consideration in Matthew: the spectators 
praised God that he had given such power (the power to forgive sin) to men; since a 
recognition thus expressed should have rendered all other occasions of suspicion 
ineffectual, rather than, like an introduction, have made such occasions the more 
attentive. - n. 21. The piece which is now to be guarded from those before mentioned, 
according to its construction, has received from the writer the designation of being a 
prefatory note to the sequel, just as n. 52. Visibly, the reported factual n. 28 (Mark 8:28, 
Luke 9:19) refers back to the introductory statement made by the Evangelist here, which 
anticipates the fact. Now, however, Matthew parallels Mark (and Luke) with the mention 
of the factual in n. 28. He has taken over the introductory statement in Matthew 14:2, at 
least to some extent. However, in the part where the factual (the explicit answer to 
Jesus' question about who people think he is) is mentioned, it also receives its 
consideration, like the others, in the introductory statement that is mentioned by 
Matthew alone, the judgments expressed about Jesus in Mark 6:15, Luke 9:8. Shouldn't 
the introductory statement placed in the third part of Matthew, after having omitted one 
element, also not have originally included the other related one, that is, the other 
judgments expressed about Jesus, as they stand quoted in Mark 6:15, Luke 9:8, 
forming a complete anticipation? — This is more than likely, and therefore, taking into 
account the aforementioned examples of text abbreviation, there is no doubt that 
Matthew abbreviated at the cited passage (Matthew 14:2). — So these are the 
shortened passages that appear in the front section of Matthew's pericopes. It may be 
worth mentioning in passing that the abbreviator also endeavored to provide 
replacements for what was omitted by changing the expression. The expression used 
for this purpose, "είς τήν Ιδίαν ττολιν" (to his own city), in 9:1, has been used shortly 
before, and the word of Jairus, changed by Matthew in chapter 9:18 (for more on this,



see page 533); but in n. 17, such a replacement is also provided. Mark and Luke state 
that Jesus advised the healed man, instead of including him in his followers, to stay in 
his homeland and tell his countrymen about the mercy he had received, and they add 
that he did just that and filled the whole city with the news (Luke 8:39). Matthew omits 
this part. However, he still wants to inform the entire city about the fact. He says 
(strengthening the expression of the side accounts) in chapter 8:34: as soon as the 
shepherds had first brought news of the matter, the whole city had come out to meet 
Jesus. *) Is it a coincidence that Mark and Luke already deviate from Matthew here, and 
that after his interpolation, Matthew concludes the narrative in the same way as the 
others (Mark 5:17, Luke 8:37)?

*) I would therefore like to assume that Mark. 5:20. should not be read: εν τη 
δεκαπόλει, but: έν τή πόλει.
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4) But if in Matthew several "narrative pieces", as we have just seen, have been 
shortened for the sake of a different position, so that they no longer have their original 
form, it follows first of all, with regard to this position, not only that it is the later one, 
compared with the composition of the pieces, but also that it is not the correct one, and 
that the shortened pieces must originally have had a different position from that which 
Matthew has given them. All these pieces in Mark and Luke have

a) the position corresponding to their structure. - n. 7. belongs to n. 6. 6. Both narratives 
connected describe the first day of Jesus' stay in Capernaum, n. 6. namely gives

a) the notice that Jesus was in the synagogue, and to this in n. 7. the circumstance 
points back that the sick were brought to him only at sunset.

β) n. 6. gives an account of a healing performed in Capernaum to the general 
astonishment. The fact thus narrated is connected in n. 7 with the fact that the house in 
which Jesus was staying was surrounded by sick people of all kinds. Because

y) after n. 6 Jesus appears for the first time in Capernaum and his imminent departure is 
feared, therefore after n. 7 his presence is used to bring all kinds of sick people to him.

(δ) If Jesus was in company with Peter, the going to Peter's house was the common 
purpose of both. Hence in n. 7 the expression: Jesus came to Peter's house.



ε) In Peter's house Jesus was entertained as a guest. Hence, in addition to the fact that 
Peter's mother-in-law had recovered, it is said of her: διηκόνει αυτοΐς (which expression 
Matthew also has).

ζ) n. 6. is prefixed as a document that Jesus appeared in that place for the first time 
teaching. This is harmonised with Jesus' response in n. 7 that he must also teach 
elsewhere. Both pieces are an inseparable whole. - According to n. 8, Jesus does not 
want to make a boast of himself, and yet what he wants to be concealed is the cause of 
the widespread spread of his reputation. Jesus' declared desire and the opposite 
success belong together, and the piece, in so far as it explains the spread of a tidings, 
places itself in a historical account, which soon wants to speak of the effects of the 
widely spread tidings, of itself among the first facts of the description, thus in the place i
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a) One part of the whole message, which is that not Jairus himself, but the messengers 
from his house, who arrived later, report the death of the daughter, is inseparably 
connected with the other part, which is the message that Jesus had to be fetched not 
from within the city, but from further away.

β) The fact that the woman, suffering from the flow of blood, strove to approach Jesus 
unnoticed, presupposes the emergence of a crowd of people surrounding Jesus. A 
contribution to the explanation of the situation is given on the one hand by the 
circumstance, taken into account in n. 18, that Jesus was chosen and fetched outside 
the city by Jairus, but on the other hand by the fact that he, as the preceding piece n. 17 
says, had arrived from a return journey on the shore of the Sea of Galilee.

y) The circumstance that after his return to the shore crowds of people gathered around 
Jesus is explained by the introduction which the preceding passage n. 17. makes (in 
Mark), that Jesus, who was soon to be missed, had departed to the other shore on a 
day when he had occupied himself with a crowd of people. And as these two pieces are 
inwardly connected, so also n. 20 and n. 22 belong together.
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a) According to n. 22. Jesus goes into solitude with the disciples in order to give them or 
secure them rest after their labours. This happened after their return from the 
missionary journeys.



ß) This return of theirs cannot be spoken of if the sending from which they are said to 
have returned has not been mentioned before. We see, therefore, that in Mark and Luke 
the narratives are constructed according to the place they are to occupy. And in the 
same way

b) the longer form and the development, which they have to distinguish them from the 
homogeneous Matthaean narratives, is in the right relation to the determination which 
they must have according to their position. The latter does not need to be set apart, 
since it has already been noted for some of the pieces, and for the others it follows from 
what has been said.

4) Our attention was directed to the series of pericopes which was formed in Matthew 
by rearranging certain common passages. Now, if it has been shown in regard to this 
series in general that the pieces in it do not have the position corresponding to their 
construction, and that the order in which they are placed in Mark and Luke does 
correspond to their construction, then three things will follow from this:

a) that the order of Mark and Luke is not an improvement made later with the order of 
Matthew, as one has tried to make credible on the basis of a non-history thought to be 
history,

b) that Mark did not attribute the different order of Matthew to Luke as much as he knew 
Luke's idiosyncrasies,

c) that Matthew knowingly and intentionally deviated from the order expressed as a type 
in the other Gospels. We can therefore regard all this as proven. Of course, the 
question now arises as to why and for what reason Matthew might have deviated from 
the original order of the type, and we must proceed to answer this question more 
precisely. However, it can already be "assumed in advance" that in the series of 
pericopes mentioned above, Matthew made changes and, as a result, also shortened 
some of the passages because he combined or mixed them with other material. In fact, 
we find that he has given a greater extension to the very series to which the pieces 
under consideration belong. Thus, just as we have shown that the transposed pieces 
require a different position by their nature, we must now also investigate what is mixed 
in with them in Matthew, whether it is a later addition to the original type or not. - Here is 
the place where a remark made earlier (p. 171) with regard to sightings of this kind will 
be confirmed. For we have first to establish the following date.
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Ninth Datum.

The largest part of the apparatus that the Gospel of Matthew has excluded from the 
mentioned series of pericopes, apart from the common sections, corresponds to the 
material that, in Luke's Gospel, is separated as interpolated from the original type. Just 
as it is inserted there, it also does not form a chronological order here with the sections 
between which it is placed, although the compiler of the work tried to place it in a 
chronological context.

1) What within the designated series of Matth, ch. 5. to ch. 13:58. coincides with certain 
narratives, which in Luke are arranged in a different order and connection, or with parts 
of the same, is clearly presented above p. 9. 10. in the second table, and can be seen 
there. - Inasmuch as these materials occur in Luke, we are certain that they do not 
belong in the original type, as is evident from several other dates already cited, 
especially because Luke, in order to include these materials, made various changes to 
the common pieces. The question now is, how firm or loose is the bond which is to 
connect them with this type in the work of Matthew? We will prepare the correct answer 
when we explain our datum.
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2) What is included in Luke does not form a chronological order in its connection with 
what it is connected with in Matthew. - Matthew's Gospel, ch. 4:17 (από τότε ηρξατο δ 
Ίησονς κηρυσσειν κ. τ. λ.), has the appearance of laying the foundation of a history 
gradually developing from the first beginnings, such as is given in the other Gospels. 
Therefore, like those who, after the introduction of Jesus into Galilee, begin by 
describing the first day of Jesus' stay in Capernaum, it first connects Jesus with the four 
fishermen who lived here or nearby. When we read in chap. 4, 18-22 that Jesus, who 
first came from Nazareth to the Sea of Galilee, joined Peter and his comrades who lived 
in Capernaum, and that they went with him, we expect to hear about the entrance to 
Capernaum, just as this entrance is the first thing mentioned in Mark and Luke after the 
reported arrival of Jesus in Galilee. But this expectation is deceived. What follows is

a) merely the general, indefinite: Jesus went about in the Galilean country (4:22.), and 
the statement: "And Jesus came into Peter's house," follows only, like the postscript of 
the forgotten, much later ch. 8:14. -

(b) If the Gospel of Matthew, like the related works, had the purpose of setting forth 
particular acts and facts out of which the call of Jesus developed - and such acts and



facts it does set forth - it cannot be found in accordance with the chronological order 
that there should first be mention of a flocking of the people from the remotest places, 
and of a covenant made to that people, chap. 4:24 f., before the particular facts are 
mentioned by which Jesus' call was first spread to the distant places. But what is most 
striking in this transposition is that the conditional specific is expressly placed in later 
time, as the anticipated conditional, and as its result. (See chap. 8:1. 18. 9:1. 9. 18. 27.)

c) The people, who had gathered from all places before the mountain ceremony, were 
said to have been attracted by the call of Jesus' deeds. These deeds were healings of 
the sick. But it was only later, after the Sermon on the Mount, and only then, when 
Jesus performed such healings in Peter's house, that the word of Christ prophesying of 
the half physician was fulfilled (chap. 8:17.), an implication which presupposes that 
Jesus had not performed such healings before.
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d) The mountain speech is said to have been given with special regard to the disciples. 
(One even wants to call it the inaugural speech *)). However, none of the disciples 
joined the Master other than the four fishermen, and nothing at all is said in Matthew's 
Gospel about the selection of the twelve. -

*) Unseemly and against the intention of the author, who only gives this speech 
as a sample of Jesus' antipharisaic and at the same time forceful teaching. Even 
if the disciples are taken into consideration in the speech, an inaugural speech is 
something completely different. What should the disciples have been inaugurated 
for? To be with Jesus and to pay attention to his way of teaching and healing.

e) According to the mountain speech, Jesus is said to have healed the leper. But if 
Jesus, when this happened, was still surrounded by a crowd, as is said in chap. 8:1; he 
could not give the prohibition to the leper, that he should tell no man of the healing. -

f) If the return of Jesus to Peter's house is to follow, and it is to be said that Jesus, by 
the healings which he performed here, fulfilled a prophecy concerning him, the healing 
of the centurion's servant, if it were to be included in the series of facts, must of course 
be placed before the return to Peter's house. It is an artificial arrangement of the 
narrator that the centurion must take possession of Jesus immediately on entering the 
city, as it were, before he comes into Peter's house. But as this has little probability, 
neither does the other circumstance fit in with it, that all the other sick people are said to 
have been brought to Jesus' house only towards evening, and indeed only as he is in 
Peter's house (8:16.).



g) After Jesus' stay in Peter's house, the departure to Gadara is said to have taken 
place. However, the folder does not make a suitable connection. The first thing that 
stands out is that after it is said in glorification of Jesus that he had proved helpful to the 
sick in fulfilling a scriptural word, immediately afterwards, as if this praise were to be 
refuted, it is said: When Jesus saw many people, he ordered them to go away. But then 
- how should Jesus have departed? He would have had to leave Capernaum, where the 
many people were, secretly with the disciples to the lake, either at night or on the 
following day. However, nothing is said about this, but circumstances are mentioned that 
do not fit the story of the attempted departure. It is said that two persons offered 
themselves to Jesus as travel companions. How did they find out about his intended 
departure if Jesus wanted to withdraw from the people without being noticed? 
Furthermore, the word that Jesus is said to have said to one of the men who offered 
himself, that he had no place to lay his head, how does it fit into Jesus' situation at that 
time? and how, if Jesus had no time to linger, could the other of these men insist on 
being allowed to go and bury his father first? There is neither chronological order nor 
factual order here. -
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h) If Jesus departed from Capernaum to escape from the people, it is not probable that, 
because he could not stay in the place where the departure had gone, he immediately 
went back to Capernaum. -

i) Jairus is to fetch Jesus from a house in the city. We have seen that Matthew, in order 
to make this probable, had to mutilate the message he gives. -

k) Returning from Jairus' house, Jesus is said to have immediately healed two blind 
men, but to have told them not to say anything about the matter. And as the blind went 
away, Jesus is said to have cast out a demon before many people. Who does not notice 
a disjointed compilation here? -

l) After ch. 10,1 .f. Jesus sends out the disciples, but gives them such instructions in 
regard to later time conditions, as if he always separated himself from them, just as the 
narrator does not report that these disciples had returned again. -

m) After sending the disciples, Jesus is said to have gone about teaching (Ch. 11:1.). 
Where John's messenger, who according to the immediately following account is said to 
have come to him, met him, is passed over with silence, as one who did not know, and



who did not dare to give the missing location to a message borrowed from elsewhere, 
had to pass it over. -
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n) Immediately afterwards it is said that Jesus passed through fields on the Sabbath, 
but that his disciples were rebuked for plucking up ears of corn. How the disciples could 
be around Jesus again, who had been sent out shortly before, cannot be guessed from 
the chains that Matthew makes. After all these great historical anticipations, - the people 
coming from the remotest places, the solemn mountain speech, the negotiations with 
John's messengers, after the many deeds that are said to have happened at Bethsaida 
and Chorazin (11:20-24.) - we are now told that

o) the Pharisees sought to cast suspicion on Jesus' healing influence on the demoniacs 
on the occasion of an exorcism by the slanderous pretence that he cast out demons 
through Beelzebul, without being able to answer the question why, after so long a power 
had been exercised over demons, it was only a single case that gave rise to the slander. 
- Behind this and the story of the arrival of Jesus' relatives that follows it, there now 
follows

p) the parable of the sower, together with Jesus' attempts to train his disciples, who had 
already been sent out earlier, in the interpretation of the parables. And all this was 
supposed to be in chronological order?

3) One will say: it has long been known that Matthew has no chronological order. But 
then I ask you to look at the nature of the narratives, and allow me to ask the question: 
what reasonable person can want to claim, despite this, that "Matthew's Gospel is the 
original, the most independent of the Synoptic Gospels, and if it is not taken as the 
starting point for the explanation of the harmony of the Gospels, this is a serious (I!) 
mistake? "It is not to be said that the author of the work produced his materials 
independently according to his own plan; no, he wants to arrange them chronologically 
as well as the other evangelists. This is proved by the connecting formulas he uses 
everywhere, and by the time indications he gives (8:1. 6. 11. 9:1. 9. 14. 18. 27. 28. 32. 
11:1. 20. 5. 12:1. 9. 15. 46. 13:1. 53. 14:1.), sometimes connecting, sometimes 
separating them, however improbable they may be in detail. However, he still had a 
secondary intention in his arrangement, and we will find this. For the time being, we 
have come to the conclusion that Matthew mixed something strange with the original 
type. It must be discussed in more detail that and how the purpose of making such a 
mixture caused him to change the order of the original type. In order to promote or



facilitate our understanding of this mystery, we will use the following date as a premise 
for our judgement.
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Tenth Datum.

In the Gospel of Matthew there are still traces left of the fact that the binder of the same 
inserted his interpolations into a work which had set up the common passages, now 
rearranged in Matthew, in the same order as they are recorded in the Gospel of Mark.

That the rearranged and abbreviated passages originate from such an order as it is in 
Mark has been proved above (Dat. 8.); here it shall be shown that the traces of the 
earlier order are also still present in Matthew's writing. We will therefore go through the 
series of pericopes in Matthew, as described above, and compare it with the parallel 
series in Mark and Luke, and for the sake of convenience, we will begin the pattern from 
the bottom end.

a) n.19 - v. 21. Only the piece o. 20. is taken out in Matthew. But it is here. For this 
proves ") the fragment still extant Matth. 14:12. χαι άπελθόντες άπήγγειλαν τω Ιησού 
(Mark. 6:30. καί απήγγειλαν αυτω παντα. Luke 9:10. και υποστρεψαντες διηγήσαντο 
αντω -). coincidence in this indication in different relation to the subjects cannot be 
accidental. But now the words in Matthew are placed in a wrong relation for which they 
cannot be formed, namely, that the subject should be the disciples of John, who tell 
Jesus of the death of their Master. This relationship is false. For the story of the 
beheading of the runner ch. 14:3. (Mark 6:37.) stands only parenthetically, and the 
parenthetical narrative can reach only as far as the words v. 12. καί έθαψαν αυτό. Would 
the following
ελθοντες were to be referred to the disciples of John likewise, then this would either 
likewise enter into the parenthetical - like one made up from the past, but to which the 
following άκοΰσας 14:3, referring to this, would belong. ( which with its αναχώρησε 
attaches itself to something lying in the present time and is a new beginning) does not 
fit, - or it made a new paragraph, and then The Beheading History stepped out of its 
construction, and ceased to be a parenthetical one. The απήγγειλαν, therefore, is still 
there in Matthew as the proof that the part of the sending forth and return of the 
disciples, which he took out, stood in the foreground of the text.
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ß) The departure happened on the Sea of Galilee, and the disciples who had been sent 
out had returned to Capernaum. Now, since in Matthew the notice of the return of the 
disciples is expelled from the text, and the ακουσας 14:1. is supposed to refer to the 
message of John's disciples, it is not at all clear what terminus a quo is to be set for the 
άνεχώρησεν εκεΐθεν εν ττλοίω. According to the tearing up of the text which the steward 
has made, the εκεΐθεν is merely Nazareth from n. 19, and thus the appearance is made 
as if Jesus had sailed from Nazareth in a ship, or as if Nazareth had been situated by a 
lake.

y) By the false relation given to the mutilated words, the text is forced to induce the 
incorrect opinion that Jesus departed in ships for fear of Herod. The story of the sending 
forth, therefore, belongs again to its place, so that to ελθόντες v. 12. οί απόστολοι as 
subject, and to απήγγειλαν the proper object (οσα εποίησαν και έδιδαξαν, as in Mark 
and Luke) be thought of, and after the previously thought of return of the disciples, a 
departure at Capernaum may be thought of. If the story of the expedition originally stood 
where it stands in Mark and Luke, then one cannot be surprised that the

δ) it is not surprising that the preface to the story in Matthew (9:35.), και περιήγε - 
διδάσκων, is the same as that which Mark reads. 6:6. is read. So the first piece in 
Matthew incorrectly placed is Matth. 9:35-11:1. After the Restoration we have 
backwards one and the same order with Mark down to Matth. 13:54. Now here n. 18. 
and 17 are missing. If this is inserted, then one and the same order continues down to 
ch. 12:22. i.e. to n. 13.
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b) n. 13. The mention of choosing disciples was one of the elements of the text of 
Matthew. It is hcraxcepted between Matth. 12:21. and 22. The words Matth. 12:16. και 
επετίμησεν -- ποιήσυεσιν, comp. Mark. 3:12.,are wrongly referred in Matthew -- not to 
the demons, that they should not tell who Jesus was, but to the healed, that they should 
not tell where he was. (For what else should φανερόν ποιήσαι mean in Matthew?) But 
now Jesns shows.

a), according to the following narratives, does not at all endeavour to conceal himself, 
nor has

β) the prohibition put into his mouth, in so far as it is to be pronounced before a crowd, 
has nothing natural about it. The text, from which the moths now falsely referred to, 
must have had the parts which the text of Mark contains (Mark 3:11.), and as it will not 
alone have spoken of the demoniacs, it must also have contained the rest, so that



therefore after ανεχώρησε Matth. 12:15. the retinue is to be added, which accompanied 
Jesus, Mark. 3. 7 -10. where the: εθεράπευσε γάρ αυτούς with Matth, v. 15.: και 
εθεράπευσεν αυτούς. But what is most peculiar is that we do not even need to take the 
words to be used from Mark; they are found in Matthew itself, precisely in a place where 
the notice of the election of disciples is presupposed, namely before the Sermon on the 
Mount. Compare the third passage, which we have as a trace of an earlier textual order.

c)

Mark 3:7 Matth. 12:25 and 4:26

και πολύ πλήθος απο της γαλιλαιας —  
και απο της ιουδαιας και Ιεροσολύμων και 
απο της ιδού μαίας και πέραν του 
ιορδανου

καί ήκολούθησαν αύτω όχλοι πολλοί, on 
that 4:26. από τής γαλιλαίας καϊ 
δεκαπόλεως καϊ Ιεροσολύμων — 
ιορδανου.

και περί Τυρόν και Σιδωνα (cf. Luke 6:17) 
ν. 13. και αναβαινει εις το ορος (from the 
Matthean ίδων τούς όχλους Mark knows 
nothing).

24. καϊ άπήλθεν ή ακοή αυτού εις όλην 
την Συρίαν. 5:1.— άνέβη είς τό ορος.

At the same time, pay attention to the definite article next to δρος in Matthew. The text 
has thus been torn up Matth. 12:15. hence the twice ήκολούθησαν αυτω οχλοι πολλοί.
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β) Before the verse Matth. 4:25. which has been taken away from here, another is 
placed which does not belong to it at all. How can 4:24. be written as a postscript και 
προςήνιγκαν- αυτούς and now again v. 25. και ήκολ. αυτω οχλοι πολλοί? (Parenthetical: 
It will not be possible to assert without absurdity that Mark composed his text from the 
torn passages and misreferenced words of Matthew in order to agree with Luk. 6:17 
-19. But the torn and mutilated text also testifies that Mark, in deviating from Luke, first 
mentions the sick and then the going up the mountain, has the right and original). - The 
incorrectly placed part is therefore here the verses Matth. 4:24. 25. up to ανεβη εΐς τό 
ορος, and like these verses, so also the list of names of the apostles, which Matthew, 
well as he eradicated the election of the disciples, will have to be placed elsewhere (in 
the story of the sending forth 10:1. f.), in its place. If we now go backwards from here 
(from Matth. 12:21.), we have the same order up to ch. 12:1. From here ch. 11. is to be 
skipped as an insertion, then we come (after ch. 10. has been put back in its place) first 
to ch. 9:34. This is an insertion up to v. 27. We then come to n. 18. if this is put in its 
place (viz. after Matt. 13:52.), then we come to that which immediately precedes ch. 
12:1. in Mark and Luke, viz. n. 10. and we remain in order till ch. 9:1. if then ch. 8:18 -



34. is again put in its place; then the two stories remain n. 7. 8. which find transposed in 
Matthew. The rearranged pieces are thus, if we go backwards again in the series:

(a) n. 7. and 8.

b) n. 17. and 18.

c) n. 20. (Ch. 10:1 - 11:30.)

d) n. 13. (after ch. 12:21. 4:24.-7:27. *))

*) Another piece torn out of the context is Matth. 10:17-22. Therefore Matth. 
24:9. 10. are still the traces of the tearing of the text.

Now the question: why did Matthew make this change? is even more pressing, but it 
can now be answered more easily.
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Eleventh Datum.

The changes in the first series of pericopes in Matthew were caused by the insertion 
and pre-setting of the Sermon on the Mount.

1) The Sermon on the Mount is

a) insertion. -

a) It is, as we have seen, in Luke, and must therefore also be in Matthew, 

ß) In the latter it also has the marks of insertion. For it stands

x) out of the chronological order, and by it the accounts which are based on sperial facts 
are displaced from their place.

n) So that it would be placed, the text Matth. 12:15. was torn apart,

b) Why was it inserted? Consider the ending it has in Matthew, Matth. 7:28. 29. 
έξεπλήσσοντο οϊ όχλοι - ουχ ώς οιγραμματεϊς. These are the same words which are



used in Mark. Ch. 1:22. but not only in this, but also in Luk. Ch. 4:32. are found 
differently connected. Let us first look at these words more closely:

x) Luke did not connect them with the Sermon on the Mount, but with the passage with 
which Mark connected them; they must therefore not belong to the Sermon on the 
Mount.

n) That Mark has the words from Matthew is as ridiculous as it is arbitrary. - Where then 
did Luke get the words? And then, how should it have come about that Mark, when he 
took them from Matthew, did not also place them as they are placed by Matthew, 
namely at the end instead of at the beginning? What is found of the same words in 
Matthew does not belong to the compiler, but what belongs to the compiler does not 
belong to Mark. Where is the Matthaean ol Aim in Mark? ( this never occurs with him in 
the plural) or the οτε συνετελησεν τους λόγους Matth. 7:28. which, as it is a common 
phrase to Matthew, so never occurs with Mark?

a) The words, set to the Sermon on the Mount, appear as borrowed. For neither after 
such a long and detailed discourse as the Sermon on the Mount has the remark at the 
end of it about the way in which Jesus preached, nor after a discourse expressly 
polemicising against the Pharisees (comp. Matth. 5:20. f.) does the explanation that 
Jesus preached in the same way as the Pharisees have anything quite fitting about it.

t) According to its version, the remark contains the reason of the εξεττλήσσοντο, and it 
is precisely what is to replace the content of the speech. The meaning, therefore, which 
Mark and Luke give it, is natural to it,
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n) If the speaker in Matthew had been concerned to present "this" speech in the 
historical connection which it had as a fact, and in the relation which it must have had as 
such; he should have concluded it as the speaker himself concluded it, or, if he added a 
general reflection of his own, he should have said what Jesus intended by this speech. 
But since he does not do this, but only makes a remark about the impression the 
speech had made and about the way Jesus preached, one also sees that he does not 
want to present it both as a mountain speech, which was conditioned by the 
circumstances of the time, but as a sample of Jesus' way of teaching in general. This 
remark must be recorded, so that we can see how Matthew came to place the speech in 
this point of view and to plant it there. For it is with this



1) happened in this way. After vem Stücke n. 5 was followed by n. 6 in the type that the 
Mattaean compiler had before him, just as both pieces are set in interrelation to each 
other by their construction. Now n. 6. mentions the first lecture Jesus gave in the place 
where he was a native, and it is noted that this treaty made a shattering impression.
This compiler wants to make this general statement more concrete, and therefore 
places a special treaty here, to which he then connects this general statement. The 
correctness of this explanation is further confirmed by other reasons, namely by the fact 
that

aa) the Matthaean mountain speech is completely parallel to the play n. 6. is completely 
parallel,

bb) that in Matthew this very passage is omitted,

cc) that the compiling binder before the Sermon on the Mount omits the mention of the 
election of disciples, although he implicitly presupposes it (and therefore does not 
mention it in ch. 11:22), and only keeps the preface, which explains the presence of the 
listeners. (Ch. 4:25. 24. belongs immediately before the mountain speech , v. 23. notes 
Jesus' first journey, as Mark. 1:39.) This first about the mountain speech.

2) As n. 6. and 7. form the story of one day, and n. 7. makes an end point, so n. 7. from 
the Sermon on the Mount, is the end point also in Matthew (the end of the day, as if 
Jesus came with the fishermen for the first time to Capernaum - namely not before, but 
after the beginning of the first journey Matth. 4:23.). Luke also connects the healing of 
the centurion's servant with the Sermon on the Mount, and n. 8. belongs to the way 
before Jesus, having returned from the first journey, enters Capernaum again. Matthew, 
therefore, by making Peter's house the destination, places both pieces here. The leper 
must be healed outside the city, when Jesus comes down from the mountain; he must 
be called to the centurion's servant when he enters the city. But the steward must 
shorten both pieces; from the one (v. 8) he takes the closing formula, and from the other 
he takes the notice of the deputation sent to Jesus (Luk. 7,3-6.), because there was no 
room for this expansiveness here. (Jesus must obligingly say: I will come, Matth. 8,7., 
and what the centurion lets say in Luke, he says here in Matthew v. 8. himself: - the 
same abbreviation as in n. 17. 18.)
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3) After n. 7. there is a departure in the other speakers (Mark. 1:38. 39. Luk. 4:43.
5:11.). Since this first journey had already been anticipated in Matth. 4:23 (so that the 
Sermon on the Mount could be placed on it), the apostle here refers to the second



journey, the one that followed the separation of the disciples, namely the journey to 
Gadara. (This departure, then, belongs more to the notice of the election of the 
disciples, which is to be thought of before the Sermon on the Mount, than to n. 7. 7.) Up 
to this point, then, the Sermon on the Mount is unmistakably to blame for the change. 
Further:

4) n. 9. takes place after Jesus' return from the journey - in Mark and Luke from the first, 
here from the second. N. 10 remains connected to n. 9 in Matthew as well. In both, after 
the return from Gadara, the journey to JairuS makes the end (and the end of the day), 
n. 8. and 9. thus stand as intermediate acts, after the return from Gadara, and Matth. 
9:18. thus remains in connection with 8:18 - 34. Thus included, the pieces n. 8. and 9. 
have been separated from n. 10. and 11. The folder leaves the last ones together, but 
adds a few things before them. And what is it that he interpolates?

5) The revival of Jairus' daughter after the return from Gadara is followed on the tablet 
by n. 19. and 10. The folder takes n. 20 to bring it closer to the Sermon on the Mount, 
and so after that revival story he now places 9:35 - 10:1 -11:1 (with many enrichments). 
But because he introduces many things into Jesus' instructional discourse that are not 
yet motivated, he must add interpolations beforehand. Namely, because of 10:25 (that 
the father of the house was called Belzebul), chap. 9:32-34 is prefixed. (Hence this story 
is mentioned twice in Matthew, once here, and once ch. 12:24.) Further:
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6) The pieces n. 11. and 12. are put under a different point of view; they are supposed 
to be samples of the liberal teaching of Jesus. That is why they were preceded by ch. 
11:28-30. The preceding words are reminiscent of Jeremiah 6:16, and this chapter of 
Jeremiah is the source from which the binder also drew many other things. There 
Jehovah calls out to the inhabitants of Jerusalem: they should ask for the right way, in 
order to find rest for their souls (cf. Matth. 11:29.), then he declares that he does not ask 
for sacrifices (Jerem. 6:20.). Hence the inclusion of Matth. 12:7 (from another passage, 
but from the same series of verses). There the complaint is made that one does not 
seek the right way, and will not follow the voice of the watchmen: Jerem. 6:16.17. - 
According to Matth. 21:32: ήλθεν προς υμάς Ιωάννης εν οόεμ δικαιοσύνης to judge, the 
steward here, borrowing from Jerem. 6:16, could easily think of John, and thus it is 
explained why, before the pieces n. 11. and 12. (before the borwort ch. 11:28 - 39.) the 
piece of John's mission, which contains Jesus' complaints about the contemporaries, 
ch. 11,2 - 24. (with the appendix v. 25 - 27.). (This piece is therefore placed here for the 
sake of subject order).



7) In the intercalated pericope of John's mission, the healings of the blind are mentioned 
among the beneficent acts of Jesus, ch. 11:5. This prompted the folder to include the 
narrative ch. 9:27 - 30. beforehand. - In this way, all of Matthew's transpositions are 
explained, and his arrangement and the different order of the original type are quite 
different from the way in which Paul's commentary, for example, with its Icxt 
devastations, wanted to present the matter to us. We note one more thing. Since the 
Matthaean folder had torn off the piece about the departure to Gadara from n. 16, he 
also received an empty space which he could fill with something else. He fills it with the 
interpretation of the parable of the Zi- zanies etc. ( after he has used this parable 
instead of the one originally given: Mark. 4:26 - 29-), and lets Jesus, in order to give this 
interpretation, go home. Thus Matthew's work expands *). We can see that the binder, 
while concerned with didactic material, did not want to violate the predetermined 
chronology in any way. Before we leave his series of pericopes, we must mention one 
more date, namely the following:

*) By the way, I would like to draw your attention to something. Above p. 613. has 
been shown above, how Matthaus adds to what he has abbreviated on the other 
side, on the other side. From n. 17. we already had an example of this, but it is 
'still included' in it. Matthaus has omitted Matthaus has omitted the fact that the 
man who had been bitten by the rage asked lesum, on his departure from 
Gabara to take him in among his companions. To his two He did not put this 
request into the mouths of his two Dämonische. What did he but what did he say 
in return? He made the same request of two Lindern before the departure to 
Gadara, chap. 8:19-22.
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Twelfth Datum.

According to the original type, Jesus did not say anything about his Messiahship before 
the announcement that he had to suffer and die. All specific statements of this kind, 
which occur only in Matthew's anterior series of pericopes, are therefore excluded from 
the original Gospel account.

1) The date is contained in n. 28. - Jesus asks the disciples,

a) Who the people think he is, and the question is answered. All kinds of suspicions of 
the people are mentioned, but nothing is said about the fact that among Jesus' admirers 
or admirers there were some who believed him to be the Messiah. If one feels moved to



read backwards from this place, where one would expect the recapitulation of earlier 
statements, to see if the confession that Jesus is the Messiah is not being referred to in 
the news given earlier from the mouths of sick people seeking help or other persons 
from the people, then one really finds, apart from what the demons are said to have 
brought forward against Jesus' will (Mark 1:84.25.34.), that Jesus is the Messiah. 
1:84.25.34. 3:11. 12. 5, 7. 8.), no such confession is found in Mark, and when Matthew 
makes such a confession, the text of Mark always deviates from it. See n. 23. Matth. 
14:32. Mark. 6:51. n. 25. Matth. 15:22. - Mark. 7:25.; in both passages Mark does not 
have the predicates: Son of God, Son of David. Likewise n. 14. Matth. 12:22. (compare 
Mark and Luke). So also Matth. 9:27. is a narration from a later period, analogous to the 
story n. 38. and unchronologically placed in Matthew. - According to the passage 
mentioned earlier, Jesus asks the disciples more
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b) Who they themselves think he is. - From this it must be concluded that Jesus could 
not have made a direct statement about his Messiahship earlier. However, we would not 
draw this conclusion if the same passage did not at the same time say'Vthat Jesus, in 
pronouncing his judgment, also forbids them to make it known to others. For from this 
one may well conclude

a) what Jesus forbade others (the disciples) to say aloud, he himself would have kept 
secret, or he himself would not have said it directly and assertively before, against the 
making known of which he now warns. This is also

ß) because, if there had been explicit declarations of Jesus about the point before, the 
warning connected with it would not have occurred only here.

y) The reason why Jesus forbids the opinion that he is the Messiah to be expressed 
aloud is because he does not want to enter into the intentions of the people, but to 
suffer and die. To enter into the intentions of the people alone had never been Jesus' 
will, and so the reason from which the prohibition now flowed had already taken place 
earlier.

(δ) The evangelical account, according to the type expressed by Mark and Luke, gives 
us to understand that Jesus, as soon as he began to work, avoided as far as possible 
the sensation, and far from expressing anything himself about his Messiahship, also 
prevented the demons from making their report of his personality known. (The passages 
have been quoted above).
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ε) Jesus declares, according to the passage alluded to n. 28. that he could only present 
himself as Messiah in such a way that he would suffer and die. The account makes a 
new period with this declaration, because it was hitherto unheard of to the disciples. As 
one part of the explanation, which concerned suffering and death, expressly indicates 
that it was something completely new to the disciples, so the other part, which 
concerned the Messiahship, indicates that Jesus had not yet explained Himself about it, 
in that Jesus was first to inquire of the disciples what their opinion of Him was.

2) Now Matthew, as we have seen, also had the type of Mark and Luke, so that the 
content of the preceding passage can be inferred just as well from him as from them.
He tells us here, together with those, that of the people whose opinion Jesus asked, no 
party was named as to whom he was the Messiah, which could not be said if this 
opinion had been expressed at some time or other, or if it had been Jesus' own demand 
that he should be regarded as the Messiah. We therefore have reason to declare that all 
the statements in Matthew in the front row of pericopes and before u, 28., by which the 
conviction of Jesus' Messiahship is said to be expressed, as well as those teachings 
from Jesus' own mouth which include the assertion that he is the Messiah, are 
interpolations made later in the original type, and all the more so if they are found in 
Matthew alone. Therefore, a later insertion in Matthew is

a) in n. 16. the parable Matth. 13:24-30. 36-52. (because of v. 41.) - We have already 
seen above that with this Matthew has filled a place he had left empty.

b) In n. 20. Matth. 10:22-24. 26 - 33. (Speeches which belong to later times anyway.)

c) Matth. 7:21-23. (compare Luk. 6:46.)

d) Matth. 11:25 - 27. Luke also gives these words a later date than n. 28. is, s. Luk. 
10:17-24 *).

*) Incidentally: One can also see here why Luke could not place the piece n. 28. 
as a travelogue of Caesarea close to the Tribulation if he wanted to include the 
account of the sending of the seventy, which he could not place before n. 28.
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(e) In n. 14. Matth. 12:40 - 42. (Words of later date, see Luk. 11:29 - 32). It will not be 
objected here that Jesus had earlier called Himself the Son of Man, even according to



Mark, but rather in the passage just considered n. 28. will prove that this expression 
cannot be synonymous with the name Messiah. Just as little does the sending of the 
disciples mentioned earlier contradict our date. The mission of those sent forth was not 
to proclaim Jesus as Messiah, but only to call the people to correction and to heal the 
sick, because of the approach of the Kingdom of God (Mark 6:12, 13, Luke 9:2). Also 
the reply which Jesus (Luk. 7:12. f . ) to John contains only an indirect explanation, in 
that reference is made only to facts, and those which gave rise to the opinion among the 
people that Jesus was Elias or one of the prophets, and the following discourse of 
Jesus about John as the God-sent guide of the people (εμπροςθεν σου **)) is 
incorrectly understood if it is taken for a self-announcement of Jesus as the Messiah. All 
definite declarations of Jesus about His Messiahship are only introduced by n. 28 and 
follow (also in Luke) only after the opening made here. And so it is confirmed that 
Matthew has intervened in the "orderly series of pericopes, from several sides at the 
same time, and it was this

**) This σου instead of μου (Mal. 3:1.) is not explained by the fact that Jesus 
changed the words in the quoted passage into an untruth about Himself as the 
Messiah (as Grotius interprets Fritzsche's commentary on Matthew), but because 
John is thought of as a signpost (Luk. 1:77. Matth. 22:32., cf. Jerem. 6:16-20. 
and above p. 629.), and thus the ideas of the God's forerunner and the people's 
wayfinder coincide, therefore that passage is compared with another, which at 
the same time contains an exhortation that one should follow the forerunner to be 
sent, namely with Exod. 23:20. f: (where also the εμπροςθέν σου occurs). In the 
following passage, Luk. 7:28, Matth. 11:21, Fride's commentary on Matthaus 
gives a more correct, but still not quite correct, interpretation in comparison with 
the other interpretations. For ό μικρότερος is neither specifically Jesus, nor is the 
word in comparison with John, but the sense is: among the dead (i. q. εν τώ αίώνι 
τουτω) there is none greater than John (he who is great in mortal life is still less 
than He); in the kingdom of God, on the contrary (i. q. εν τώνι τουτω). q. εν τώ 
αίώνι τώ μέλλοντι) he who is inferior therein (who takes the last place among its 
citizens) is still greater than John. The parallel members must be thought of as 
placed against each other in this way:

(a) Subject:

α) ο μειζων εν γεννητοίς γυναικών.

β) ο μικρότερος εν τη βασ. τού Θεού.

(b) Predicate:



α) μικρότερος αυτού έστιν

β) μείζων αυτού εστιν.
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3) the last thing we had to say about this series in Matthew concerning its arrangement.
- If we now stand still here for the time being, in order to draw the sum total from the 
discussions we have had on the present point, the results we have obtained are as 
follows:

a) Just as it has been shown that those passages which Mark and Matthew alone have 
in common are original parts of the work sketched out in outline on the first table, 
because Luke also had them before him, so it has been shown concerning Matthew that 
he had the anterior series of pericopes before him in the same order in which Mark's 
Gospel presents them.

b) Just as the parts of the original work that belong to it had to be assigned to it, so also 
everything that does not belong to it had to be separated from it. But we took back what 
was original in content and order by the same act by which the later addition was 
separated.

c) If those pieces for the sake of which Luke left some others for Matthew and Mark 
alone, and those which caused Matthew to reverse the order of Mark and Luke, do not 
belong to the original type, then this is the direct and clear proof that Mark did not first 
gather or select his apparatus - from whose interpolation the Gospels of the Vine arose
- from these. It was

d) we have spoken of the dual sections. But we have only explicitly mentioned those 
which Mark has in common with Matthew. For the completeness of the result, it is 
necessary that those of which Mark shares possession with Luke should also be 
mentioned.
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Thirteenth Datum.



Those passages which Mark alone has in common with Luke as real parts of his Gospel 
are missing from Matthew's Gospel because they have been eliminated by the 
interpolations that were placed in their place or near them.

1) There are three of these pericopes:

a) n. 6,

b) an intermediate anecdote at n. 32. and

c) n. 48 - that is, only very few, because Matthew did not exchange the pieces for one 
another as Luke did, and when he included certain materials in the Gospel with or from 
the latter, he only used the material from the individual particulars, without taking into 
account its connection with the historical causes, as Luke had done. (There is no longer 
any mention here of the abbreviated passages in Matthew, which are found in longer 
form in Mark and Luke). That the first piece is missing from Matthew cannot surprise us 
at all, since, as we saw above, another - the Sermon on the Mount - has been put in its 
place. And how n. 48 could have been omitted from Matthew is just as difficult to 
understand, if we take into account the increased flow of words in n. 47.

2) Here we can only speak of those dual sections which are real parts of the Gospel of 
Mark, and so the number of them will only be reduced to two, since the second piece 
mentioned above, the intermediate narrative in n. 32. 32. Mark. 9:38 - 40. bears too 
strong traces of obscurity. We have already described the piece above, p. 218, as 
inauthentic, and here we want to develop the evidence of its inauthenticity. The pericope 
is from Luke.

a) Does it belong to the play about the sending of the seventy, or to the work from which 
it is taken? The story of the election and sending of the seventy looks back to Num. 
11:16.25. Moses' Spirit comes upon the seventy. - As Jesus himself by the Spirit of God 
casts out devils Luk. 11:20. so also this Spirit came upon seventy Luk. 10:28.29. Those 
seventy were καταγεγραμμήνοι Num. 11:26. so also this one, Luk. 10:20. There a young 
man complains to Moses that two others who had remained behind in the camp, and 
had not gone out with them to the tabernacle, were also prophesying, and begs that 
Moses should forbid them: Ilium. 11:26.27. But Moses answered, would God prophesy it 
all v. 29. The latter is the story of which we have here Luk. 9:49. 50. (Mark. 9:38-40.) the 
antitype. -
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b) This piece has the same spirit as the recension given in Luke 14. There, too, 
importance is attached to the casting out of the devil, and it is presented as a matter in 
which one must take an interest, Luk. 11:23. Also, the statement of Jesus occurring 
here: "He who is not with me, let him not be with me. Also, Jesus' statement here, "He 
who is not with me is for us," is similar to that expressed here in Luk 9:50. The piece 
therefore belongs only to Luke. -

c) Luke has not the verses Mark 9:41. f. He has broken off the piece n. 32. with Luk. 
9:48. and passes on to something else with v. 49. to which the following narrative Luk. 
9:51 -56. is connected by factual order. (Both pieces give samples of John's zeal for 
Jesus.) Mark's verse following the first piece after Luk. 9:50. (Mark 9:41.) does not 
belong to Luke's pericope, nor does it belong to him. -

d) Is it probable that Mark added it to the piece n. 32. in the least? not at all.

a) Mark 9:37 and 41 belong together, and only in this connection is it significant.

ß) That these verses belong together is also proved by the fragment Matth. 10:40-42.

γ) This connection is disturbed by the inserted story, and v. 41. no longer fits to what is 
inserted. (Instead of γάρ it should rather be δε.) Jesus speaks here of the merit of the 
reception granted to one of his disciples: why should the behaviour of one who is not 
against the disciples be mentioned here?

δ) The threefold, γάρ v. 39-41. betrays the interpolation.- Mark, v. 39. is also nothing 
more than a gloss on v. 40. and both verses do not fit together. (On the identicalness of 
the expressions: (For the identical expressions of doing deeds and casting out demons, 
see Matt. 7:22.) How did this interlude come into Mark? Perhaps it happened in the 
same way as the story of the adulteress in the Gospel of John. We must therefore 
dispense with this passage altogether, and only the two above remain as common 
property of Mark and Luke.
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3) If Matthew also had the same pieces which Mark has in common with Luke, then it 
must become all the more undoubted that the work adumbrated on the first tablet was 
the basis of Matthew. And this result is made even more certain by the following datum.

Fourteenth Datum.



What Matthew has more in the way of historical information than Mark in the back row 
of pericopes (from n. 22 onwards) has no internal connection with the text which he 
expresses together with Mark, and stands apart from it as an addition.

1) The intercalated pieces are the following: 

a) n. 23. Matth. 14:28 - 33. because

a) according to the common narrative (that of the archetype) the storm resisted the 
shipwrecked men Matth. 14, 24. and only subsided when Jesus entered the ship. Peter 
must therefore have known that the wind was ισχυρός before he attempted the 
dangerous passage.

β) v. 32. και εμβάντων αυτών is a transformation of the words of Mark, Mark. 6:51. -

(b) n. 82. Matth. 17:24-27.

x) The dispute of rank had occurred on the way. This is the basis, which only becomes 
the firmer if one holds against Mark's account the incorrect Matth. 18:1. (where already 
the question is incorrectly expressed). This being the case, what Matthew has 
introduced appears to be an imitation of the form given by Mark 9:33, 34,

n) Matthew's anecdote also mentions a conversation that took place in the house before 
Jesus' arrival.

2) As in Mark Jesus precedes the disciples with the question, so here in Matthew.

β) The passage is placed here by Matthew because of its similarity to n. 32. Those who 
are not even children of the earthly kingdom are not to be vexed, just as (according to n. 
32.) those who belong to the kingdom of heaven, even if they were as little children, are 
not to be vexed. -
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(c) n. 39. Matth. 21:14- 16.

a) it is more than too probable that Matthew would have had the narrative of the 
withered fig-tree before him in the same position against its surroundings in which it is 
placed in Mark, since at any rate the natural preceded the unnatural.



ß) Matthew postponed the cleansing of the temple to the day of Jesus' entry into 
Jerusalem, in order to be able to put up a similar hosanna as happened before the 
entry.

y) The fact that aroused the displeasure of the priests is pushed into the background, 
but the analogy is maintained that those whose displeasure related to that fact are 
named as the same ones who would have lingered over the children's Hosian call.

δ) Matthew's account reveals itself as a compilation by heaping together too much for 
the same day. -

d) n. 52. Matth. 26:15.

a) The texts are so alike that, if the note added by Matthew were not Zuthat, it must 
have been omitted by the other speakers. There is far less reason to think of the 
omission than of the addition.

ß) The switch-on operator proceeds here according to the same method as he shows 
elsewhere with switch-ons.

x) He forms a conversation, as in n. 46.

n) When he has blown the text apart, he seeks to reattach the other end to the first. 
Hence here: από τότε as ch. 26:50. 55. 18:1. 12:1. cf. above p. 92. 93.

γ) Further on, where the story of the silver rings recurs, Matth. 27:3 -10. the intercalation 
makes itself still far more visible. The outer ends here are: Matth. 27:2. and 27:11. (Mark 
15:1. Luk. 23:3.)

x) The latter the switch-on presses on the former again, as if he had not wished to 
separate it from it at all. (Of course Jesus stood before PilatuS after he was brought 
before him).

n) The whole negotiation of Judas with the chief priests, and what they, after JudaS had 
returned the money to them, discussed together about it, - all this is supposed to have 
happened in the meantime, while Jesus, who had been brought before Pilate, stood 
before him to hear the first question from him!



a) The high priests who accused Jesus before Pilate are said to be in the temple to 
receive Judas' money! As an aside, the interpolator of the origin of the name Blood Acre 
gives us a very different, but also much more contrived explanation, than Luke Cct.
2:19. (The effort of interpreters to amalgamate the two messages is but a vying with 
Matthew to make the improbable probable.) -
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e) n. 56. Matth. 27:19.

a) v. 17. 18. and 20. are directly connected, and the original narrator did not want to give 
the description the form, as if Pilate had asked the question before ascending the 
judge's chair and this latter had to be mentioned as a special act. But if Pilate asked the 
question from the judge's chair, v. 28 does not belong here either. Nor would

ß) Pilate's wife would have told her husband about her dream before he sat down on the 
judge's seat.

f) Matth. 27:24. 25,

a) Paul's commentary notes here itself: that Pilate should have called Jesus so publicly 
and emphatically a δίκαιος is in itself improbable.

β) The interpolator again endeavours with the compression of the fragmented text:
27:26. Hence τότε. By this τότε the interpolator intends to put the τταρέδωκεν 'ίνα 
σταυρωθή back into the connection with the pronounced αταυρωθήτω v. 23. which it 
had with the same before the interpolation. -

(g) Matth. 27:52. 53.

a) This anecdote has already been suspected by others as an interpolation. Fritzsche's 
commentary calls to it: male, quia in omnibus subsidiis isti versus leguntur- is then this 
a counter-reason? There is no mention of what is read in Matthew, but of what he has 
switched on the archetype. Parenthetically: μετά τήν εγερσιν αυτών is the correct 
reading, but not αυτόυ (after their revival, as ch. 22:31. ανάοτασις is the rising as an 
act). The interpretation: postquam eos αυτός i. e. lesus in vitam restituerat is 
impossible. - αυτοϋ could only go to ιεροϋ, and if it were to be referred to Jesus, the 
reserter must also have thought of this, that Jesus had torn the rocks. The N. L. does 
not suggest that Jesus raised others from the grave before his own emergence from the 
grave.



ß) The original text ignores the whole anecdote. For it starts from what the centurion 
saw, whose gaze (according to Mark) was directed towards Jesus. Of course, he is said 
to have seen the earthquake in the text of Matthew, and the guardians are also said to 
have seen it (for which, however, the ίδόντες is probably too weak - the formula of a 
writer who only makes notes on the paper without vividly enough imagining what is to 
be described. The ίδόντες is made from the ίδων of the original text, and this has quite a 
different object)-----
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(h) Matt. 27:62-66. 28:4. 11-15. On the improbability of the fact itself, see Paul 
Comment. 3rd Th. pp. 879 - 890. We show here that the narrative was on.

a) The report, which closes with the burial of Jesus, mentions the women as spectators, 
because afterwards it is to be told what the women did after the Sabbath. Between their 
watching and their first performance there was nothing in the middle but the Sabbath, 
and the original report wants us to think of nothing else;

β) according to the interpolator, the chief priests and Pharisees were gathered together. 
So every time he interpolates something from them. Compare ch. 22:41. 26:3. 27:17. 
28:12.

y) Why the women come to the tomb, say the subtexts. Matthew, after the interpolated 
fact of the earthquake, imposes on them the intention of looking after the grave 
(whether it was still unharmed). But to which 28:5. is already not true: Ίησοϋν ζητείτε 
(from the primal report),

δ) The main thing for the interpolator is to have a terrible phenomenon for the watchers, 
who are to be as if dead. With this he connects the appearance of the angel and the 
rolling away of the stone, so that the words of the original text are transposed with other 
words and woven into a completely different context. For compare Mark. 16:2. και - 
έρχονται (= Matth. 28:1. τή δε - ήλθε) επι το μνημεΐον. ν. 4. και θεωροϋσι (Matth. 28:1. 
θεωρήσαι τον τάφον) οτι άποκεκυλισται ο λεθος εκ τής θΰρας τοϋ μνημείου (Matth. 28:2. 
και Ιδού, άγγελος άπεκύλισε τον λίθον από τής θύρας) ν. 5. - και εξεθαμβήθησαν (in 
Matth, ν. 4. artificially referring to the watchmen: απο δε τού φόβου κ. τ. λ. On the υμείς 
and γάρ see above ρ. 309.)

ε) The artificial connection, however, does not want to succeed. For



κ) compelled to lead the narrative of ch. 28:ü - 8. with the original text, the interrupter 
must either leave the watchers lying dead for the time being, or interrupt their story, and 
take it up again only later, as happens in v. 11.

n) The representation loses its naturalness. If an earthquake had really occurred 
beforehand, the women would not have endured the sight of the angel any more 
heroically than the guards did. Finally, in the case of the correspondence of the relations 
in the order of the sentences and in individual words, only one of the two can take 
place: either Mark and Luke's account is an abbreviation of Matthew's text, or the latter 
is an extension of the former; but according to what has emerged, the choice cannot be 
doubtful.
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2) Now, what is a manifest insertion into the text expressed by Mark, that Mark is 
supposed to have removed from Matthew? - Certainly this opinion is too inconspicuous 
to merit further attention; the only marvellous, even incomprehensible thing is how it 
could ever have been put forward. Now, however, we still have something qus to clear 
up. If the work depicted on the first panel is to be regarded as an independent work, it 
must not lack anything essential. Therefore, the question still remains as to whether the 
prefaces which Matthew and Luke send before the parts of the common report 
synoptically presented in the first table have the same origin as the latter and were 
therefore first omitted by Mark, or not. According to the textual relationship, one and the 
same judgement is to be made about both prehistories, and so we now set this as the 
date for our question.



Fifteenth Datum.
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The prefaces which Matthew and Luke place in their Gospels before the beginning of 
the whole of the history described in the first table isolate themselves in the one work, 
as in the other, from that beginning as later additions, and are formed according to the 
expression of the writer who interspersed the original type in the Gospel of which they 
are a part.

1) Each of these two prehistories isolates itself from the beginning of the common 
account (n. 1. on the first table) in a special way. Let us consider
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a) Matthew's.

a) The formula Matth. 3:1: εν δε ταϊς ημεραις εχειναις' looks back to a previous one. But 
if one asks which ημεραι is meant, or ought to be meant; one also immediately notes 
the gap between chap. 2:23. and 3:1. and feels the impropriety of the formula, by which 
it is to be filled up, and the connection established. Even if it were not certain in advance 
that the author of this prehistory is not the author of the message which begins 
afterwards from the Baptist (this is certain, namely, because Luke, according to his 
differently constituted prehistory, also begins afterwards from the Baptist, and both 
writers, according to their individual notes, could not have arrived at the same form of 
the following message without a predetermined standard) - even if this, I say, were not 
decided in advance; If this, I say, were not decided in advance, it would be impossible to 
think of the author of Matthew's Prehistory as the first producer of the account of the 
Baptist, because it is impossible to imagine that the writer would have continued his 
production with that formula in order to make the transition to what follows with it. But it 
is possible to imagine how a composing writer, who connected this prehistory to a given 
work, and especially the editor of the work of Matthew, who also connects the separate 
parts of the Gospel with such formulas (cf. 12:1. 13:1. 14:1.) - how he could be content 
with the formula mentioned here *). However, the author who linked to the formula was 
still led to it by a special association with Jdeen. In his prehistory, he had the purpose of 
showing the prophetic prediction of the places which became the Saviour's abodes in 
the first days and years of his life, and thus accompanied Jesus to Nazareth along the 
lines of the prophecy. Here his message is terminated, and now what he has to say 
about John and Jesus himself, before he changed his place of residence from Nazareth 
to another, falls "in those days," so that his formula extends to the sense: "in those days



when Jesus dwelt at Nazareth, where, as I have just proved, he had to dwell," The 
prototype, however, does not mention John's appearance because of the subtle 
simultaneity with Jesus' dwelling in Nazareth. As for the

*) Indeed, it seems as if Fritsche's commentary on Matthew 3:1 wants to argue 
with us about how the Matthaean prologue could be seamlessly connected to 
what follows, as he remarks that Matthew's mention of the forerunner of Jesus 
comes very naturally after other signs and pre-announcements of Jesus' 
Messianic dignity were mentioned. However, this transition, in order to avoid the 
inappropriate, is a very weak excuse.

a) John is not being placed in the same category as the signs and phenomena 
here.

b) The reason why John must be mentioned is entirely different; namely, it is 
because Jesus must be baptized and connect Himself to the precursor with 
purpose and effectiveness, as the archetype presents and requires.
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b) prehistory of Luke and its connection with the earlier work, it is not a gap but rather 
"something intervening" that separates the two. For in coming to the appearance of the 
Baptist (from which the archetype begins), Luke, as if with the intention of marking more 
exactly the starting point of the story given for treatment, adds the determination of the 
time, which, if he had a type such as that expressed in the Gospel of Mark, he could not 
have put anywhere else than here. The determination of time is therefore the proof that 
a new thing began here *), just as this new thing in Mark's Gospel is the first thing that is 
begun. (Luke always imitates the Old Testament way of presentation. Thus he had 
passages as models, such as Jerem. 1:1-3. 1:1-3. Incidentally, it is clear here that Luke 
is writing a text like Mark's. For when the word of the Lord is spoken to the Lord, the 
word of the Lord is spoken to the Lord. For when the word of the Lord was given to 
John, that he should appear, as Luk. 3:2. 3. says, the departure of John had already its 
definite cause, and there was no need of the rejection from another prophetic passage 
Luk. 3: 4 - 6, retained with Mark).

*) But it does not follow at all, "that the beginning report of the Baptist's 
appearance was a single one, and that the time was determined by another than 
Luke, which Schleiermacher concludes in p. 62.



2) These prehistories bear the characteristic features of the writer's style and 
presentation, as expressed in the works in which they are found, within the Gospel, in 
his interpolations and deviations from the original type.
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a) In the prehistory of Matthew, the author has

a) the intention of demonstrating the fulfillment of prophetic predictions. Similarly, the 
interpolator of the original type n. 7. (Here, in Matthew 8:16, the κακώς εχοντες [those 
who were possessed by demons] have been inserted to bring forth verse 17 [to fulfill 
what was spoken by the prophet].) n. 13. (Here, in Matthew 13:34, the words: κατ ίδιαν 
δε -— παντα [privately to His own disciples] have been omitted for the sake of the 
quotation from Mark 4:34.) n. 13. (Here, in the fragmented text of Matthew 42:16, the 
words, for the sake of the quotation, have been falsely connected, see above page 
624.) n. 4. (Here, Matthew 4:13, the phrase εις την γαλιλαίαν [to Galilee] from the 
original text is unsuitably followed by και καταλιττών — νεφθάλείμ [and leaving 
Nazareth], as if Jesus had left Nazareth to go to Galilee, either the κάταλιττών [leaving] 
or the preceding εϊς την γαλιλαίαν [to Galilee] comes inappropriately in the text.) n. 39. 
Matthew 21:4-5. (Here, one can recognize the foreign nature of the interpolation from 
verse 2, compare with Mark and Luke. Also, the Hebrew text has been misunderstood.) 
n. 56. Matthew 27:3-10. (Here, an entire anecdote has been inserted, see above page 
638.) Also compare Matthew 26:51-54. (Here, a speech of Jesus is inserted, and 
therefore, verse 55, which originally contains the words spoken by Jesus, has been 
modified by the interpolator into his own formula of citation.) Just as all these quotations 
are later inserted interpolations into the Gospel, the prehistory of Matthew is also such 
an interpolation.

β) Traces of the writing of the interpolator: Math. 1:20. ενθυμεΐσθαι (ch. 9:4. 12:25. 1:12. 
το ρηθεν διά κ. τ. λ. (4:14. 8:17. 13:35. 24:15. 3:3.) 1:24. εποίησε ως προςεταξεν αυιώ 
(21:6. 26:19.) 2:1 ιδού after the genit. absol. (2:13. 19. 12:46. 9:18. 32. 28:11.) 2:9. εως 
εστήβΙ (24:39.) 11. ελθοντες εις την οικίαν είδον (8:14. 9:23. 22:11.) 2:16. άπεοτειλας 
άνεϊλε (14:10. 22:7.) 2:20. εγερθείς - και πορεύου (9:6.) 22. ακούσας ανεχώρησε (14:13. 
12:15.) εις τα μέρη (15:21.) 23. ελθών κατώκησεν εις (4:13.)

b) in Luke's prehistory, individual pieces have



a) poetic structure and composition, like some in the Acts of the Apostles.
Engclvisionen, whereby different individuals are brought ia connection with each other: 
in the Acts of the Apostles, ch. 9. Ch. 9. Paul and Ananias, Ch. 10. Peter and Cornelius, 
here: Luk. 11. f. 26. f. Zacharias and Mary - also s. Luk. 1, 13. and 60. (Cf. S. G. Frisch: 
utrumque Lucae commentarium de vita, dictis factisque lesu non iam historicae 
simplicitatis quam artificiosae tractationis indolem habere. Fribergae 1817.)

645

ß) A special familiarity with the Old Testament diction is revealed in the presentation, 
and the tendency to imitate it. We notice this tendency in Luke also in the Gospel, 
where he deviates from the secondary speakers; e.g. in n. 49. ch. 21:22.24:26. n. 52. 
22:3. - n. 53. 22:16. 30-32.

y) One notices the skill of portraying psychological accuracy, i.e., introducing the 
speeches and expressions of the speaking characters in accordance with their external 
circumstances. Examples of this are the speeches attributed to Zacharias, Mary,
Simeon, Elizabeth, and the acquaintances of Zacharias. But there are also similar 
descriptions within the Gospel, unique to our narrator Luke; for instance, in 4:16, where 
the Nazarenes are upset that their fellow townsperson prefers to gain attention 
elsewhere rather than among them. In 5:1 ff, there is Peter, who is persuaded to follow 
Jesus after being impressed by a miraculous catch offish. In 7:1 ff, the centurion in 
Capernaum measures Jesus' authority and power based on the effectiveness of his own 
words. In 7:36ff, there is the Pharisee who uses the ability to discern sinners as a 
criterion for prophetic infallibility. We should also consider the depictions of the 
Samaritan in 10:30ff, the Prodigal Son in 15:1 Iff, and Lazarus and the Rich Man in 
chapter 16.

δ) Traces of the manner of writing peculiar to Luke: 1:5. τίς ονόματι (10:38. 16:20. Act. 
5:34. 8:9. 10:1.) 1:6. δίκαιοι ενώπιον τον Θεού (comp. 1:15.75. 24:19. Act. 4:19.) 7. 
καθότι (19:9. Act. 2:24. 45. 4:35.) 10. ηάν το πλήθος του λαού (2:13. 19:37. 23:1. 8:32. 
Act. 6:2. 5. 23.7. et al.) τη ώρα τού θυμιάματος (14:17. Comp. 22:14:) 15. πλησθήσεται 
πνεύματος αγίου (1:41. 57. Act. 2:4. 4:8.31: u. a. comp. Luk. 4:1. Act. 6:8. 9:36. 11:24.) 
20. αχρι ης ημέρας (17:27. Act. 1:2. 2:19. 23:1. 26:22.) ανθ ών (12:3. 19:44. Act. 12:23.) 
22. οπτασίαν εωρακεν (24:23. Act. 26:19 .) 23. ως επλήσθησαν άί'ημεραι (1:57. 2:6.
22. 43. comp. 4:2. Act. 9:23.) 27. εξ οίκου Δαβίδ (Act. 2:36. 7:42. 10:2. 11:14 16:15.) 30. 
ποταπός ε'ί'η (1:6 same construction 8:9. 9:46. 15:26. 18:36. 22:23. etc.) 32, 35. υψίστου 
(absolute, as 1:76. Act. 7:48.) 44. εγενετο εις τά ώτα (comp. 7:1. Act. 11:22.) 1:45. 
μαχαρία η πιστεύσασα (10:23. 11:27.) 1:48. επεβλεψεν επί (9:38.) 1:64. παραχρημα 
(Luke's most frequent word) 1:65. πάντας τους ηεριόικόΰντας αυτούς (comp. 1:58. and



Act. 1:19. 2:14. 4:16. 9:35. rc.) 1:68. εθεντο εν τη χάρδία (9:44. Act. 5:4.) 1:80. ανάδειξες 
(comp. 10:1.) ημέρα άναδ. (comp. 9:51.2:23.) 2:9. επίστη αυτοΐς (2:33. 4:39. 24:4. Act. 
4:1.6:12. Act. 12:7.) 2:10. μη φοβείσθε ιδού γάρ (comp. 5:10.) 2:14. δόξα εν υψΐστοις 
Θεού (2:38. 19:38.) 2:20. αίνόυντες τον Θεόν επι πάσιν οΐς ηχουον (19:37. 18:43. Act. 
2:47. 3:8. et al.) 2:15. διελθεινεως (Act. 9:38.11:22.) ως απηλθον - οι άγγελοι (Act. 10:7.) 
2:25. ηροςδεχόμένος την - 'Ισραήλ ( cf. 23:5.) τον χριστόν κυρίου (9:20.) 2:45. 
υποστρεφειν (1:56. 2:20. 30. 45. 4:1.14. 8:37.39. 9:10. 10:17. rc. especially peculiar to 
Luke) 2:52. χάρττι παρά Θεώ (Act. 2:47. 4:33. et al.).
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3) Matthew and Luke differ completely in their pre-announcements. Their agreement is 
only in general terms: Mary, who was engaged to Joseph, became pregnant by the Holy 
Spirit, and Jesus was born in Bethlehem and raised in Nazareth. Jesus was born in 
Bethlehem and brought up in Nazareth. But these individual circumstances are

a) are included in the circles of quite different, divergent stories. Within the Gospel, on 
the other hand, the two writers meet in certain accounts (those of the first panel), and 
give them in one form. Would the prehistory have turned out so differently under the 
hands of the two writers if these writers had borrowed it from one scripture just as they 
borrowed the contents of the first table?

b) The prehistory has been individualized by those evangelists who give it, according to 
each one's own presentation. Must we not conclude that it did not belong to the work 
from which both writers, notwithstanding their individuality, deliver the same thing, 
especially since Mark har- monors with both only where the style of writing and manner 
of presentation prevailing in their prehistory does not show itself? - We have separated 
from the "first table that which does not belong to it, and thus it has just been shown that 
from the starting point set up on it, that which precedes it in Matthew's and Luke's works 
must also be separated. Of course, now that we have spoken of the beginning of the 
whole that remains, we are also reminded of the conclusion of the same, and all the 
more so since, after the distinctions that are to be made here, no definite conclusion 
seems to remain for the simpler. The critical relationship of the homogeneous texts, 
however, also gives us a satisfactory datum, namely the following.
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Sixteenth Datum.



At the end of the overall account, the text of the shorter work is merely interpolated; 
however, the other Gospels also offer special adaptations of the originally given 
material.

1) The shorter Gospel must have had a different ending, since it could not have ended 
with the words: εφοβουντο γάρ (Mark 16:8.), and it must have had a definite ending, 
since it lacks only a few things for complete closure. What is missing? After what 
precedes as a foreshadowing of the words quoted, it is nothing but the express report 
that the women carried out the angel's commission, and that the disciples then, 
according to the instruction they had received, went to Galilee, and the Risen One gave 
them his last orders here. The original report could not have contained more, and this 
becomes even clearer if one considers the contents of the Matthaean report after 
separating out what is included in it. Namely

2) here in Matthew, too, there is an insertion into the archetype, namely what?

a) The news of some of the tomb guards who came to themselves again (Matth.
28:,11-15.), the continuation of an insertion that had already been made in the earlier 
parts of the general report (Matth. 27:61 - 66. 28:2- 4.), which has already separated 
itself from the original text elements above (p. 640.). As little as Mark had the beginning 
of this message, so little can his final account have contained the continuation of it,

b) Matthew mentions that Jesus himself appeared to the women hurrying back from the 
tomb (Matth. 28:9.10.). This is again only an insertion. -
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a) In John there is something similar (chap. 20:11-17.); but the Synoptic account differs 
from the Johannine in that it has the women all go to the tomb, and they are told by the 
angel the definite message where the Risen One is to be found. (Only Luke changed 
the second point, as we shall see later). So this report seems to want to exclude the 
appearance of Jesus himself.

ß) The message interpolated in Matthew lacks all vitality, and Jesus only repeats the 
words of the angel.

γ) In order to give room for the Lord's own speech, the interpolator changes the words: 
καθώς είπεν υμΐν (Mark 16:7.), because these do not suggest a repeated explanation 
from Jesus' own mouth, into the differently worded: ιδού, ειττον υμΐν.



δ) If Jesus appeared to the women according to the original account, would he not also 
have appeared to the disciples in Jerusalem? But Matthew's report says nothing about 
this, and he cannot say anything about it, if the disciples should have seen Jesus in 
Galilee,

ε) Matth. 28:9. ώς επορευοντο and ν. 11. ττορηομενων αυτών shows the usual manner 
of the speaker, when after intercalations he ties up the thread again, comp. 22:34. 41. 
26:51. 55. 27:2. 11. This of the intercalation. Other is in Matthew change of the given 
expression according to the diction proper to the intercalation, as μαθητεΰειν v. 19. 
(comp. 13:52. 27:47.) συντέλεια τοϋ αιώνος ν. 20. ( comp. 13:39. 40. 49. 24:3.) - τηρεΐν 
.... ενετειλάμην ν. 20. which seems to have regard to the constitution of Christian 
congregations, as 18:16 - 20. comp. 16:17-19.

3) Luke also made interpolations and changes.

a) If, according to the original account, the disciples receive the instruction to seek the 
Risen Lord in Galilee, this account does not allow the disciples to be weary of an 
appearance of Jesus, which would become Jerusalem to them. Luke, therefore, has 
exchanged the words of Jesus, of which the women are reminded by the angel, chap. 
24:7., for others, and has also already suppressed from his report (Luk. 22:31. 32.) 
Jesus' own declaration that he would go ahead of the disciples to Galilee (Mark 14:28. 
Matt. 26:32.).
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The appearances Luk. 24:13 - 48. and the news that Jesus led the disciples from 
Jerusalem to Bethany (v. 50.) are not part of the original report,

b) The account 24:13-32 (with which the following one is by the same author) is similar 
in its specific execution to the form of the accounts in Luke's prehistory, and to the other 
accounts of this evangelist compared to it above p. 645, and therefore stands out as its 
own from the parts of the common account.

c) Ch. 24:44-49. the discourse of Jesus is written according to Luke's manner of writing 
(μεΐνον - ότι 24:29. comp. 9:12. άττόλυσον -- ότι Act. 10:20.), also the fact of Pentecost 
is referred to in advance v. 49.

d) That Jesus should have given the disciples the last orders in their living room in 
Jerusalem, and only blessed them in Bethany, is an artificial representation.



4) The appendix of the Gospel of Mark from 16:9 onwards has already been identified 
by critics as spurious (see Fritzsche's commentary on Mark, p. 717 f., Schott's Isagoge, 
p. 94 f.). The significance of the following grounds for suspicion has been recognized:

a) It begins with the spurious addition of something new that does not take into account 
what precedes it and is not a continuation of it.

a) The message of the angel is completely ignored.

ß) Mary Magdalene is introduced here as if she had not been mentioned before. Also,

y) it is not evident how the characteristic identifying her is connected with what is 
narrated about her here.

b) The appendix uses expressions that Mark himself avoided in his Gospel, such as 
μετά ταΰτα, έτερος (v. 12), ύστερον (v. 14), and the phrase "αφ ης εχεβληχει" which is 
foreign to him and found nowhere else but in Luke 8:2. Acknowledging this, however, 
we must object to the total rejection of the pericope and the appeal to critical authorities 
and testimonies. The following points should be considered:

a) The interpolation does not begin with the words "αναστας δέ κ. τ. λ." (ν. 9), but it must 
already include the preceding words "είχε δε αυτός τρόμος κ.τ.λ." (ν. 8). These words 
are meant to negate the claim that the women who came to the tomb said something, 
and they prepare and introduce the information that the news received by the disciples 
was conveyed differently. — As Hug already pointed out in his Introduction, Vol. 2, p. 
289, this should be noted. Yet, it is all the more inexcusable that this has not been taken 
into account. For if this is upheld, what can the testimonies of old interpreters 
(Euthymius, Victor of Antioch, Severus of Antioch, Jerome, Eusebius, and others) tell 
us, that the words following "εφοβούντο γάρ" (ν. 8) were missing in some or many 
manuscripts? They can only demonstrate that the verses have been omitted for some 
reason (which these ancient interpreters themselves provide). It would be something 
entirely different if those ancient commentators were to tell us that the preceding words 
"είχε δε αυτός — εφοβοϋντο γάρ" (ν. 8) were missing in the manuscripts.
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γ) The traces of the interpolated text can only be followed up to the end of verse 14, but 
not further. — The report must have contained Jesus' instruction to the disciples, and 
the expression used in Mark 16:15 does not contradict the Evangelist's style. — For



κηρύσσειν compare 3:14; for πιστεύσας 1:15; for το ευαγγέλιον 1:15; and for κηρύσσειν 
το ευαγγέλ. εις κόσμον άπαντα compare 13:10, 14:9. — What is said here in verse 16 
about a separation based on belief and disbelief is consistent with other passages 
(which have been placed elsewhere but originally may have been connected to the end 
of the Gospel narrative) where Jesus grants his disciples the authority to bind and 
loose. Thus, Matthew 28:20 evokes memories of 18:15—20, 16:17—19, compare John 
20:23. The promise in Mark 16:18 can also be compared with the commission to the 
Seventy (whose mission in general may have occurred only after Jesus' resurrection), 
Luke 10:19. — Compare Luke 10:22 with Matthew 28:18. — The Seventy are 
comparable to the seventy elders of Moses, and in Luke, they are attributed the power 
to resist Satan victoriously. Compare this with Mark 16:17, 18, and one should not be 
surprised that in the latter passage, another characteristic of inspiration, the gift of 
speaking in new tongues, is mentioned. The expression: ο μεν ουν κύριος κ. τ. λ. (ν. 19) 
cannot be found inappropriate, regardless of what Fritzsche's commentary on Mark 
says (p. 747). It is the conclusion of the whole narrative, and it is natural for an author 
who, full of the idea of Jesus' dignity, begins his writing with: άρχη του ευαγγελίου — 
υιού του θεού (Mark 1:1) to be immersed again in the same perspective at the end. 
Finally, who could take offense at the words: εκάθισεν εκ δεξιών του θεού (ν. 19)? 
(Contrary to Fritzsche's commentary, p. 749.) The Evangelist knows what has happened 
without claiming to have seen it himself or through someone else. It is a teaching of the 
Gospel that Jesus is now seated at the right hand of God. Now, this sitting must have 
had a beginning! When should it have taken place? Undoubtedly after the resurrection! 
Would the Evangelist have done better if he had ended the narrative by saying that 
Jesus disappeared? His statement should be no more surprising than: άπήλθεν είς τον 
οίκον αντου (Luke 5:25; Matthew 9:7), for in both cases, only the terminus a quo, not the 
ad quern, is mentioned. — Based on all this, it is our critical judgment that the 
conclusion of Mark is not entirely spurious but rather interpolated, just like other 
pericopes in his Gospel, although all colophons contain them. Before verse 15, the 
notice still found in Matthew 28:16, 17 has been displaced, because the interpolator 
replaced the appearance of Jesus on the mountain in Galilee with other appearances 
that were supposed to have taken place in Jerusalem. — The shorter work was, 
therefore, a complete unit. — Thus, our question has been discussed, and we do not 
need any further evidence to prove that the series of narrative pieces ordered from the 
first table constituted an independent work before its incorporation with the materials of 
Matthew and Luke. We would like to make one more observation at the end of the 
discussion.
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Seventeenth Datum.

The way in which Matthew and Luke have mixed the simpler work as a whole with other 
materials, and changed the connection of its parts, corresponds to the method by which 
the content and expression of particular pericopes have been changed by them.
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1) Matthew and Luke, as we have seen,

a) have rearranged the sentences of certain pericopes in order to connect them with 
other things. This is

a) done in Luke in η. 1 (p. 455), in n. 13 (p. 585), in n. 15 (p. 404), in n. 53 (p. 414 f.) 
and in the Passion (p. 545).

ß) Matthew gives examples in v. 20. (p. 355.), in n. 24. (p. 577.), in n. 46. the conclusion 
(p. 575.). Concerning the last part we want to answer the question raised above (p.
247), how it came about that in n. 46 Matthew changed the question about the Christian 
scholars, how they could call the Messiah only by the predicate: Son of David (see Mark 
and Luke), into a question to the Pharisees. Matthew, in fact, abbreviated n. 45. He did 
not want to let the Pharisees speak with the insight how Jesus had explained Himself 
correctly about the main commandment. The conclusion therefore: Mark. 12:34. they 
did not ask Jesus any further, he appends to the following passage, and from it gives 
the explanation that they did not ask any further, because they had not been able to 
answer. He combines both pericopes in n. 45 and 46: The Pharisees gathered together 
to ask Jesus (Matth. 22:34.), and: Jesus asked the Pharisees how they were gathered 
together (22:41); whereby the artificiality is already noticed, though it is not seen that the 
question itself, as it is put in Matthew, could have caused the Pharisees no difficulty at 
all. - This in passing. Another example is n. 33 (p. 580). Here, too, we want to add the 
reason why Matthew changed the position. The report says that the disciples, after he 
had given his explanation to the Pharisees, asked the Lord about it and received an 
answer. Now, however, Matthew's referent to the answer given in Mark (10:11.12) is 
another - less probable one (a healing of the celibate, with the suggestion that special 
insight is needed to imagine abstention from marriage as a sacrifice made to the 
kingdom of God (Matth. 9:10-12.), and he includes it in the preceding explanation given 
to the Jews. It is inserted by means of a λέγω δέ υμΐν (v. 9.), which was best introduced 
when what Moses had commanded was immediately preceded (Matt, v. 8).
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- The author has therefore rearranged in order to add an insertion. This is added to p. 
580. - Now, just as the extending writers made alterations to the pericopes and within 
them, they also altered whole pericopes within the work extended by them - Luke the 
passages n. 14. 14. 15. 16. n. 21. then n. 28-31. which, in order to bring in the sending 
of the seventy, he moved out of their temporal context, - Matthew several pieces in the 
preceding series of pericopes and n. 40. The method is thus the same.

b) Both writers omitted sentences from the individual pericopes, as shown above. In the 
same way, they have omitted entire pericopes from the original script: - Matthew the 
passages n. 6.13. 48., Luke much more.

c) The writers expand, each in a special way, the individual pericopes and the work as a 
whole, according to the same method. - Just as the Matthaean text editor

a) seeks to complete the individual sentences grammatically, he also completes the 
pericopes by adding elements from other pieces (see above p. 413); and in the same 
way he expands the work by adding similar things to similar things. - How he

ß) in the individual pericopes, especially in the speeches mentioned, he gathers 
together what has been spoken by Jesus in a similar way, even if at different times, or 
what is related in content to the material; so he has also expanded the work as a whole 
mostly only by the insertion of speeches and parables, and has excluded historical 
matters only because of the speeches connected with them, and because he could 
place these speeches in factual order with others. (Thus before n. 11. the speeches ch.
11:2-30. [s. p. 629.], the appendix to n. 41. and 8:5—13.)

y) As he has only inserted speeches into the individual pericopes, and omitted from the 
inserted ones the historical causes, so as not to make them into special pericopes; so 
also, according to the same method, he has so incorporated his new materials into the 
whole work, that they are carried by the pericopes--which originally belonged to the 
work--as appendices, or as introductions to them, or as fillings of their contents. (He 
proceeded in this way differently from Luke.)

δ) As he attaches Old Testament citations to particular pericopes (p. 16., which have 
appeared as interpolations p. 644.), so he has prefixed to the whole work a narrative of 
those circumstances from Jesus' earliest years which could be connected with Old 
Testament prophecies. - But Luke also remains faithful to the method by which he gives 
the individual texts a special form. He places
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α) material provisions in the texts (see p. 546. f.) and, where a historical whole, such as 
the history of the Passion, is given, interpolates special notes. In this way, he expands 
the whole work by trying to enrich it with additional information - with news, let us say.
He has therefore also

ß) he has retained the historical information about the external causes of the speeches 
in the intercalated passages, or he has designated these speeches as special historical 
moments, not excerpted them, as Matthew did, in order to weave the material into the 
pericopes of the original text. The interpolated pieces are special to him, not 
amalgamations.

y) Luke, as we have seen, avoided tautologies in the individual pericopes and reduced 
the expression to the simplest. He also followed this method in the expansion of the 
original scripture as a whole. By including other pieces, he omits from the pericopes of 
the original text those which must be left out if the same thing is not to occur twice and 
tautology is not to arise.

2) We would not have been able to make all these observations if we had been deterred 
from applying criticism by the assertion that Mark epitomized his fellow evangelists, and 
that the latter were harmonized through a flexible legend, a carefully meditated tradition, 
or a written legacy (the απομνημονεματα) attributed to so-called authorities. - Now that 
the question has been discussed, we summarise the result in the following main 
propositions:

a) The first table is an independent work.

b) This work has been mixed with other materials by Matthew and Luke,

c) Both writers have shaped the individual texts of the original here and there according 
to their own style of writing and presentation (sometimes expanding the sentences, 
sometimes shortening them, sometimes expressing them in other words), and they 
show a tendency to shape the expression according to the diction that prevails in the 
pieces they have inserted into the original.
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d) In order to link the pericopes of the original text with other material, the expanding 
writers had to make changes to them, each according to his own plan.



a) in the order and position of the pieces,

β) in the linking of their coherence 

x) by the prefixing of special links Sfvrmrln, 

n) by abbreviating the pieces (p. 583. 607.), 

a) by altering the closing formulae, 

t) by transpositions,

n) by covering up and supplementing the gaps made, - for which they made use of the 
following means

aa) the contraction (of two pieces into one: Matth, n. 21. and 22. n.45. and 46. Luk. n.
22. and 28. n. 30. and 31.),

bb) certain formulas or notes (Matth. 9:8. 8:34. 9:13. 12:16. Luke inserts formulas as 
stopgaps between the texts: 8:1—3. 9:36.45. 48. 18:34. 21:37.38. 22:3.), or

cc) the reshaping of the given words: Luk. 4:42.43. 8:21. 9:9. 11. 20:40. 22:52. (altered 
indication).

e) Mark has nothing of what in the secondary writers is the result of individual textual 
editing, and is connected with the peculiar arrangement of the original writing; and this 
is the last and most telling of the proofs that he did not draw from those. - We have here

f) aN the order and number of the pieces an analogy to that which was presented above 
as the quantity of the individual texts.

a) Just as Mark's text has the appearance of being an extract from those texts because 
Matthew and Luke have inserted them in different places (p. 428), so his Gospel has the 
appearance of being an extract from the richer Gospels because Matthew and Luke 
have inserted whole pericopes into the original text at different places.

β) As little as Mark composed his individual texts out of the interpolated secondary 
texts, so little did he compose his Scripture out of the New Gospels, since the subjective 
condition of the selection, i.e. the procedure that Mark must have used in doing so, is



neither conceivable as a cursory reading nor as criticism, but the objective relationship 
of the Scriptures to one another does not even allow us to think of the origin of the 
simpler work out of the interpolated works.

γ) Confirmed also by the quantity of the pieces - what was found above about the 
quantity of the texts: where Mark has more with one of the referents than the third, the 
third has omitted this, where less, the latter has included it.
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3) Now we will take the liberty of drawing attention to the conclusions that can be drawn 
from our results, and thereby highlighting their importance.

a) It is clear that our writers did not work according to oral tradition, but had a written 
type in mind, and this is clear from the fact that they so anxiously endeavoured to bring 
their interpolations into relation with the original type, to supplement the gaps made in it, 
and to restore the disturbed balance of the various texts.

b) The cause of the original gospel is far from lost. No polemic against it can overturn 
the fact that the work of the first table was expanded by Matthew and Luke. The 
objections have force only against Eichhorn's modification of the hypothesis, but not 
against the true result of the criticism. In asserting a Protestant original, we do not 
presuppose either

a) an Aramaic original Gospel with several Greek translations and redactions of it, nor

b) an original Gospel, if by this we mean a standard of evangelical preaching, since we 
readily admit that the first preachers of the Word did not need one, and if such a 
Scripture had been the basis of our works, it would be difficult to understand how our 
writers could have allowed themselves to make so many changes to it. But we 
understand an original scripture as an attempt to give an orderly account of the main 
facts of the Messianic life and ministry of Jesus - a scripture, therefore, which on the 
one hand had its origin in the importance of the subject it dealt with, and on the other 
hand was intended to accomplish in form what could be done by the written account 
alone or in the best possible way, to preserve that which soon disappears from memory, 
to bring together in one overview that which in time united as a scattered succession 
into one result,

c) Did such a writing exist before our works? Luke says that before his work there was 
not only one, but several such writings. If, therefore, it is said that there is no trace in



antiquity of a primitive gospel, of an original gospel writing, this is either a clear and 
obvious falsehood, or the name primitive gospel is taken to mean something that is not 
at all relevant here.
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a) Our Gospels are based on a simpler and independent work. The work has therefore 
existed. If one seeks a name for it, then, if the derived works are called Gospels, it too 
can be called a Gospel (the word taken in the ecclesiastical sense), and then relatively, 
i.e. in relation to those derived works, the basic or primal Gospel, even if it was not in 
itself the very first among the attempts to portray Jesus' life. It was an ordered diegesis, 
such as Luke himself intended to provide, a whole.

ß) There was such an original (even if not written by the apostles and for preachers of 
the faith); but smaller records of certain events and incidents from the life of Jesus, 
which would have been made after special enquiries, or in order to answer enquiries, 
individual reports, as Schleiermacher's critique of Luke takes them as a basis, such did 
not exist,

x) The version of the individual Gospel narratives proves this itself. They are parts of a 
whole, and therefore have neither the historical circumlocution, nor the beginnings and 
conclusions, which they would have to have if they had been written separately.

Luke knows no such individual essays, but only larger attempts to form a narrative from 
the facts from the beginning, so that what is formed is a whole.

a) The sources of the information, according to which the authors of the story were 
guided, were not people who had first inquired of others, or who had written out what 
they had inquired about in Galilee, but - the apostles, and among them those who had 
been servants of the Word from the beginning, that is, from the point from which the 
report, if it was to become a whole, had to begin.

y) But why has this primal gospel disappeared without trace? About the talk! has it 
disappeared? is it not in Mark, in Matthew, in Luke? (The objection is no more clever 
than if it were said: How can Luke say that many before him have made such writings, d 
they are no more? Would they have been able to perish without trace and not still 
exist?)



δ) That our writers have expanded such a work cannot be strange. Does Luke say that 
he must copy the works of his predecessors, or is he to be blamed for not doing so? We 
see, rather, that historical data also agree with our critical results. But in addition to this

c) the character of our works in general (cf. p. 172, f.). Before Matthew's and Luke's 
works there were no others of a similar kind, in which the original writing had been so 
mixed with foreign matter. Where, therefore, we find Tertian quotations with such textual 
elements as are intercalated in Matthew, or with formulas such as he implanted in the 
peri-copes because of their special position and connection, and which thus have the 
whole plan of the Matthaean work as their condition, the quotation is nowhere else than 
from Matthew. And so it can be proved with certainty that Justin Martyr, for example, 
quoted from Matthew. In the same way, it can be shown that Marrion had no other work 
than the work of Luke as a model, since he likewise does not have the pericopes which 
Luke exchanges for others, and has the transpositions which in Luke are the result of 
special interpolations. - From our investigations it also follows

d) What is to be looked at, if a disaster is to be pronounced on the purpose of our 
individual evangelists. We are not to look at what they have in common, for the plan of 
the original is quite independent of them, but we must examine what they intended by 
their extensions of the original (partly according to the nature of the materials they 
included, partly according to the way in which they added them to the original). Finally,
e) how our writers are to be treated, if one wants to get to know their spirit. They must 
be considered synoptically, not each independently for itself, not the individuals as if that 
which is not their production, the common, were at the same time with the particular, 
(which perhaps their production is not either), thus the interpolated with the 
interpolation, the interpolator would have as its first author. The spirit of the writers can 
only be recognised by what is peculiar to them. We therefore declare that commentaries 
which do not treat our three evangelists synoptically are in vain, just as we declare that 
every attempt to solve the problem of the harmony of the Gospels is in vain which does 
not decide on all three Gospels at the same time, but (like Schleiermacher, Saunier and 
others) only adheres to individual evangelists. - These are the results of our 
investigation at the present point. But the synopsis is not yet exhausted, as certainly 
there is still one question left for us to discuss, namely:
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the third question: whether Mark himself was the author of the original.



It is obvious that, if a decision is to be made on this, the peculiarities of this evangelist 
must be given special consideration. We will now examine these, and among the data 
that remain to be established, we will leave out the most important ones.

First Datum.

Wherever in Mark there is a narrative piece in a form different from the two side pieces, 
the presupposition can be asserted that the secondary evangelists had the same piece 
before them according to the same version that it has in Mark.

1) The pieces in which Mark's account differs most are n. 1. 3.13-15. 16.21. and 22. n. 
30. n. 31. - they are therefore the ones that come into consideration here. With regard to 
n. 1. we refer to what has been said about it above p. 454. 583. Concerning η. 13. we 
have discussed it on p. 584 and p. 624. On n. 14. see p. 452. f., on n. 15. see p. 573. f. 
Matthew, as he still preserved the position of n. 44. and 15. must have had both pieces 
also in the connection in which Mark sets them up (since he also demonstrably had the 
passage Mark 3:7. 8. 10-13.). - The Sermon on the Mount in particular caused the 
disturbance of the order in Luke as well as in Matthew. - In n. 16, Matthew and Luke 
have demonstrably changed (as has been shown above in the examination of the 
passages). It has also been shown above that the parables of Mark. 4:26 - 29., the 
Matthaean, 13:24 - 30. with its interpretation 36 - 54. is only a later insertion (see p. 
632.). The same is evident on other sides. If the parables, as Matthew and Mark 
indicate, had the purpose of giving the listeners, especially Jesus' disciples, food for 
thought, and Mark indisputably expresses the meaning of the original narrative quite 
correctly by saying that Jesus found the disciples' lack of understanding disconcerting; 
So we can have no other idea about the original version and form of the whole account 
than that the parables which this account has set up after the parable of the sower as 
similar samples of presentation will have had auck among themselves and a kinship 
with this parable. In Mark's account it is indeed so. The first parable (of the sower) 
speaks of the scattered seed, the second of the unnoticed, gradual growth, the third of 
the growth of a tree: - in all of them the kingdom of God is thought of as a becoming, 
developing, gradually spreading. Now, like the first, Matthew also has the third 
similitude. When he now sets up a second one, which is quite heterogeneous, inasmuch 
as it conceives the concept of the kingdom of God quite differently, according to the idea 
of a judgment and a separation of the good from the evil, just as the compiler also 
elsewhere in intercalated parables represents the kingdom of God as judgment and 
retribution, e.g. ch. 25 - is it not evident that here in his representation the order of 
thought has been interrupted, and something else has been substituted for what was



originally given? - Nor does the parable of the leaven (Matth. 13:33.) belong to the other 
parables. If it be not conceded that it does not belong to them, as it does not stand here 
in Mark; we must only use the words ήν λαβουσα κ. τ. λ. with the words of v. 31: ov 
λαβών - αυτού, in order to convince oneself that, as these last words are inserted from 
Luke (see above p. 462.), so also the similitude of the leaven is borrowed from Luke. - 
n. 22. the remark Mark. 6:31. is peculiar, but also perfectly in accordance with the 
circumstances, that the disciples had returned from their journeys, and that they had 
come to Capernaum, and that Jesus departed with them by ship; and it will be all the 
less possible to deny that Mark has the original, since Matthew and Luke have altered 
the account. - n. 30. Mark's narrative is much longer and more circumstantial than the 
parallel accounts. But the secondary narrators must have had the longer form before 
them. From what does this appear? Namely, one notices:
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a) Here again is a parallel to the Old Testament history, as we have already noted 
above p. 584. Moses appointed assistants to take his place, only the heavier things 
were to be brought before him (Exod. 18:26.). It is further said (Exod. 24:13.14.) that 
Moses ascended the mountain with his servant, and left the seventy elders below with 
Aaron and Hur, that whosoever had a matter might apply to them. On the seventh day, it 
says at last, v. 16, the voice sounded from the cloud. It will be no trouble to discover the 
same features in the narrative reproduced - in our Gospel n. 29. and 30. Jesus climbs 
the mountain only with his most trusted disciples, leaving the others behind, and 
whoever has a request, like the man with the epileptic boy, must turn to them. - On the 
seventh day (cf. μεθ ημέρας εξ - Luk. 9:28. has therefore the original no longer!) - it was 
when the shining of the light was perceived on the mountain, and the heavenly voice 
sounded from the cloud. - The helpers whom Jesus had ordered were only to bring the 
heavier things before him. Here was such a thing, and it had to be brought before 
Jesus. There, in the exemplary report, it is told: Moses, as he came down from the 
mountain, heard afar off shouting and tumult in the camp, Exod. 32:17. Something 
similar happens here, according to Mark 9:14. One more thing! Moses has reason to 
complain about what happened during his absence. So Jesus has to complain that His 
constant presence is required (Mark. 9:19.).
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b) But the Gospel account excuses the disciples with the fact that what had been 
demanded of them in Jesus' absence had been too difficult for them.



a) Jesus' own words, which express the acknowledgement of the difficulty, are 
mentioned by Matthew and Mark. (Only in Luke they do not occur, because he omitted 
the question of the disciples Mark 9:28, in order to be able to connect n. 30 and 31). But 
what

(β) Mark presents the relation of the father even more circumstantially and explicitly 
than Matthew, that is by which the very difficulty of the case of healing mentioned is put 
into the light, and the meaning of Jesus' words is explained: - the boy had the evil from 
childhood; it was therefore ingrained, and to lift just such an evil (to cast out such a kind 
of demon) required an exaltation of the spirit, a stirring of the mind, such as in those 
days was not the business of the disciples, but of Jesus. Now, should that which 
explains the difficulty of the matter and only brings light into the narrative - the 
conversation in Mark 20-26 - not have been part of the original report? It will have been 
as good in it as the account in n. 18. Mark. 5:26-33. cf. Luk 8:43-47. is an original part of 
the account there (although Matthew has nothing of the specific account there). Luke at 
least begins the account in our passage (9:41). Matthew, again, has not even this 
beginning, though he may have taken from the omitted conversation the words: 
πολλάκις γάρ - τοΐδωρ (Matth. 17:15. - Mark. 9:22.) just as in the n. 18. mentioned the 
επιστραφείς (Matth. 9:22.) from Mark. 5:30. With the conversation referred to by Mark, 
especially with the words Mark 9:23-25, compare Luke 17:5 f., so that we may not be 
surprised that it is missing in Luke's present place. The passage of Luke thus just 
quoted is used in Matthew, and hence Matt. 17:20. 2t. an amalgamation of two 
unrelated answers has been formed, as 9:13.11:5.6.16:3. 4. etc. - Now only a little 
remark! As Moses came from the mountain, says the exemplary history, there was 
something awe-inspiring in his countenance: και εφοβήθησαν εγγίααι αυτώ Exod. 34:29. 
30. The same trait s. here in Mark's account (9:15.) πας δ ογλος-εξεθαμβήθη - words, 
then, which, as parts of an account which, according to its whole arrangement, parallels 
that Old Testament history, are original parts of it, and will be missing in the other 
relations only because they have been omitted. (Already Euthymius and more recent 
authors, such as Heupelius and others, have noted this parallel). - Another piece: n. 31. 
and 32—Even here the peculiar prefaces of Mark in 9:30. 31. and those in v. 33. belong 
together, and are founded in the essence of the pieces. Jesus returns to the speech of 
his future destinies because he declares, before setting out on his return journey to 
Galilee, that he will pass by there entirely incognito. And precisely because he is willing 
to do this, he goes after the disciples and arrives in Capernaum alone without them (v. 
33.). The latter is now also confirmed by the Matthaean interpolator (likewise stating that 
Jesus came later than the disciples) 17:25. Only the remark Matth. 9:30. ουκ ηθελεν - 
γνώ he suppresses, because the question to the disciples should arise, whether Jesus 
wanted to pay the census Matth. 17:24. - That Luke changed these pericopes (because 
he inserted the sending of the seventy into the Gospel), has been noticed earlier. - From



all this we see at the same time that the often-used objection that if Matthew and Luke 
had had before them such a text as Mark's, they would not have omitted this and that, is 
quite empty and void. All the deviations of these writers from the text of Mark are due to 
the enrichments with which they have endowed the shorter Gospel as a whole. - Among 
Mark's specially designed pieces is n. 3. The shorter narrator is said to have omitted the 
story of the temptation. Yes, if it were history, and it could be proved that it belonged to 
the original writing because of its similarity to the pieces of the first table, then we would 
believe the pretence. But in the work of the first table we must look for nothing more 
than the news that Jesus was somewhere after his baptism and before he appeared in 
public (which happened only after John's arrest). Of John the Baptist himself, before he 
appeared, it is said (Luk. 1:80.), he was in the wilderness until the time of his 
appearance. So it is also said of Jesus. Is anything further required? We have, however, 
given examples of how the Gospel narratives are poetically formed according to 
similarities with Old Testament history, namely the story of Elijah. Thus, Jesus is 
mentioned here as living with the animals (in the wilderness) and being fed by the 
angels. But the original account will have been content with this. And really, the story of 
the visitation is only a connection.
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a) According to Matthew, the devil tempts the hungry Jesus before the arrival of the 
food-bringing angels. But the story ignores that Jesus, in order to receive the food from 
the angels, must be in the place where he needs it, in the wilderness, and must be in 
the state that is to be changed by the angels until then. For if the acts of temptation 
follow one another in the order in which Luke arranges them, Jesus will be brought to 
Jerusalem, and the extraordinary feeding at the end will be omitted. If they are arranged 
as Matthew, in order to refer back to the original text, places them, then the beginning, 
that the tempter takes the occasion for the temptation from Jesus' hunger, fits this, but 
not the following, after which the scene changes for the temptation, and the occasions 
become completely different, without any indication being given as to whether Jesus' 
first-mentioned condition remained permanent. -

ß) In Luke, the remark that Jesus was tempted by the devil for forty days precedes the 
description given of the temptation, as if the temptation described, which is supposed to 
be proof that Jesus was tempted, only followed the temptation. - Both writers thus link 
the story with the original account in different ways.

y) But are there not words in Mark's text that must be from Luke? They are there, but 
precisely because they are from Luke, from whom Mark borrows nothing, and can 
borrow nothing, they are inserted into Mark by another hand, and this is confirmed, if



one does not want to believe it, by the twofold και ην. - For Mark's manner of writing is 
not so unconnected and irregular that one could also impute to him the manner of 
writing which presupposes thoughtlessness. - It is more likely that the interpolators were 
clever enough to transform Luke's expression διαβόλου into one appropriate to Mark's 
language - see Mark. Mark. 3:23. 4:15. - to the language of Mark.
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2) So much about the pieces that Mark gives in his own form. We not only use them to 
prove that Mark did not draw from the others, but they are for us the original that the 
others had before them in this form. And we now support this judgement on other data.

Second Datum.

In Mark's Gospel, the individual pericopes have the appropriate relationship to each 
other in form and setting, and in quantity to the whole, as they must have if the details of 
the account are to be by the writer who arranged the whole.

1) The Gospel of Mark gives

a) the passages with the same precision.

a) It presents only facts, and it refers to speeches only in relation to past, present or 
future events, that is, only in a historical context (there are no practical religious 
teachings, such as those compiled in Matthew's Sermon on the Mount).

β) The speeches are short, and only as much of them is given as is necessary to make 
their connection with the historical occasion clear. All the examples show this. n. 1. The 
Baptist says nothing more than how he characterises himself as the forerunner of the 
Messiah, n. 3. No poetic story of temptation, but merely the fact: Jesus was in the 
wilderness, and his stay there was miraculously prolonged, n. 5. Nothing more than 
Jesus called the fishermen, n. 6.7. No teachings of Jesus, but only the fact: Jesus went 
to Capernaum and was supposed to stay there, but went on, n. 8. Words of Jesus, only 
to present them as not followed, n. 9.-12. Short words, which put the Pharisees to 
shame. Just such n. 14. - n. 15. also a short answer. -16. parables as samples of the 
parabolic teaching method. 17. and 18. facts, 19. words which show that Jesus could 
not work in Nazareth. - 20. Sending of the disciples, and what the sent ones have to 
observe concerning the journey, 24. The Pharisees put the word of men above the word 
of God, and of this only one example. - 28. Jesus' declaration of His personal dignity, in



so far as it differs from other opinions, and refers to future events, 29. 30. Facts. 32. do 
not disown one another! - n. 33. Marriages should not be separated, n. 34. Children are 
the most suitable for the kingdom of God according to their sense, ( n. 35.) Rich people 
are the least suitable according to their circumstances, n. 36. The Messiah must suffer. 
His sacrifice of life sets an example of humility for the proud of rank (n. 37), just as it 
points out the goal of striving to the one who wants to become great. - 38. 39. Facts. - 
40. a fact and the fulfilment of the word factually presented, 42-47. short answers to 
questions put, 48. a fleeting utterance at a perception, 49. hints for the disciples 
concerning their future experiences. (The attached exhortation, which goes beyond 
general morals, says nothing but: Watch!) n. 51. Justification of an action, in so far as it 
points to a future event. (For the sake of history, the act of Matta has value, not, as in 
Luke, because the woman thereby shows love.) n. 53. A celebration, represented as the 
last, and pointing to future events. - The rest is history, told according to its main 
moments. - Jesus thus speaks everywhere in reference to history, present or future, and 
as much as the circumstances cause to be said. - The digression into general religion 
and declamation, as in Matthew and Luke, is not found here. (The verses: Mark. 
11:24-26. must be called interpolated, v. 25. όταν — κατά τίνος must have stood before 
Matth. 6:14. and there fallen out of the text). - At the same time, when comparisons are 
made, it will be seen that those copies of which it was said above that Luke exchanged 
them for other pieces, are by no means so conformable to the type now under 
consideration as the other copies given for it.
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b) Most of these pieces are double pieces and compound. Thus n. 1. and 2. - n. 5. - n.
7. a (Mark 1:29. f.) ß. (v. 36. f.) y. (v 35. f.) - n. 9. & 10. - n.11. & 12. n. 13. a. (Mark 3:7. 
f.) ß. (v. 13. f.) - n. 14. and 15. - n. 16. (Instruction of the people and private instruction of 
the disciples.) - n. 17. a. (4:35. f.) ß. (5:1. f.) n. 18. a. (5:21. f.) ß (v. 25. f.) - n. 20. and 
21. -  n. 22. a. ( 6:32. f.) ß. (7:45. f.) n. 24. a. (7:1. f.) ß. (7:17.) - n. 25. a. (7:24. f.) ß. 
(7:31.f.) - n. 27. a. ( 8:11. f.) ß. (8:13. f.) - n. 28. a. (8:27. f.) ß. (8:32. f.) - n. 29. a. (9:1. f.) 
ß. (9:11-13. Here find the verses displaced by a mistake, since after γίγραττται επί v. 13. 
the words: τδν υϊον τοϋ - εξουδενωθη of ν. 12. must be put after the words: καί πως 
γεγραπται ν. 13. - have been obliterated. Cf. also Fritzsche's commentary on d. St.) n. 
30. a. (9:14. f.) β. (9:28. f.) - n. 31. and 32. a. (9:33. f.) β. (9:43. f.) - n. 33. a. (10:1. f.) β. 
(10:10. f.) - n. 34. and 35. - n. 36. and 37. - v. 38. and 39. - n. 40. and 41. - n. 42 a. to n. 
49. (Speeches of a day.) - n. 50. to end, historical context. -
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c) The speeches are artificially formed and have the same layout:



a) short refutations which take up or come back to the word to be corrected, e.g. n. 9. 
Opponent: 2:7: τΐς δύναται -- ό Θεός; with this compare 2:10.: ινα δε εϊδητε - αμαρτίας. - 
η. 10. 2:16. τί οτι - μετά των τελωνών κ. τ. λ. comp. ν. 17. τους αμαρτωλούς. Further, ν. 
18. - ου νηστεύονσιν; comp. ν. 20. τότε νηστεύσοισιν. - η. 11.2:24. τΐποιουσιν - cf. ν. 25. 
τΐείποίησε κ. τ. λ. - η. 12. 3:2. - εί θεραπεύσει εν τόί'ς σαββ. cf. ν. 4. άγαθοποιησαι εν τ. 
σαββ. - η. 13. 3:22. - εκβάλλει τά δαιμ. comp. ν. 23. πως - εκβάλλειν; and ν. 30. - η. 15. 
3:32. ιδού η μήτηρ σου κ. τ. λ. comp. ν. 35. - η. 24. 7:5. διατί - των πρεςβυτερων κ. τ. λ. 
comp. ν. 9. to κοιναΐς χερσί ν. 5. comp. ν. 15. - η. 25. the Phoenician seizes Jesus' word. 
7:27. comp. 28. - n. 27. 8:12. Σημεϊον twice mentioned. So also 8:17. - n. 38. 10:2. 
comp. v. 9. - n. 34. 10:13. against rejecting and refusing admittance comp. v. 15. 
δεξασθαι and είςελθεΐν. - n. 35. 10:28. άφηκαμεν comp. v. 29. - n. 37. 10:37. ινα 
χαθίσωμεν κ.τ.λ. comp. ν. 40. - n. 42 a. 11:28. εν ποία εξουσία κ. τ. λ. comp. ν. 30. 33. - 
η. 43. 12:14. εξεστι δούναι - ; comp. 17. άπόδοτε κ.τ.λ. - η. 45. 12:28. 710Το - πόία - 
πρώτη κ.τ.λ. comp. ν. 29. (comp. ν. 32. where Jesus' word is apprehended.) - n. 46. 
question: 12:35. comp. v. 37. - n. 49. question: 13:4. comp. v. 32. - n. 51. 14:5. τοΐς 
πτωχοΐς comp. v. 7. -

668

β) Especially artificial are v. 32 and n. 16. This parable is a composition of the writer. 
Since the people are not capable of the moral sense required for the kingdom of God, 
they are represented as not understanding images by which the coming into being of 
the kingdom of God is adumbrated. -

d) The narratives of events like to juxtapose contrasting things, n. 7. All seek Jesus, but 
he does not stay, n. 8. Jesus inculcates the healed man not to say anything. But he 
spreads the word. n. 9. The word, which seemed to be blasphemy, Jesus justifies by 
deed. n. 12. - n. 12. The Pharisees lie in wait for reasons of accusation, and yet cannot 
answer when asked. - The storm rages. Jesus sleeps calmly. He rises and the storm is 
calmed. - The possessed man, whom no man could subdue, asks Jesus to spare him, 
and is brought to his senses, n. 18. The woman, whose evil no man could cure, is 
instantly healed by touching the garments of Jesus. Jairus' daughter was only near 
death when Jesus was approached for help. He raised her up again as she was already 
dead. - The disciples are to feed the people, and think that Jesus cannot be serious 
about it. And indeed he feeds five thousand with their provisions. - 38. The blind man is 
forbidden to cry out, but he cries out much more. - The tree from which no one is to eat 
in the future is withered the next day. -

e) Regarding the relationship of the sentences to one another:



a) when it is said that something should happen, the fact that it happened is expressed 
with the same words; for example,
n. 5: 1:17, δεύτε όττισω μου, compare ν. 20, αττήλθον όττισω αυτου,
n. 6: 1:25, εξελθε εξ αυτου, compare ν. 26. - η. 7: 1:38, ίνα κηρύξω, compare 38, ήν
κηρυσσων. -
η. 8: 1:41, καθαρίσθητα, compare 42, εκαθαρίσθη. - 
η. 9: 2:11, εγειραι, 12, ηγερθη. Similarly, 
η. 10: 2:14, η. 12: 3:5, 
η. 13: 3:13, -
η. 17: 4:39, τω ανεμω, ο άνεμος. 5:12, εισέλθωμεν, 14, εισηλθον ν. 19, 20 (compare 
Luke). -
n. 18: 5:23, ίνα — τας χειρας, compare ν. 41, then: 5:27, 23, -
η. 22: 6:31, compare ν. 32 (Luke shortened), also ν. 37, δοτέ and δωμεν (different from 
Luke and Matthew). - 
n. 23: 6:56, -
n. 25: 7:26, compare 29:30. - But also 7:34, διανοΐχθητι, compare 35. - 
n. 27: 8:12. - Similarly, 8:22, request, compare 23. - 
n. 30: 9:19, 20. -
n. 34: 10:1, request, compare v. 16. - 
n. 38: 10:49, also: 51, 52. - 
n. 39: 11:2-3, compare 4-6. -
n. 53: 14:12, που — ετοιμάσωμεν, compare v. 15, 16. - 
n. 54: 14:44, compare 45, κατεφίλησεν, 46, εκράτησαν. -
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β) Before questions or expressions that are prompted by an external circumstance, in 
an introductory statement, the circumstance is mostly indicated just as the question or 
expression expresses it. For example,
n. 9. 2:6. ησαν διαλογιζόμένοι (they were reasoning), compare 8. τί διαλογίζεσθε (why 
are you reasoning) —
n. 10. 2:16. τί— εσθίει και πίνει (why do you eat and drink) — Likewise v. 18. — 
n. 11. 2:23. 24. εν τοΐς σάββασι (on the Sabbath). — 
n. 15. 3:31. compare 32. —
n. 16. 4:1. compare v. 11. τοΐς εξω (to those outside). —
n. 17. 5:11. compare 12. —
n. 18. 5:24. compare 31. —
n. 21. 6:14 —16. compare n. 28. 8:28. —
n. 22. 6:35. ώρα πολλή (late hour).



η. 24. 7:2. compare ν. 4. κοιναΐς χερσί έσθίειν (eating with unwashed hands), 
η. 27. 8:14. compare 16. —
η. 30. 9:14. ovontelv (I brought him), compare 16. — 
n. 32. 9:33. and 34. διελέχθησαν (they discussed). —
n. 34. 10:13. επετίμησαν (they rebuked) and 14. μη κωλύετε (do not hinder). — 
n. 35. 10:17. ττροςδραμών (running up) and 21. ακολούθει μοι (follow me) — 
n. 36. 10:32. and 33. —
n. 41. 11:15. and 11. (If v. 11. had not preceded, then v. 15. would have begun: είδε τους 
ττωλούντας κ. τ. λ. - 
η. 40. 11:21. and 20.— 
η. 56. 15:11. and 7. —

γ) Of the verbis expressing the movement from one place to another, Mark usually uses 
praesens,

x) in cases where the goal of the movement is already indicated beforehand, and the 
remark of the terminus reached is followed by something new. E.G. 1:21. 3:13. 20.31. 
5:15.38.40. 6:30. 48. 9:2. 10:11.46. 11:1. 15. 27. 14:17.32. 37.45. -

n) Of an unexpected coming to Jesus, whereby he receives a summons, esp. και 
ερχεται or έρχονται, where the others put και ιδού. E.g. 1:40. 2:3. 4:37. 5:12. 22. 14:43. 
or Matthew ττροςέρχεσθαι. E.g. Mark. 2:18. 7:1. 10:35. 11:27. 8:22. 12:18. 5:35. 7:32. -

δ) The persons who appeal to Jesus for help for themselves or for others always 
indicate the method by which Jesus is to help: 1:40. - n. 18. 5:23. 28. - 0. 24. 6:56. - u. 
30. 9:18. (cf. n. 34. 10:13.). But in the same way now also 7:32. 8:22. (Different are Luk. 
7:3. 41. 8:41. 11:14. 13:12). By the way, compare what was said above on p. 457. f. 
Remarked. -

670

f) Mark does not refer back to the Old Testament prophecies as a writer, like the 
intercalary of Matthew, but only places the relationship to the Old Testament in the 
composition of the pieces. Thus n. 3. n. 13.15. (see p. 574.) u. 22. 24. 25. 27. (p. 569.) 
n. 29. 30. (p. 661.) n. 39. n. 54. ( p. 79.) n. 56. Likewise n. 1. (Mark 1:6.). Except his 
preface 1:2. 3. (But the citation from Malachias is not from Mark, but only that to which 
εν τη ίρήμω ν. 4. refers back).

2) All this gives evidence of the unity of the work and its harmony with itself,



a) One and the same piece has, sometimes in its form, sometimes in its content, 
various signs of similarity with other pericopes that differ from one another in content.

b) The setting and design of the individual corresponds to the setting and design of the 
whole, and vice versa. For

a) the individual pieces, whether they be orations or descriptions of certain facts, are 
expositions of a special theme which the writer does not himself indicate, but only 
allows to be divined from the construction of the piece. In the same way, the purpose 
and tendency of the whole work must first be guessed from the individual compositions, 
and the author only gives premises and materials for abstractions in the whole as well 
as in the individual. -

ß) Just as the speeches are cited only because of their connection with historical 
circumstances, the author likewise wants to develop the result of the whole only from 
facts, or from historical moments, of whose reality and significance speeches bear 
witness. He has therefore

y) he has also arranged the individual speeches and descriptions in such a way that the 
particular is subordinated to the general (linked by subject order), of which the individual 
parts of nos. 9-12. (Jesus is beset by the Pharisees), further n. 22. - 27. (Jesus acts like 
Elijah) n. 23-31. (Jesus is as Messiah on the way to death) n. 32. and 33. (Sanctity of 
certain connections for the Messiah disciples) n. 34. 35. (Who is sent to the kingdom of 
God?) n. 42 - 49. are samples. A proof,

δ) that his work in general - according to the precision and brevity, according to the 
subordination of the specific to the general, according to the reproductions of Old 
Testament stories, as well as according to the way in which doctrine and history, the 
simple and the sublime, are combined in the description - is a work of art, both as a 
whole and in detail. (The pieces of the first table would not have been included in the 
Gospels of Matthew and Luke at all if they had not previously been combined in a work 
such as the Gospel of Mark. This being the case, we have only a few more 
appearances to explain. Mark has a few pieces of narrative to himself. We notice very 
well what could be concluded from this. But look at these pieces. They are quite similar 
to the others. That they are additions to another, interpolations in a closed context, is in 
no way to be shown. How, then, should these pieces be proof that the work of the first 
table lies outside of Mark? But perhaps this is already proved by other additions which 
are found in Mark in the individual narrative sections, especially those mentioned above 
p. 552 f.? These additions will be discussed in a moment.



Third Datum.
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The words or sentences that appear to be additions in Mark's text mostly belong to the 
explanatory prefaces and interludes to the narrative pieces. Of those which do not fit the 
construction of the play and its original parts - and there are many of them - it cannot be 
shown that they have Mark as their author. But of the genuine ones, too, it cannot be 
proved that they do not belong to the original type, because they are quite analogous to 
those subordinate clauses which in other pericopes the other two narrators either really 
express or demonstrably omitted, and where they are excluded from both neighbouring 
texts at the same time, this coincidence is usually accidental.

1) On the few additions in the speech texts, see above p. 463. Those in question here, 
see p. 552. f.
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2) Even among the latter, many are not even eight. Eliminated from Mark's text already 
other critics have the insertion Mark. 2:26. επί - άρχιερεως. 5:13. ησαν δε ώς διςχίλιοι. 
7:2. τοϋτ εστιν άνεπτοις. 7:8 βαπτισμους - ποιείτε. 10:24. τέκνα - ειςελθεΐν. 13:14. τδ 
ρηθεν κ. τ. λ. 15:28. και επληρώθη- ελογίσθη, (see Fritzsche's commentary onMarkus at 
the passages). To which must be added the famous interpolation 16:9. s. and the 
citation 1:2. - The reasons on which, in the matter of these passages, criticism has 
based its definitive judgment are not both the otherwise so-called external reasons, but 
rather internal reasons, such as would apply if all the coäices also con- spirited to the 
retention of what is internally contradictory. Since our cnäicos of Mark's Gospel have no 
decisive voice in such sightings, because they are for Mark. 16:9. and in n. 29. 9:12.13. 
all have a word displacement which distorts the text; it follows that, where in certain 
places internal reasons require us to make distinctions from the true text, these reasons 
must retain their weight just as well where the "coeicos" agree, as they should retain it 
where the disagreement of the latter is only, as is usually the case, accidental. (For the 
coä6. have the most important interpolations pretty much all, and where they do not 
have some, the absence, according to Datis, usually has another reason). - We have 
therefore ventured to call other such additions also unächt, - viz: 1:13. και ήν - σατανά. 
3:6. μετά τ. ηρωδ. 4:10. συν τοϊς δώδεκα. 6:9.- 6:37. δηναρ. διακ. (For according to ν.
38. only άγοράσωμιν can be the essential.) 8:1-10. - 8:20. (Probably also v. 17. ετι - 
μνημονεύετε.) - 9:32. 35. 38.39. 10:16. εναγ-καλ. αυτά. 10:31. (As 6:11. and 11:24 - 26.) 
10:32. και εθαμβούντο - εφοβούντο. 9:6. ήσαν γαρ έκφοβοι. 13:14. ο αναγιν, νοείτω.



13:21-23. 32. ουδέ ο υιός. 14:47. 51. 52. 15:24. και σταυρώσαντες αυτόν. 25. ήν - τρίτη. 
15:42 επεί - προσάββατον. 43. ος και αυτός -  του Θεού. 16:8. είχε - εφοβούντο γάρ. - 
Those additions which are obvious copyist's errors are not even brought into play, as 
e.g. 4:31. όταν στταρή (belongs only in v. 32.) 5:4. δαμάσαι - (belongs only in v. 3.) 
12:23. όταν άναστώσι (belongs only in v. 25.) 5:27. έν τώ όχλω is perhaps also only 
from v. 30. - Besides these additions, however, several others (of the original type) are 
to be set apart. We list among them:
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a) Certain names inserted in the text, such as: 10:46, υιός—βαρτίμαιος. If the name of 
the blind man should have been mentioned (for certain readers), then the fact that he 
was sitting begging would probably not have been particularly emphasized. From this 
expression, it is rather evident that only a blind man in general was meant to be 
indicated. Moreover, it would not have been said: ό τυφλός but rather: τυφλός ων (when 
he was still blind). The original text only had τυφλός τις. And this is also evident from v. 
49. (For if the narrator had already mentioned the specific name of the man to his 
readers, why would the one called be described as "the blind man" here? It is different 
when the text had no specific name but only spoke of a blind man in general.)—15:10, 
the words: τόν πατέρα—Ρουφου do not belong to the original type. If the man should 
have been more precisely designated, why would it have been mentioned earlier that 
they forced a certain man from Cyrene? (The readers who knew the man did not need 
the specification that he was from Cyrene, and for those who did not know him, the 
latter was sufficient; indeed, it is evident that it was meant to replace the name.)—2:13, 
τόν του Άλφαίου. Mark only mentions one N. τόν τού ‘Αλφ. It is not to be expected that 
the author would have so particularly wanted to name Alpheus's sons twice as 
designating two different persons. Also, the addition 3:17, και έπέθηχεν — βροντής was 
not part of the original type. Only to introduce this epithet did Andreas receive a different 
position than in the other two listings.

β) Additions of another kind Mark 7:3-4 and 13 (the words: και παρόμοια — ποιείτε). 
These words are just as spurious here as in v. 8.

x) The παρόμοια in v. 13 should specifically be such cases in which the Pharisees, 
while holding onto traditional regulations, set aside divine commandments, just as they 
violated the fourth commandment with the excuse "that is Corban!" However, the 
παρόμοια here do not fit this type, but the word refers back to the various cleansings 
listed in v. 4, which thus fall under one category; compare the interpolation in v. 7.
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n) v. 3. 4. would give an explanation of how the Pharisees could have noticed the 
circumstance that the text, according to v. 2, wants to tell about. But the author of the 
narrative did not explain this, nor did he want it to be explained, since the purpose of the 
narrative is only this: to show that the Pharisees' rebuke, which was certainly 
expressed, and the statute to which it first refers, are empty and void. v. 2. and 3. is 
therefore interpolation, and this can already be seen

a) from the words connected with it: τόϋτ εστιν άνίπτοις which have already fallen out to 
others as a quite superfluous explanation, but belong precisely to the following 
interpolation and its οι γάρ - νίψωνται (and therefore must not be separated from it 
according to Fritzsche's commentary).

t) This interpolation has also fallen out with the grammarians, as one notices from the 
word επειτα, which is to make the piece turn on v. 2,

n) If one omits the interpolation, that the words thus follow one another: v. 2. και ϊδόντες 
- κοιναΐς χερσί εσθίοντας άρτους, επερωτώσιν αυτόν διατΐ κ. τ. λ., we have Mark's mode 
of representation, comp. 2:16. - 6:40. indicates how the, laying down of the 5000 
happened by divisions: άνεττεσον άνά πεντήκοντα, ττρασιαϊ εκατόν (ρ. 507). But if this 
remark were an original part of the narrative; it would not again be followed by 6:44. But 
how many more interpolations might there be in Mark! But what does not belong to the 
original text, - how can one prove that this is from the hand of Mark himself?

2) Other things, however, which seem to be additions to Mark's texts, held against 
Matthew and Luke, belong to the text, and it is easier to prove that the others omitted 
them than that Mark added them.

a) Only those parts of the text can be considered here which are excluded from the two 
subsequent texts at the same place. For if one of these two deviates from the other, 
how shall the measure of the original be determined against Mark? But now

β) the coincidence of the two other texts in the exclusion of what Mark adds to the 
words is often only accidental (a consequence of changes made). Thus e.g. Mark. 1:29. 
μετά - Ιωάννου (both Matthew and Luke, each for a reason of his own, could not keep), 
v. 33. καί η πόλις όλη κ. τ. λ. - Of these Jesus healed only πολλούς v. 10. No wonder 
they wanted to compel him to stay in Capernaum. (Matthew could not include v. 37. He 
therefore omits also v. 33.) 1:43. (This also Matthew may have omitted, because he 
omitted v. 45.) 2:3. seems to be αϊρόμενον κ. τ. λ. to betray itself by the construction as 
an unlawful addition. (For indisputably πρός αυτόν belongs to φεροντες, to think of



companions, say, apart from the bearers, the προς αυτόν will not allow, if it is to be 
drawn to έρχονται. The principal subject is and remains the bearers, as in δυνάμενοι v. 
4. and it would thus have to be written: ε. π. α. παραλυτικόν φέροντες τέσσαρες.) - 2:9. 
και άρον - κραββατον may be an addition from v. 11. (Mark does not anticipate thus. 
Compare 2:23. and 25. further 5:3. and 15. further 6:7. and 13. further 11:2. and 4.) - 
3:32. καί - περί αυτόν (Matth, omits this because he links the piece with the preceding 
12:46., and Luke, because he links differently, likewise). 4:19. καί αϊπερί- επιθυμΐαι (do 
not recognise several codd.). 4:38. καί ην - επί προςκεφάλαιον (Luke changed and so 
did Matthew). - 4:39. The correct reading gives Cant: τω άνεμοι καί τη θαλ. καί είπε 
κ.τ.λ. (For the following words: καί εκόπασεν - μεγάλη - are not a divided καί, but they 
describe One. In the omission of the following words: σιώπα, πεφ. if they belong to the 
original text, the secondary narrators could coincidentally coincide). -- 5:23. εσχάτως 
εχει. (The Others have both changed.) -- 6:34. ότι ησαν - ποιμένα (Luke has changed 
9:11. Matthew has put the moth elsewhere, 9:36. where you see the compilation on 
ίδών and τότε). - 6:41. and 43. The additions of the fishes, however, have not been in 
the original narrative. - 10:21. εμβλύψας αυτόν (Matthew has altered, and another 
expression, than that of the Luk. άκούσας, has certainly been given by the author of the 
thoroughly mimic account). - 11:16. και ουκ ηφεν - του ϊεροΰ. (Here Luk. has shortened 
the text, and Matth, may also have omitted it.)-14:58. The words: τόν χειροποιητον and 
άλλον αχειροποίητον seem, however, to behave against Matthaeus text like 
interpolations. But is the addition also from Mark?
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The words would probably not be what the text wants them to be, a ψευδομαρτυρία 
(false testimony). - v. 59. How can it be said that the testimony was not unanimous 
when it is told that two said the same thing? And how could the high priest, if the 
testimony was not consistent, ask Jesus why he did not respond (mind you! against this 
testimony of the two)? - 15:44-45. (From Luke, it can be proven that he omitted the 
granting of the request. Examples see page 469. But could he have omitted even 
more?) -

γ) The side remarks of Mark are partly words that illustrate the gestures of the speaker, 
such as 1:40,43, 3:3, 9:36, 10:2, 21, 22, and partly descriptions of the situation under 
which something is spoken or done. But those require, as Mark expresses them, the 
context of the pieces themselves (e.g., 3:3, the imperative εχτεινον), and the latter are 
also in relation to the arrangement of the pieces (e.g., 4:38). Moreover, Mark remains 
consistent in making such remarks (see, for example, 1:35, 2:2, 3:9, 20, 6:31, also 2:13, 
9:33, 10:17, 32, 6:55), and the other narrators make such remarks in conjunction with 
Mark, sometimes one, sometimes the other-of the first kind, for example, Luke 6:11,



Matthew 12:49 (although here Matthew has modified it because when Jesus' relatives 
come, his opponents are to be present as listeners, v. 46, and thus he cannot point to 
these listeners), 19:26, Luke 8:27-29, 30, 31, 5:21 - of the latter kind: Luke 5:18,19, 
Matthew 13:2, Luke 8:40, 45, 55, and others.

δ) It is easier to show that the others, where they are less verbose than Mark, have 
shortened the text rather than to demonstrate that Mark has expanded it. They have 
omitted what they undoubtedly had before them (see page 580, etc.). For example, 
Matthew 14:3 is a contraction of Mark 6:55-56 (when the sick were brought to Jesus, it 
is unlikely that they were asked to touch him, but the sick people who were placed in the 
streets where Jesus passed by may have desired to do so). The passage Matthew 
14:5-11 is also acknowledged to be an excerpt from Mark (compare Saunier, loc. cit., 
page 92). Incidentally, Matthew here again attributes the words of Mark 6:19 to a 
different subject, and instead of τόν Ιωάννην (John), he puts τον οχλον (the crowd) with 
no reason, changing it arbitrarily, as he also does in 14:12, 12:16, 21:41, 27:49 (The 
αφες ίδωμεν would have been too late after the εττότιζεν).
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ε) Our narratives on the first table are arranged in such a way that main and subordinate 
clauses, shell, and core, are clearly distinguished from each other. If even main clauses 
have undergone changes under the hands of the presenters, how could this not also 
have happened to subordinate clauses, regardless of the definiteness of their 
expression? However, it is inconceivable that Mark, drawing from the core of the 
narrative, would have used his diligence only to improve the form.

ζ) It is unthinkable that Mark, borrowing the core of the narrative, would have only 
focused on improving the form.

3. Therefore, the apparent additions that stand out in Mark's text cannot prevent us from 
considering the author as the author of the original gospel. Moreover, as we shall see 
shortly, this assumption is further justified by specific data.

Fourth Datum.

There are passages in which it is quite irrefutably evident that Matthew and Luke had 
before them no other text than that formed by Mark of the narrative passages recorded 
in the first table.



1) We say, the text formed by Mark, - that is, not merely a Greek text, as he also would 
have had it, but that of which he himself is the author. And so the passages from which 
the date is to be proved will also be of a special kind. - We can state at once what 
characteristics they must have. Namely, we do not merely mean passages where the 
other speakers give the same expression as Mark, - for they could also have borrowed 
it from elsewhere, - nor merely those where Mark's text has the correct expression 
appropriate to the construction of the piece, - for Mark could here only have expressed 
an earlier text more purely, as this, however, is the result of our comparisons so far, - by 
which we mean passages in which it becomes clearer than in others that the form of the 
expression given by Matthew or Luke is conditioned by the text, which is not only found 
in Mark's Gospel alone, but, moreover, is also written according to Mark's peculiar 
manner. - We could cite many such passages, but we will content ourselves with only a 
few.

678

2) Such passages are

a) from Matthew: n. 10. ch. 9:14. τότε ττροςέρχονται - διατί ημείς κ. οί φαρισ. νηστενομεν 
πολλά κ. τ. λ. - How did Matthew come to this remark, which betrays a 
misunderstanding? Answer: He had moths before him, which, though they expressed 
the right thing, yet might easily be so misunderstood by him who wished to express 
himself according to his manner of writing. And where are these words? They are in 
Mark 2:18. 2:18. Mark here, after making a preliminary remark (wherewith comp. n. 36. 
Mark. 10:32. n. 9. 2:6.), writes after his manner: και έρχονται (viz. τινες absolute: one 
comes, as 2:3. 4:32. ειπον, 6:15. έρχονται κ. Τ. λ.). In the preface those were named to 
whose fast the ερχόμενοι referred. But now these very words of Mark might easily be 
put in the wrong connection, as if those , to whom reference was made, and whom the 
writer adduces with the remark: ησαν οί μαθητιά Ιωάνναν - νηστευοντες - as if these to 
έρχονται should be the subject (as Fritzsche's Commentary, e. Mark. p. 62 also falsely 
accuses the words). Just so the Matthean speaker asked the words to be understood. 
Therefore he also makes the disciples of John, who precede him in Mark, the coming 
ones and the questioners, and this all the better, because he can follow his habit of 
putting the definite subject to the verb. - His connection is not correct, and his text 
therefore not the original one. If the other correct, and therefore original, could cause 
the misunderstanding; should not this be the source of that? - Another passage! n. 42". 
Here it will not be doubted that the Auacoluth Mark. 11:32: άλλ' εάν είπωμεν-εφοβοΰντο 
τόν λαόν, is according to Mark's own style; comp. 14:49. άλλ' 'ίνα κ. τ. λ. But as the 
Matthean has corrected in this last place (Match. 26:56.); so in that he has changed



Mark's motte into the form: φοβούμεθα τον λοόν. Alone, though these words puff 
grammatically, they do not fit as speech. It is not psychologically probable that the 
speakers would have said: so we fear the people (another would be: so we must - fear). 
So the speaker only mends words. But the words he mends must remain, and the 
words which must remain are those which are pronounced according to Mark's diction. 
What follows from this ? - A similar passage with an anacoluth (after an aposiopesis ) is 
Mark. 7:11.12. Matthew's referent here again amends : 15:5. but melts Mark's words 
(7:12.) into an unnatural expression : ον μή τίμηση κ. τ. λ., as if the Pharisees had 
directly said: one should now no longer honour father and mother (cf. above p. 577.). 
Concerning another similar passage, where Matthew's text presupposes Mark's words, 
viz. Matth. 24:9. see above p. 377. and so it may be enough with those cited. -
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b) Passages from Luke: We have already noted above, p. 643, that if, according to 
Luke's introductory words, ch. 3:2. 3. the Baptist went by divine command to the place 
where he was to fulfil his function, the quotation from v. 4. is, if not inappropriate, 
nevertheless superfluous. It is one retained by Luke. In Mark (1:2.) it is in the proper 
place. Can it not be from Mark? It is from Mark, for the latter writes thus; comp. 13:34. - 
also precis: ώς άνθρωπος κ. τ. λ. (as here: ώς γεγραπται κ.τ.λ.).- η. 21. The passage 
Mark. 6:14-16. ηκονσε - την ακοήν Ίησοϋ - και ελεγον κ. τ. λ. is written according to 
Mark's spelling. The closer definition of τήν ακοήν is given by φανερόν γάρ v. 14. - v. 15. 
- προφητών. Then the ακούσας again joins the ήκουσε v. 14. Luk. 4:7 - 9. 
misunderstands this text. Mark had not said that Herod had heard all the judgments 
cited by him, the writer, so specifically, but only in general: Herod heard τήν άκοήν 
Ίησον, and met with others in his judgment. Luke, however, makes the intermediate 
remarks of the writer, which are here for the sake of explanation, on the object - heard 
by Herod; and the sentence, which is an analepsis of the writer, Mark v. 16, he develops 
from the intermediate remark, as if the words of Herod were formed out of what he 
heard. In doing so, however, he makes the mistake of including too much from the 
pretext, namely, also the judgments of 8, which did not belong to what is said to have 
caused Herod anxiety. So we see that Luke had before him a text as constructed and 
structured as that of Mark. - We must also draw attention to the fact that Luke, no less 
than Matthew, has tried to help the two passages of Mark (11:32. 14:49.) mentioned 
above (Luk. 20:6. 22:63.). - Another passage under consideration here, Luk 4:42, has 
already been referred to above, p. 602. And so let these remarks be enough.
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3) If we now add that the other Gospels do not contain any work that is arranged 
differently from the Gospel of Mark, what is the point of writing another original besides 
the Gospel of Mark? There is no telling what it would be that would require us to do so, 
if it were not the passages that Mark alone has. So let us now take these before us, and 
set up that date which cuts off several objections at once, - the following:

Fifth Datum.

The redactor of the Gospel of Matthew had the Gospel of Mark before him, including its 
entire content, i.e., also those sections that are unique to Mark (see p. 635).

1) The first of the passages to be mentioned here is Mark 7, 82 - 37. 7:32-37. The proof 
that Matthew's steward had the pericope before him, we take from the conclusion Matth. 
15:30. 81. This conclusion puts the Mark. 7:37. but by no means the latter presupposes 
the former". The words Mark v. 37. καλώς πάντα πεποίηκε - λαλεϊν have been changed 
into the words Matth, v. 31. ωςτε τους όχλους - βλέποντας. How 
so?

a) it cannot be denied that the verses Matth, v. 30. 31. are artificial, and have nothing 
natural about them, inasmuch as Jesus is said to await the blind and the lame, etc., on 
the mountain.
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ß) What, according to these verses, is supposed to have been the object of admiration, 
that the blind saw, the deaf heard, etc., and thus every sick person received restored to 
him the ability and sense which he needed, of the possibility of which one must already 
have been convinced when one sought Jesus' help! Something quite different and much 
more natural is the account Mark gives us that the double healing (the restitution of two 
powers) effected in a single person was admired.

y) The expression used by Matthew, in which, besides the healed infirmities, he 
expressly mentions the restored power: - sight in blindness, hearing in deafness, etc., is 
caused by Mark's text. - is caused by Mark's text, where this expression has meaning. 
For since it was praised that Jesus did more than one thing at the same time, it must of 
course be expressly mentioned what was done, and how the good done to one man 
was multiplied (which is different from saying of the lame, the blind, the deaf, etc., 
individually that they ceased to be so. Here is a prolixity which could be cancelled by the 
single: εθεραπευθησαν).



δ) That Mark first invented his concrete case of healing, and used for it those pleonastic 
words of Matthew, cannot seem probable to any one who is not prejudiced.

ε) The same performances, which according to Matthew are said to have been admired 
here, have already occurred in Matth. 12:15. 14:14. Why is the expression of admiration 
not so particularised there? The answer is because Matthew did not have such a text in 
Mark as here.

ζ) But why did the compiler of Matthew not exclude the specific narrative of Mark? If we 
look at his v. 30, we see that he asked for ample compensation. He has a great many 
such people who were thus healed, and at last

η) he had also to multiply their number, since, as we have seen above p. 569. he 
wished to apply the second feeding. So we can be sure enough that Matthew had 
Mark's account before him. - The second piece is Mark 8:22-26.

a) Mark himself could not miss it. Jesus, according to Mark 8:13 (Matth. 16:5), goes by 
ship to the other side. So a place had to be named where he landed or came to after 
landing. This place could not be Caesarea, but it had to be another. Mark says 8:22. 
έρχεται εις Βηθσαϊδάν (on the present tense comp. p. 669.);
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β) Matthew did not need to specify any further place after his v. 5. Alone

y) the words Mark, v. 13. άττήλθεν εις το πέραν (to which v. 22. refers back) and Matth, 
v. 5. καί ελβόντχ εις τό πέραν (by which the mention of Bcthsaida is rendered 
superfluous) relate to each other in such a way that one of the two writers must have 
changed the given text. Let us prove,

δ) that Matthew changed.

x) A gap can already be assumed between the two participles Matth. 16:5. and 13,

n) The first participle v. 5. έλθόντες, cannot be the right one. For the warning of Jesus, 
which the disciples interpreted as meaning that they should not buy bread in Herod's 
territory, originally stood quite indisputably only in such an account as preceded the 
landing. Fritzsche's commentary, however, wants to contrive an apologia for Matthew's 
text, namely thus: Jesus departed without the disciples to Magdala (Matth. 15:39.). Here



he is taken to task by the Pharisees, and then goes away 16:4. Then, as the disciples 
came to him afterwards (16:5.), he gives them the warning. But the help cannot be 
given to the textual interpolawr. For

aa) 15:39. it is not said that Jesus departed without the disciples, and from the ηλθεν 
this cannot be inferred (comp. 16:13.), and if it should be said (16:6:) that the disciples 
afterwards rejoined Jesus, without all doubt προς αυτόν would have been added to 
ελθόντες.

bb) How would it look if the disciples, who must have followed Jesus from the place of 
the miraculous feeding (15:39), were said to have forgotten to buy bread!

cc) Mark 8:13. άπήλθε and 15. διεστέλλετο stand side by side as main clauses, and v.
14. is only an explanatory interjection, with which no new pericope is to be begun. If, as 
that commentary would have it, a new one had been begun, the beginning would have 
been thus: "And when the disciples were come, Jesus saith unto them: Beware rc. But 
the disciples had forgotten to buy bread, and thought to themselves rc." The narrator 
would have begun with this sentence: the disciples had forgotten rc. if the words of 
Jesus to be recounted had referred to this circumstance, or had been prompted by it, 
which, however, is neither the case here, nor is it supposed to be. - It remains, 
therefore, that Jesus also, according to Matthew, as the sign was required, departs with 
the disciples at the same time (Matth. 16:4.), and to άπήλθε belongs είς το πέραν (as in 
Mark.), which Matth, here omits. Bor επελάθοντο λαβεΐν άρτους, however, Matthew 
artificially places that which is omitted, and writes: έλθόντες εις τδ πέραν οι μαθηταί.
Just leave out these words and you have Mark's text. Jesus warned on the ship's arth, 
and after the fishing on the other shore the first fact is a healing in the place where 
Jesus first comes, and not, as Matthew folder wants, that warning (transposed from him 
to the land). Matthew's speaker has deliberately omitted the fact of Bethsaida. - But we 
are not satisfied with this evidence; we want to solve another riddle - the riddle which 
many interpreters have already given up, or have allowed to be given up, without being 
able to solve it: - how is it that Matthew does not show one blind man at Jericho, but 
two, and sets two authors of the speech and action reported by the other narrators? 
Lightfoot suspected the combination of two stories, but he did not yet find the right one. 
Our passage puts us on the track of the one we are looking for. Matth has combined the 
blind man at Bethsaida with the blind man at Jericho, and so, if this is the case, it must 
follow that he had the pericope of Mark before him. But is this so probable? Let us prove 
at once that it is more than probable. For we have another case of this kind. Matthew 
did just this with o. 6. He combined the demoniac at Capernaum with the one at 
Gadara. The combination itself can be seen in the words that are put into the mouths of 
the two possessed ones at Gadara: Mark. 1: 24. τί ήμΐν και σοι - ήλθες απολέσαι ημάς =



Matth. 8:29. τί ήμΐν - ήλθες ώδε .... άπολέσμι ημάς. The compiler also has the 
combination of the blind in mind Matth. 9:27 - 31. With the words v. 27. compare 20:30.
- with 9:29. compare 20:34. from the story of Jericho. Then with 9:30. compare Mark 
8:26. from the story of Bethsaida.
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2) The cited and, as we firmly believe, established datum is very important. For what 
follows from it? Firstly, it follows that if the redactor of the Gospel of Matthew had the 
mentioned sections of Mark before him, the same sections would also have been before 
Luke, who intentionally omitted the sections from n. 22 to n. 27. Therefore, we must 
assume that all the sections contained in Mark's work were also before the other 
evangelists. But how should we proceed? Should we propose a Gospel of Mark before 
the Gospel of Mark itself, or, in other words, believe that Mark simply copied another 
work and enriched his copy with occasional words and phrases that he inserted into the 
subordinate clauses? Who could find this plausible? And how could we then attribute 
importance to the additions, which were mentioned earlier, if they were to be compared 
with the now discovered datum? (See p. 173.) — We have thus reached the point in our 
investigation where we can now state the final result of our research: Mark is the 
original evangelist. His work is the foundation upon which both Matthew's and Luke's 
Gospels are based. This work is not a copy of an oral original gospel; rather, it is an 
artificial composition. The fact that his compilations are less determined by historical 
connections than by preconceived general principles, even though they have assumed 
the appearance of a historical connection, can be explained by the fact that the author 
was not one of Jesus' immediate followers. A non-apostle authored this work, and what 
Matthew's Gospel expresses according to its type cannot be derived from this apostle of 
the same name due to this uniformity. Mark's work — this has simultaneously emerged 
as the main result — originally had no other plan and form than it has now, except for 
some interpolations. Whatever may still be brought forth against this to assert divergent 
views, we stand firm in our belief that our result is correct. But now — what about 
Matthew? The author of the part that his Gospel has in common with Mark's Gospel is 
not him; therefore, he must be the author of what is added to his work in that part. Now, 
one thing is clear: what is added to Matthew's Gospel in that part is sustained and 
supported by it. It is attached, interspersed, and assimilated to its individual materials, 
and apart from this connection, it has no independent support. Secondly, much of it 
coincides with what was enriched in the original gospel (Mark's Gospel) by Luke, and 
thus the question arises as to whether Matthew borrowed from Luke or Luke from 
Matthew. But the true relationship can be discovered through careful comparison and 
impartial examination. We assert the following as textual data.



Sixth Datum.
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What in Matthew's Gospel is similar or related to the interpolations of Luke is nowhere 
borrowed but from Luke.

1) If it can be shown

a) that Matthew is modelled on Luke in his connections,

b) that he even uses characteristic words of Luke, or

c) that he excludes pieces of the same spirit that blows in other representations that are 
peculiar to Luke,

d) that he has given the pieces a coherence and here and there an expression such as 
they could not have had originally and before his adaptation, while they have the 
original one in Luke; - thus, hopefully, the date will be taken to be founded. We now give

2) The proofs.

a) Matthew followed Luke. Of this there is proof 

a) the Sermon on the Mount,

Luke has it in the place which Matthew also presupposes for it (see above p. 624). 

n) Luke has first attached it to this One (p. 584.).

a) Luke's mountain speech is not the abbreviated one of Matthew, but conversely 
Matthew's is the expanded one of Luke,

aa) Some verses have the correct form only in Luke, e.g. Luk. 6:22. (comp. Is. 66:5.) 23. 
(comp. Nuui. 32:7.) 46.

bb) Luke's Sermon on the Mount is complete in itself. 6:24. is the most appropriate 
transition to the following: If you are attacked by enemies, it is better than being



flattered. But you must treat your enemies and everyone with love and gentleness, v.
27. is not an abbreviation of Matth. 5:21.28. 34. but cf. Luk. 12:4.
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cc) In Matthew's mountain speech, parts of the speech that are formed for a completely 
different context are gathered together, e.g. Matth. 5:23-26. (cf. Luk. 12:58.) 28 - 30. (cf. 
Mark. 9:43. f.). Since Matth. 6:1 - 34. is all intercalation, it explains how the speech 
behind, 7:1. 2. f. as in Luke, comes back to the social duties. 7:1. follows on from 5:44. 
7:7 -11. is visibly turned on. (Comp. Luk. 6:30. the compiler comments on the όίδόναι 
with 7:6. and on the αϊτεΐν with Matth, v. 7 - 11.) 15 - 20. is intercalation. 5:23 - 26. 
alludes toLuke 12:56 -13:5. "Even when thou (like those Galileans) art already at the 
altar of sacrifice, fail not to make up with thine adversary, lest afterwards it be too late. 
(This is the advice given to the Jews against the Romans in Luke).

ß) In n. 1. Luke first made the enlargement, by substituting for Mark. 1:6. the zealous 
discourse of John, Luk. 3:7-15. 17. 18. and now, according to his method, omitting that. 
If he had taken from Matthew, he would also have excluded Matt. 3:4.

b) Matthew changed the passages of Luke and put them into a different - not correct - 
context. Thus

a) Matth. 8:5 - 11. shortened (p. 628.). The appended v. 11. 12. is from Luk. 13:28. 29.

ß) Matth. 8:19 - 22. (Luk. 9:57 - 60.) does not belong to this passage (p. 620.). v. 22. is 
only explained by Luk. 9:53.

y) In n. 20. Matth. 10:10. (more properly Luk. 10:7. comp. p. 357. f.) 12. (more properly 
Luk. 10:5. comp. Matth. 10:13.) v. 26 - 28. is the Urn- formedof Luk. 12:3. (Matthew 
puts: ο λέγω, ο ακούετε because Jesus is to speak as the sender. In Luke Jesus wants 
to say that the disciples should speak the same way, and remain true to their 
convictions, and this in contrast to the Pharisees - hypocrites; compare Luk 12:1.) - v. 
20. is more correctly Luk 12:6. for only there 7x has meaning. - v. 35. the expression 
διχάσαι is too strong (comp. Luk. 12:51.) and changed by the compiler (comp. Matth. 
5:17.) - v. 37. 38. άξιός μου is reshaping Luk. 14:26. 27. on v. 40 - 42. comp. Luk. 10:16. 
the compiler has here put expressive words, as 7:21. f. instead of Luk. 6:46.
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δ) Matth. 11:12 -15. does not belong to the piece and does not fit v. 10. - v. 20-27. from 
Luk. 10:13 —15. For Matth, -r. 21. is rather an exclamation in the middle of the speech, 
fitting afterwords, like Luk. 10:12., and also Matthew, in order to put the words here, 
must make a preliminary 11:20. τότε κ. τ. λ.. Also, in the context of Luke, in the case of a 
sending forth which Jesus proposes to do, the reference might well be to cities which 
proved recalcitrant against the exhortation to amend. In Matthew's text, however, where 
it is said that the age finds fault with every teacher, they are less fitting. Matth. 11:25 - 
27. is only in Luke in a natural context,

ε) About n. 14. Matth. 12:39 - 45. cf. p. 452. f. Luke first introduced this piece into the 
type (see p. 574.). The Matthaean compiler both retains that omitted by Luke, and takes 
up that exchanged from Luke. Jesus here calls himself a sign for his time, whose 
disregard would result in ruin, just as Jonah was to be a sign for the Ninevites. - The 
explanation of Matth. 12:40. is in the most crying contradiction with the text. -

ζ) n. 32. Matth. 18:10-20. Because the compiler found these verses in the "context" 
which they have in Luke, (Luk. 15:1. f.), he also copied 18:11. from Luk. 19:10. (from 
Zacchaeus ). In Matth, v. 12.13. Luk. 15:4 - 6. is modisicised. Likewise Matth, v. 14. Luk. 
15:10. Instead of the sinner who is a sinner, Matthaeus puts ενα των - τούτων, and 
modifies the inference. He only wants it to be inferred from the parable that God does 
not want even the most gtting Christian to be lost, and thus departs from the original, 
θέλημα έμπροσθεν Reproduction of Luk. 15:10. χαρά ενώπιον. - Matth, v. 15 - 22. the 
reception of sinners is commended, because God also receives them. But comp. Luk. 
17:3. these shorter words Matth, comments. To εάν δέ - ό αδελφός σου he adds (Matth. 
18:15.) other things from the late circumstances of the Christian churches (as 7:22. and 
23:9. .10.) and 16-20. is a supplement to them. From v. 21. we see that he had the 
verse Luk. 17:3. before him; for in that he now comes to the words καί εάν-αύτω, Peter 
is to come forth with his question (Matth, v. 21.) to make the transition. But after v. 16 
Peter's question does not even fit. First there is to be an amicable admonition, then it is 
said what is to happen if the έλέγχειν does not help at all (there is no mention of its 
being repeated). If an instruction had been necessary against the too early exclusion, it 
should have been given before v. 16. If, however, the text was primarily concerned with 
making it obligatory to forgive many times, Matth, v. 16-21, shows itself all the more 
clearly as an intended anticipation. Matthäus formed v. 22 differently, because he 
connected the piece differently. (Matthew also formed other sentences in this way, e. g. 
16:11.12. - Mark 8:21. Matth. 5:16. 7:12. -  Luk. 13:25. Matth. 10:17. 24:42: and others).
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η) n. 49. The appendices are from Luke, only here and there the expressions changed, 
e. g. Matth. 24:39. (comp. 24:3.) v. 28. is more properly in Luke as an answer to a 
question. - v. 40. is from a different context and v. 45-51. is almost entirely the same as 
Luk 12:40 - 46. Whence the question Matth, v. 45.? see Luk. 12:41. (Incidentally: it is to 
be read κατέστησε, not καταστήσει). With 25:14 - 30. compare Luk 19:11 - 28. literally 
Matth, v. 24 - 29. - Luk 19:20 - 26. Matthaeus has only woven the simile into another 
context. Instead of the departing prince, another lord is placed; the reward of the 
servants is also changed; the kingdom taken possession of is replaced by the banquet 
of joy. Previously it is historically noted what each servant did with the talent - (Matthew 
spelling v. 11. and 20. v. 19. compare 18:24. 25.) instead of the ten servants, servants in 
general, because the number ten had already occurred 25:1. - But v. 22. 23. the έττί - 
καταστήσω is not so natural as the setting over cities in Luke, especially as the only 
excellent reward is only the admission to the banquet, which then has its correlate in the 
exclusion of the slothful servant. But now it can also be explained how the interpolator 
was led to make these appendices. At first the verses Luk 21:34. 35. reminded him of 
the contemporaries of Noah. Hence the first appendix Matth. 24:37. 39. 41. Then Mark. 
13:35. to Luk. 12:39. f. Hence the second appendix 24:43-51. The same pericope 
begins in Luke with Luk. 12:35. Hence is attached Matth. 25:1-13. third appendix. At last 
the Mark. 13:34. mentioned άττόδημος Matth. 25:14 - 30. is confounded with the 
travelling prince (Luk. 19:11. f.), fourth appendix. But because Matthew here changes 
the narrative of the prince given by Luke and omits circumstances, he gives substitute 
22:2 -14. Here he introduces the king's son Matth. 22:2. = Luk. 14:17. - 22:5.= Luk.
14:18 - 21. Matth, v. 7. = Luk. 14:21.. Match, v. 9. = Luk. 14:21.23. Matth, v. 7. = Luk. 
19:27. -

689

Θ) About Matth. 23:13. 23 - 39. see above S- 365. f. The address to the Pharisees is 
from Luke, but the one to the scribes, which is separated from it there, has been mixed 
with it. The address to the Pharisees, taken from the apocryphal book σοφία Luk. 11:49 
(which is probably the original - cf. Jerem. 25:3.4.7.11.26:5.6. 2 Maccab. 1-13. Luk. 
13:35. written by Jeremias before the destruction of the first temple, contained a 
warning and punitive speech of the σοφία to the nation enlh, with threats that the temple 
would be laid waste because of the murder last committed on Zacharias) are revised in 
Matth, v. 34. (comp. 20:19. 10:17.). Parenthetically: the sense of the passage is: I send 
you prophets, that, when ye kill these, all the blood which was before cruelly shed from 
the first, except the last murder, may be required of you. These are the words of Sophia. 
These are followed by Luk. v. 51. ναι λέγω κ. τ. λ., the words of Jesus. Matth. 23:37 - 
39. are still words of Sophia from that apocr. Book cited at Luk. 13:34. -



c) Matthew has characteristic words from Luke. Matth. 9:37. 38. δεήθητε (Luk. 10:5. 6. 
The words also only fit in Luke's place, as Jesus had already sent forth labourers, 
though few, the Twelve namely). Matth. 11:8. τί-ιδού but to Luk. 7:25. comp. Act. 5:9. 
then Matth, v. 9. ναι λέγω υμϊν, but to Luk. 7:26. comp. 11:51. 12:5. (In Matthew the ναι 
occurs only in the answer 13:51. 9:28. 15:27. 17:24. 21:16. , not as here, except in 
passages which are from Luke, e.g. 11:25. (Luk. 10:21.), for Luk. 11:51. puts Matth, 
άμήν 23:36. - Matth. 8:21. (Luk. 9:59.) έτερος. It is in Matthew Only in the passages 
which he has from Luke, e.g. Matth. 6:24. 11:3. (LQox Luk. 7:9. is not the correct 
reading). 12:45.16:14. - In the passage 15:'30. it has cod. L. not, and 21:30. is to be 
read δευτερω. - Matth. 24:33. αχρι ης ημέρας, comp. Luk. 1:20. Act. 1:21. 3:21. 23:1. 
26:22. 13:12. 6) The pieces recorded by Matthew belong only in the Gospel of Luke, 
because they are connected with other peculiar representations of that writer, and are of 
the same spirit.
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a) The Sermon on the Mount, a speech to the poor, cf. 7:22. 16:19. cf. 6:24. cf. 16:25.

ß) Matth. 8:5 -12. of the centurion's servant, cf. Luk. 4. 27. This also explains the 
expression Matth. 8:10. Where Luk. 4:25. speaks of a widow who is distinguished above 
others, the story of the widow of Nain Luk. 7:11 -17. is also connected with this piece. 
These pieces are the work of one author and belong together. Similar humble 
confessions, like that of the centurion here, see Luk 1:38. 51. 52. 5:8. 18:13. 14. By the 
way, compare p. 599. n. 14. has the same spirit in the form of Luke as the piece about 
the sending of the seventy. Matth. 12:27. has the same expression in Luke as Luk.
10:13. 14. 11:31. 32. - After these references we will compare the copies of the story of 
the visitation. It is cited as proof that Luke had Matthew in mind, and - improved upon it. 
But if the more natural is the original, - for the inventor, who wanted to insert a doctrine 
into the narrative, will not have wanted to put anything monstrous under the doctrine as 
a foil, - then I cannot agree with that view.

a) According to Matthew, Jesus is also abducted from the desert. In Luke's account, 
however, the acts of temptation follow one another in such a way that they are at the 
same time the movement on the journey. This is more natural than being moved back 
and forth in the air.

ß) Matthew changes the position in order to bring together the two "are you the Son of 
God". The second act has a natural beginning in Luke's account. The lack that Jesus 
suffered gives the tempter the opportunity to show him all fullness and splendour.



γ) The ending is also more fitting. After the futile intermediate act, the tempter comes 
back to the fact that Jesus, after having rejected worldly glory, is to test his Son of God 
once more. - The fact that Luke has some additions which Matthew does not (as Luke v. 
5-7) is not conclusive in our view as long as it cannot be shown that Matthew, if he had 
Luke's account before him, would also have had to copy his words. - So we have seen 
that Matthew was familiar with Luke's texts. Since this is the case, we are not at all 
surprised that in Matthew's common narrative passages we sometimes hear hints of 
Luke's words, as has been pointed out above in Dat. 7. (E.g. in n. 22. Matth. 14:14." He 
healed their sick." Luke could well have said this, since he has Jesus travelling on foot. 
But where, if Jesus departed by ship, and the people hurried before him, as Matthew 
tells with Mark, the sick should have come from, that would be difficult to see.) But it 
now follows from our date still more.
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2) He is also not the author of what Matthew adds to the original. We find mere textual 
distortions, dislocations of the parts of speech from their original position. The material 
he inserted into the Gospel consists of fragments of torn pericopes and is separated 
from its context. This material, if it were not borrowed from Luke, would have to be 
borrowed from another work, but always from a historical work similar to that of the first 
table. What in Matthew might have the reputation of being the λόγια, which Papias 
mentions as the compositions of Matthew, did not exist in itself. - The Sermon on the 
Mount did not exist by itself, but was composed of fragments of narrative pieces. But 
where else should the alleged λόγια be? Shall we look for them in another work of 
Matthew, which would have been the promiuarium both for Luke and for our compiler? 
But how could the compilation, which must have been much less exact and more 
careful than that of Luke, have obtained the reputation of being the work of Matthew? 
But what is most important, if we are to finger such a common source for the compiler 
and Luke, it would have to be something more and contain more than mere λόγια. To 
presuppose a pre-Matthew before the author of our Gospel of Matthew causes us 
nothing. But the editor of our Gospel of Matthew had no part in the writing of the 
original, nor in the additions which he inserted into it. - Nothing comes from him but the 
compilation and amalgam of various works. Should such a compiler have been the 
apostle Matthew? We can never believe this, and so we completely lose the authenticity 
of the first Gospel. In expressing our opinion, we fear so little the reproach that we have 
judged prematurely, that we rather believe that we have first brought the critical question 
about Matthew to a decision. Besides, we remind you that, even if Matthew's Gospel 
were not unimpeachable, there could be no question of a Greek translator of Matthew, 
although some speak of him as if he were the most real person in the world.
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a) the basis of Matthew is the Greek original Gospel, i.e. the Scriptures of Mark, 
because

β) the compiler of Matthew has added to this work other things from Luke, and that 
which was taken from Luke has been so altered as was necessary to bring about the 
amalgamation of the same with the original writing; and

γ) the same compiler has also made changes to the pericopes of the original, 
sometimes intentionally, sometimes unintentionally. Finally, a datum.

Seventh Datum.

The Matthaean interpolator and Luke did not copy the original scripture into which they 
interpolated while they were doing this from memory, but had it before their eyes.

1) The proof is briefly as follows:

a) Luke has methodically changed - by transpositions, omissions and simplifications, but 
in both places, - where he takes away, and where he interposes, he resumes the 
interrupted text with the original writing. He would not have been able to weigh the 
sentences against each other if he had not had his normal text in front of him. As we 
have seen, he tried to bring the common pieces into harmony with those he used for the 
type. He has inserted definiteness into the sentences without disturbing their original 
construction; he has made comparisons between what was written and what he himself 
wanted to write. How could he have done this if he had not had the text, which was his 
guide, vividly before him? One must think the same of the Matthaean compiler. He may 
have reproduced some parts of the common narratives from memory with his own 
thoughts or words mixed in, as it happened when he was writing. But since he often 
artificially added other parts to the text, and also tied the separate ends together again 
after rich supplements, restoring the nexus through small modifications of the given, he 
must have been able to follow the sentences of the original script with his eyes. One 
must assume, therefore, that they copied the Gospel of Mark, which they had before 
them, in order to add other materials to it.
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2) If the question were to be raised why did the Matthaean binder, if he had Luke before 
him at the same time, not also include his materials in the manner of the original, as 
Luke had done? the answer would be that he did not want to do what he would then 
have had to do, namely, to copy Luke completely. But if one looks at the way he 
proceeded, the answer can be even more definite. The binder was in possession of the 
Gospel of Mark before he heard of Luke's writing, or he knew it as the older work and 
knew that Luke had only made additions to this work. He therefore inserted what he had 
to insert into his original writing as he had it in his hands, and proceeded to augment the 
speeches of Jesus occurring in it with similar speeches, or to make their importance 
more noticeable by placing such speeches next to them - according to a method similar 
to that which we find in the apologetic writings of the Church Fathers, e.g. of Justin, 
Clementine, and others. This is a method similar to that used in the apologetic writings 
of the Church Fathers (e.g. Justin, Clement, Tertullian), in which, citing words of Jesus 
from the Gospels, they explain one passage by means of another, similar one. One can 
also see that Matthew, if he had such a plan, and his textual translations developed in 
such a way, did not need to include the entire apparatus that Luke offered him.

3) The third point has been discussed, and the content of the synopsis has been 
exhausted. We conclude our work with the assurance that, after honest research and 
strenuous diligence, we have not been able to find anything else to explain the 
much-discussed phenomenon than what has been presented with its reasons in this 
paper, through which we have sought to win the applause of unpartisan truth 
researchers.


