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PART 1 The Q Source:

A Hypothesis to #ccount for the Non-Margsn Materisl Common to

and L Parsllel Sermon

There are two sccounts in the Gospels of the discourse given by
our Lord in the earlier part of his Galileen ministry. The longer one
conteins 110 verses and is recorded in Matthew 5:1-7:27; the shorter

contains 30 verses and is found in luke 6:20-49. The cther twe ‘%angel-

ists have preserved no record of this discourse, elthough Msrk hes &
few parallels to the Sermon as given by Matthew end Luke.

In regard to the composition of the subject matier, the Sermon can
be classified ss follows:

1. Meteriel common to Matthew and Luke in thelr respective dis-
courses.

2. Meterial common to Matthew and Luke, but pleced by the latter
in another context.

3. Materiel peculiar to Matthew or Luke.

4. Meterisl parslleled in Mark.

5. Msterial paralleled by the same evangelist in another context.

It is our purpose in the first end second parts of this paper to
consider the subject matter common to Matthew and Luke in their respec-
tive discourses in the context of the Q hypothesis. Cur mein interest
lies in the formal characteristics of this parallel meterial and not
in an exegetical treatment of the seme. As we shall see, the question

of the source behind the non-Mergan meterial common to Mstthew and
. ~p,
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Luke goes beyond the scope of the discourses under consideration, but
we shall always keep them in mind.

Two besic assumptions of modern New Testement schelarship are teken
for grented, at least for the time being, (1) that Mark was the first
of our ’golp.ll and that it was used by Matthew end lLuke, perhaps in &
form 8 little different from the extant work (this may eccount for the
egreements of Matthew snd Luke against Mark); (2) thet neither Matthew
nor Luke mede use of each other's gospel. In the last part of our
study we shall consider the present-day challenge to the last assump-
tion and the implications it has for study.

Taking these things for grented, the first question that comes to
our minds is: Hew are we to explain the non-Marcan meterisl which i»s
common to Matthew and Luke? The problem is considered in the largest
coentext, for it is the same for the relatioh-hip of the common Matthew
and Luke discourses es for all the parallel material in beth Gospels.

Presumably, the hypothesis of a common oral tradition coculd be
edvenced as a possible solution te the problem. This is not to be dis-
carded without further ado, if we tske into considerstion the retentive-
ness of Eestern memories and the prominence given to memory training
in Oriental education. A common eral tradition could account for
the remerkable divergence between some of the parallel pssseges. On
cleser exsmination this theory falls short of explaining the facts.

On the one hand, it cennot explain the almost word by word cerres-
pondence in a number of parellel passages. Furthermore, the freedom
with which Metthew snd Luke handled the material thet they took over

from Mark, rephresing it end meking changes in tense, gender, number,
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cese, and otherwise, goes a long waey to explain the differences be-
tween the parallel passages. Both these points argue for e common
source behind the parallel non-Marcean passages of Matthew and Luke.

Ancther factor that strengthens the documentary hypothesis is
the fact thet "where Mstthew and Luke disagree as to order after a
period of agreement the divergence is not generally marked by inex-
sctness of paralloli-m.l

Dependence on orel tradition would lead us to expect more diver-
gencies. For example, Matthew 6:22-23 is psrallel to Luke 11:34-35.
The next vérse in Matthew is pleced by Luke in 16:13, an entirely
different context, yet except for the word o:kt’hs the twe verses
have exact correspondence in word and erder. Other ceses thst pre-
sent the same striking fact, i.e., divergence in order but exactness
of parcsllelism, are the follewing: (1) Mt. 11:25-27 // Lk. 10:21-22;
(2) Mt. 12:43-45 // Lk. 11:24=26; (3) Mt. 23:37-39 // Lk. 13:34-35.2

All these factors show thet undoubtedly the most plausible explen-
ation ef the parallel non-Marcan passages in Matthew and Luke is the
one that pestulates that the evangelists had these materials in docu-
mentery form before them. This is the generzlly accepted position
among sghglars.j

1 Horace Marriott, The Sermon on the Mounty (Lendon: Society
for Promoting Christian Knewledge, 1925), p. 5.

2 Ibia.
5 Adolf Harnack, The Sayings of Jesus: The Second Source of St.
Matthew end St. Luke (London: Williems and Nergate, 1908), passim.

Marriott, ep. cit., pp. 1-12. Frederick C. Grant, The Gospels:
Their Origin and Growth (New York: Harper & Brothers, 1957), Chaptsr
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Whether the subject metter thet the evangelists have in common
was before them in a single document or several is anecther mattier.

The great divergence in erder between Matthew end Luke and the gppe-
rently disconnected nature of much of the contents of the material
argue for a derivetion from & number of scurces rather than from e
single document. Heowever, a satisfactery explanation can be advanced
to account for the differences in erder assuming a single document
as the original source.

For one thing, the fact thet this meterial consisis mainly in
sayings of Jesus may account for its disconnected character. It is
also less probable that the evangelists would use several sources in
commen than that they weuld employ one common seurce. Moreover, it is
reasonable to assume that several independent sources would everlap
each other and that some sayings would be repeated three or more times.
Yet there is only one triplet found in Matthew and Luke. It is the
short saying, "He that hath oar-‘to heer, let him hear," which ¢ceurs
three times in Matthew (11:5; 15:9, 45). And finally, while "it wmey
not be peswible to find any charascteristic expressions rumning throeugh
the whole of this nen~Marcan matter, yet it seems to have a certain
unity of style and subject matter, and behind all the divergencies of
order there can be discevered a certain original unity of arrangement?l

On the cogency of these arguments scholars in general have
reached the conclusion that s single common source underlies the non-

Marcan paterisl common to Metthew end Luke.. This document has been

1 Maerriott, The Sermon on the Mount, p. 90.
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given the hypotheticel name of "Q" from German word "Quelle” er source.
This conclusion does not preclude the possibility that Mstthew and
Luke may have used different recensions of the sems document.

The Order of Q. Once it has been esteblished thet a common docu-~

ment underlies the parsllel nen-Mercan meterial in Maetthew and Luie,
the follewing questions come te the fore: What was the erder of this
document? Whet was its content? What were its mein characteristics?
In the next three sections we shall consider these three questions
successively.

As to the order ;n whioch this document eoriginally existed, both
the Hatthogn and the luken sequence have been affirmed. Harnack at
the beginning of the century eould write:

A Prom the discourse to the disciples (i.e. the subject-matter

r'in St. Matt.X.), end from the fact that in the firet gospel the
section 33 /Matt. 23:4, 13, 23, 25, 27, 29, 30-32, 34-36 // Lk.
11:46, 52, 42, 39, 44, 47-5275and 43 /Matt. 23:37-39 // Lk. 233
54-}57 as well as sections 56 [iatt. 24:26, 27, 28, 37-41 //
Lk. 18:23, 24, 37, 26, 27, 34, 35/ end 37 /Matt. 24:43-51 //
Lk. 12:39, 40/ are cerrectly given in juxtaposition, we conclude
thet St. Metthew hes preserved the order of the source more

4 feithfully than St. Luke.l

4And in enother plece he adds:

In St. Luke it / Q_/ exists, split up and dispersed
throughout the gospel in subservience to the histerical marra-
tive; in St. Matthew it was treated in momw conservative.spirit...
In mest skilful fashion...the first evengelist has made his
compllation of discourses subservient tc his ewn special inter-
est in the Christian community, while St. Luke, whe has much
more frequently altered the wording of his source, hes never-
theless kept so closely to it in essential points that its

erigigal character is more clearly perceived in his repreduc-
tien.

Other scheolers, however, heve not been impressed by Harnsck's

I

Harnack, gp. eit., p. 180.
2

Ibid., pp. 251-252.
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findings, end after exemining the evidence, heve resched entirely
different conclusions. Marriett affirms that the erder of Q as it
appears in Matthew is not to be trusted due te the Matthean habit of
transposition end conflation fer purpeses of toplcel arrangement. The
Lukan order, on the ether hand, is more relisble. Luke, on the whels,
follows that Marcan erder and when he dreps it, he picks it up later.
This same msnner of hendling the meterials is evident in his treat-
ment of Q.1

Streeter finds that Matthew snd Luke egree et many peints in
regard to the order of Q. Yet he concludes that if

we consider (1) Matthew's proved habit of piling up discourses

compacted frem Merk, Q and M; (2) the fact thet seyings like

"Blessed sre your eyes," Mt. 13:16-17, concerning effenses,

Mt. 18:7--being imbedded in extracts from Mark--camnot pes-

sibly be in their original context as they oeccur in Mstthew,

the presumption is plainly in favour of the view that Luke's
order is the mere original. 2

A similer conclusion has been reached by Frederick C. Grant.
He follews Luke's erder in his recenstruction of Q and generally pre-~
fers the Lukesn wording over against Matthew's. In respect to the
Lukken wording, he says the follewing:

The conclusion has steadily grown stronger, as we have
studied the use which Matthew and Luke msde of Mark, that
Luke as a rule (te which there are, of course, certsin eb-
vious exceptions) exercises far greater care in folléwing
the exact wording ef his sources in relating to the words
of our Lord. This is not true of their setting, which he
often enough rewrites. But the sayings of Jesus he alters far
less, to say the least, than he dees the narrative... Matthew,
on the other hand, does not scruple to intreduce later exe-

1
Marrioett, op. cit., pp. 13-20.

2
Burnett Hillmen Streeter, The Four Gospels (New York: The Mac-
millan Company, 1925), p. 275,




gesis into the very formulstion of Jesus' word. I prefer,
therefore, to follew Luke's wording of Q wherever possible.

FProm our study of several Luksn pessages, it seems to us that
Marriott, Streeter, and Grant have the better argument.
Coptent and Structure of Q. The following is the recenstructien
of Q made by Grant.2 It follows the Lukan erder. Passages in square
brackets are assigned te Q with uncertainty by the author. There are
a total of ca. 242 verses and parts of verses, counting 14:11 = 18:14
but once. Streeter in his reconstruction is mere inclusive than Grant,
assigning 272 unbracketed verses to Q.7 He alsc includes the baptism
account in Q, which both Hernack and Grant reject.4
The Content and Structure of Q
The Ministry and Message of John the Baptizer.
Luke 3: 1257, 3a, 7b~9 John's preaching of repentance
(ef. Matt. 3:16,17) Jehn's predictien of the coming
Judge (cf. Matt. 3:11, 12).

The Ordeal of the Messiah.
431b-12 The Temptation (of. Matt. 4:1-11).

Jesus' Public Teaching
6:20-49 The Sermen on the Plain (or Mountain, of. Matt.
5;5-;%, 39-48; 7:12, 1-5, 16-27; 10:24, 25; 12:133-35;
15:14 ).

The Respense to Jesus' Presching.
7:2, 6b-10 The centurion's faith (¢f. Matt. 8:5-13).
7:18b, 19, 22-28, 31-35 John's emissarise; Jeeus' word
about John (ef. Matt. 11:2-6, 7-19).
9:57b-60, 61, 62 Various follewers (cf. Mett. 8:19-22)

Thf Mission of the Twelve.
10:1-16 The missien of the disciples (cf. Matt. 9:37, 38;
lo: 7-16) 40; 11321"25 )o
Grent, op. cit., p. 58.
2 Ibid., pp. 60-61.
5 Streeter, op. cit., p. 291.

Harnack, ep. cit., p. 254. Grant, op. cit., pp. 56-58.



/10:17b-20 The return of the Twelve./
10:21b-24 The rejeicing of Jesus (cf. Matt. 11325-27;
15: 16'17 )o

Jesus' Teaching About Prayer.
11:2-4 The Lerd's Prayer (cf. Mett. 6:9-13).
Z%l:ﬁ-& The psrable of the friend at nidnigh§7.
11:9-13 Censtancy in preyer (cf. Matt. T:7-11).

The Controversy with Scribes and Pharisees.
11:14-23 The charge eof collusion with Beelzebul
(ef. Matt. 12:22-30).
11:24-26 The story of the unclean spirit (cf. Matt.
12:43-45).
11:29b-32 The warning contained in the "sign of Jensh"
(ef. Matt. 12:38-42).
11:33-36 Jesus' saying about light (ecf. Matt. 5:15;
6122,23).
11:39b, 42, 43, [E§7, 46-52 The controversy with the
Scribes and Pharisees (cf. Matt. 23:4-36).

Jesus' Teaching about Discipleship: the Duties of Disciples

when Persecuted.
12:2-12 The testimony ef disciples smong adversaries
(of. Matt. 10:26-33; 12:32; 10:19, 20).
12:22-31 On freedom from care (cf. Matt. 6:25-33).
12:33b, 34 On tressure (of. Matt. 6:19-21).
12:39, 40, 42-46 Three parables en watchfulness
(cf. Mett. 24143-51a).
12:49-53 Messisnic division (cf. Mett. 10:34-36).
/[12:54-56 Signe of the times (cf. Matt. 16:2, 3)./
12:57-59 The duty of speedy reconciliatioen (cf. Matt.
5325, 26). ‘
153:18-21 The parable of the mustard seed and the lea-
ven: the steady growth eof the Kingdom despite eppeositien
(cf. Matt. 13:31-33).

v/é5924-29) The narrow way (of. Matt. 7313, l4; 7:22, 23;
$11, 12).
13:34, 35 The fate of Jerusalem (cf. Matt. 23157-39)
14:11 = 18:14 On self-exaltation
14:1%—25 The parable of the grest supper (cf. Matt. 22:
1‘10 .
14:26, 27 On hating ocne's next of kin, end on bearing
the cross (ef. Matt. 10:37, 38).
14:34, 35 The saying on salt (cf. Matt. 5:13).
}534;§ The parable of the lost sheep. (cf. Matt. 18:
2-14).

/15:8-10 The parcble of the lost coin./
16:13 On serving two mesters (cf. Matt. 6:24).

Sayings about the Law
16:16-18 The Law and the Prophets until John; on
divorce (cf. Matt. 11:12, 13; 5:18, 32).7
17:1, 2 On offenses (cf. Mett. 18:6, 7).



17:3, 4 On forgiveness (cf. Mett. 18:15, 21, 22).
17:6 On faith (cf. Matt. 17:20b).

The Coming Parocusia
17:23, 24, 26-30, 34, 35, 37b The Parousia (cf.
Matt. 24:26-28, 37-39; 10:39; 24:40 f., 28).
19:12, 13, 15b-26 The parable of the entrusted
talents (cf. Matt. 25:14-30).
/[22:28-30 The apostles' thrones (cf. Matt. 19:28).7

Characteristics of Q. This is not the place to give a detalled

study of the nature of Q but some general remarks concerning the char-
acteristics of this document are in order. A glance et the reconstruc-
tion given sbove will bring out the following points:

(1) Q is largely a collection of the teachings of our Lord. Har-
nack in his reconstruction found "seven narrstives, eleven (twelve)
parables (and similes), thirteen groups of seyings, and twenty-seven
single sayings of smaller or greater 1ength.“1 The preponderance of
teaching over narration is obvious.

(2) G a8 & whole dealt with discipleship--the duties and respons-
ibilities of Jesus' disciples. The document presents at the beginning
the ministry of John the Baptist and the temptations of Jesus, and
later a section is devoted to the controversies with the Pharisees,
but almost the rest of it is devoted to a presentstion of Jesus' teach-
ings to his disciples. "This is exactly what we should expect it to
contain,” says Grant, "if it was the kind of document and wes compiled
for the purposes we sssume. It was a guide to the catéchiaﬁs, a
manual for the newly converted, a statememt of the Christian way of
l1ife--g heandbook of 'the Way'! It is not, as used tc be held, =

! Harnack, ep. cit., p. 163.
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tract for missionary use; instead, its purpose was mainly catecheti-
cal."

(3) The arrangement of ¢ is generally not chronolegical but ac-
cording to subject matter, except in the introduction and in the
group of eschatological discourses at the clese. "The choice of mate-
rial and its arrangement,“ says Harnack, "were determined by the
needs of Christien teaching--~more especislly of etiical teaching--
though by no means exclusively, for in his sayings and discourses
the relstion of Jesus to all powers in heaven and earth comes to ex-
pression. "2

(4) Q did not contain a passion narrative. In erder to explain
thie unique cherecteristic of (, Streeter advsnces the follewing
argument :

T The Passion end its redemptive significence could a

readily be teught in eoral tredition. But ethical teaching

implies detailed instruction which sooner or later necessi~

tates & written document. OSuch a document is found in the
Didache, which obviocusly presupposes & general knowledge of

the central facts of the Christian story. Similerly Q was
probebly written to supplement en ersal tradition.> -l

From the fect that the Parcueis tekes en important plece at the
end of Q, Streeter puts ferth the argument, which he considers less
weighty than the former, thst while for Peul the center of the Gespel
wae the Cross of Christ, for the other apostles it was the Parousia.
For the latter the crucifixion wes a greast difficulty, as Peter's
speeches in Acts emply testify. This could sccount for the absence
of a passion narrative in Q.“

1 .Ok, OD. cit,, Ppe 61-
2 @ e
vy p- 228-

> Streeter, op. cit., p.- 292.
Ibid.
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(5) A final point, which is not cbvious from a perusal of the
outline of G, is the fact the Q passages, as they eppear in Matthew
and Luke respectively, have verying degrees of correspondence, namely,
(a) those where the agreement is clese, elmost verbetim; (b) those
where differences sre more numercus but show general egreement in mean-
ing; (o) those where differences are so great thst it is seriocusly
doubted whether they can be assigned to (. Harneck deesls separately
with eeach uategory.l

This brings us down to a consideration of the Q hypothesis in the
context ef the parsllel discourses of Matthew and Luke in their res-

pective sermons (Matthew's on the Mount; Luke's on the Plain.)

PART 11 C ar 2 0
of the Parallel Discourses by Matthew snd Luke in their Respective
Sermons

(Matthew's on the Mount and Luke's en the Plain)

Our study has consisted in a cereful comparison of the Lukan ver-
sion of the Sermon end its parsllel passeges in Matthew. We have not
considered, on scecount of the limitaticns ef time, the pesssges that
Matthew puts in his Sermen and Luke places in other centexts. We have
not been sble either to consider, except in a generel way, the question
as to which readings are the more original. Our main purpese has been
to determine the degree and nature of the correspondence between the
two pearallel discourses. The results of our study are given in the
tsble below.

1 Harnack, op. cit., passim.
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From this study the following fects come out:

(1) Of the 30 verses of Luke, 21-2/% are paralleled in 28-1/2
verses in Matthew.

(2) The 21-2/3 versee of Luke contein a totel of 418 werde; those
of Metthew, 440.

(3) The following verses of Luke sre not perslleled in Matthew:
Luke 6:24-26, 34, 35a, 3Tb, 383, b, 39, 40, 45.

(4) Teking the shorter form of the perallel sayings, there are
382 words which cen possibly have exect correspendence.

(5) Out of these 382, only 164 show exact correspondence, er 42%
of the total. The 164 werds form 37.2% of 440--and 39.2% of 418--=the
total number of words in Matthew and Luke, respectively. This means
thet roughly speaking, a little mere than one third of each discourse
has en exact perallel in the other. Since Luke hes less words, the
percentege is cerrespondingly higher.

(6) There are werds in beth discourses that do net cerrespend
exactly but shovw minor modifications in tense, gender, number, or case.
The differences in some cases involve new words with similar meanings.
In ether worde, there is disagreement in wording, but general agree-
ment in meaning. There are 199 of these words in Matthew, correspend-
ing to 174 in Luke, that is, 45.2% and 41.6% of the total number of
words in each sermon respectively.

(7) Adding the total number of words of exact agreement to the
total number ef words of sgreement in meaning, we get the follewing
numbers: 363 in Metthew and 338 in Luke, or 82.5% and 80.9% of the

total number ef words in each discourse respectively.

r

a & Xe alie
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(8) There are 77 words in Metthew end 80 in Luke thet represent
complete disagreement, or 17.5% and 19.1% ef each discourse respective-
ly. In some cases these disagreements are minor, but in others they
give new meaning to the sayings. This is especially true in the case
of the beatitudes.

(9) Only four ef the passages under consideration are put by
Harnaek in his first list, i.e., the list where the sgreement is al-
most verbatim. The remeaining pssssges--with the exceptien of two--
Harnack includes in his second list, i.e. where the agreement is not
80 close as in the former list. There is enly ene passage--Mt.7:21 //
Lk. 6:76--which Harnack includes in the third list ef his classifics-
tion, i.s. these passages where the dissgrecment is so grest that it
is almost impossible to say that they go back te the szme written socurce.
Matthew 532 //Lk. 6:20a is not included by Harnsck in his liet. It is
obvieusly editorisl.

From thie data we can draw the fellewling conclusions:

l. The first and obvicus conclusion is thst we are dealing hers
with literary meterial. No theory of eral tradition cen acceunt for
the exact agreements (more than a third of each discourse), nor for
the less exact but very clese agreements in meening in 45.7% of the
Mattheen discourse corresponding te 41.6% of the Lukan. The literary
nature of the discourses is further reinforced by the erder in which
they appear in Metthew end Luke. With few exceptions, the discourses
appeer in the same order in both Matthew and Luke, in the former, how-
ever, broken up by other passagses. The disagreements cean be explained
8s the product of the evangelists for the purpose of bringing out the

meaning they sew in the specific passage or toc further their own theo—
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legical point ef view.

2. This study does net vindicate the (¢ hypothesis. This cen
only be shown te be possible by proving or at least making it very
prebable thst Luke did not use Matthew er vice versa. The enly peint
in faver of the Q hypothesis in this short study is the fact thet in
many of the sayings of the common discourses Luke seems to have kept
the more eériginal form. However, this is just the point that eppen-
ents of the hypethesis challenge. It has to be thoroughly investigeted,
and this we heve not done.

5. However, grenting thet neither Luke nor Matthew used each
other, it follews thet Q is the hypothesis that best expleins the facts.
In this cese it is obvious that Matthew hes used the { sermon as the

framework of his longer sermon. However, although keeping its order,

The

he has broken it up and breght in other materisls.
Le are the only conclusions that can legitimately be drawn

from onr?briof study.
\

PART I1I1 res nt -
C enge H ]

The Q hypetheeis is an attempt to explain the non-Marcan msterial
common to Metthew and Luke on the supposition thet neither Matthew ner
Luke was dependent on each other. In the first part of our pesper we
considered the way in which this hypetheticel document hes been con-
ceived by modern scholars. In the second part we enalyzed e small
portion of that cemmen non-Marcsn meterial in erder to determine the
degree of esgreement end disegreement and its bearning on the Q hype-

thesis. Our only positive conclusien was thet this material has been
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drawn frem s literary source and net from oral tredition. The Q hype-
thesis by itself could not be vindiceted on the basis of our analysis.
We turn now to a consideration of the present-day chellenge te this
hypothesis. It is our purpose to determine the nsture of the argu-
ments sdvenced by the opponents of the hypothesis.

Perhaps the most vocal challenger of the C hypethesis is the
British scholar, A. M. Parrer. He sets forth his arguments in the long
article, "On Dispensing with 'Q'", which sppears in the volume in honer
of the late R. H. Lightfoot.l

Farrer's arguments ean be classified in tweo brosd cstegories:

(1) those of a genersl charscter; (2) these thet attempt to disprove
the specific peints edvanced to meintain that Luke could net have used
Katthew.

The former (pp. 55-63) can be summarized as follows:

1. The most obvious hypothesis for the explenation of the non-
Marcan material commen to Mestthew and Luke is the cne thet peostulates
that Luke has drawn on Matthew.

2. This hypothesis has to be preven wrong before eny other can be
considered. This is especially true since ( has not been successfully
reconstructed.

3« The Q hypotheais does not compete on equal terms with the
Lukan dependence hypothesis because:

@. There is no independent evidence Ffer Q. Te postulate ¢
is therefore to postulste the unique, which is agsinst the principle

of economy of explansation.

b. Early Christisns wrote gospels, letters, and homiles.

1 D. E. Ninehem, ed., Studjes in the Gospels: Eseays in Hener of
R. H. Lightfoot (Oxford: Bastl Blackwell, 1955). Pp. 55-86.
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Q is neither.

4. Since the so-called Q source is basically a collection of say-
ings of our Lord, it is very difficult ot explain the narrative part
of Q. This is especially true if one considers the great symbelism
present in the preaching of John, the temptation end the baptism, if
this is also included.

S5« No satisfectory explanstion has been advanced te account for
the abasence of e passion narrstive in Q.

6. The sgreements of Matthew and Luke against Mark have net been
dealt with adequately by Streeter and others. The mest satisfactory
explanatioun is the Lukan dependence hypothesis.

In another pert of his article (pp. 63-66) Farrer considers five
reasons advanced why Luke eould net have used Matthew and gives his ewn
rebuttsl.

1. If Luke had used Metthew he weuld net have omitted certein
Matthean texts.

To this he answers thet if Luke waees an auther and not just s cel-
lector of sayings, then his emissions may be part of a studied presen-
tation of his werk.

2. The Lukan werding of many of the sayings of Jesus appears to
be mere original than the Matthean.

This ergument Farrer finds inconclusive, since when it is advanced
that a Luken form is more original, it csn be argued in all ceses that
the Matthean looks more original.

3« 8t. Luke follows Mark in continuous erder ever considersable
stretches. Why then has he trested Matthew, if he used it, in another

wey, dividing the text in different pieces and creeting new patterns?
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Farrer answers thst it is very difficult to fellow twe scurces
with equal regularity, and, furthermore, thet Luke has tsien ever the
Marcan skeleton and has used Mstthew as he saw fit.

4, St. Luke places the material thet he has in commen with Mat-
thew in an order which is less eppropriaste and coherent than the one
it has in Metthew.

Luke, Farrer argues, has orested his own arrangement which we
may not like but it is his ewn and we have te examine his own preduct.
5. "In St. Matthew much of ths material commen to him and St.

Luke alene is plsced in the context of Mercan parasgraphs. St. Luke,
even when he repreduces the same Marcan parsgraphs, does net place
the material we ere speeking ef in them, but scmewhere else."l

¥Whet we have to explein, meintains Farrer, is the fact that Luke
has talcen the Marcan narratives, disencumbered of their Mattheen saddi-
tions, and has placed them by themselves.

Farrer then proceeds to buttress his rebuttal to the last three
arguments. He shows (pp. 66~73) how Luke has combined passeges in
his long nen-Marcen section (9:51-18:14), taking Mstthean passages
and combining them in new forms. In each case Luke has mads new ar-
rangements to bring eut his peculiar points.

Finally, he brings out (pp. 73-86) the typological relstionship
between Metthew and Luke. MAccording to Farrer, Metthew has consciocus-
ly arranged his gospel as a counterpert in the new dispensation te
the Hexateuch in the Old Testement. The geneelegy and the five dis-
courses of Matthew correspond to the first six books ef the Hebrew

1 Farrer, op. cit., p. 63.
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Bible. In Luke the same pattern is present, although changed in many
ways to suit his own purpcses. The mest basic change hes been Luke's
expansion of the Mattheen Deuteronomy (Mat. 18). Luke's Deuteronomy
is his central section. It is here thet he gathers mcat of the teach-
ings of Jesus. Through the use of this typological relationship Far-
rer is sble to explain the changes that Luke haes made in the Matthean
composition as legicsl end what one should expect granting Luke's pat-
tern.

These are in summary form the srguments advanced by Farrer te
explain the relation between the nen-Mercan passages common te Matthew
end Luke. He dispenses with @, as the less likely hypoethesis, and ear-
gues that Luke hes used Matthew.

We find that the issues raised by the general arguments that
Ferrer advances in the first part of his article are real and that any
serious exponent of the Q hypothesis has te deel with them. Further-
more, the question as to which sayings ere more original deserves
attention. However, we raise very serious doubis aa to the validity
of typology-~which secms to be Farrer's mein buttirees--es an sdequate
method to sttempt to solve the relationship between the non-Marcan
pessages ocommon to Matthew and Luke. Typolegy cen be ussed es a handy
device to prove esnything. We are net discarding the methed but peint-
ing out its limitetions.

More convincing seem to us the findings of a Graduate Seminar
held at Drew University during the fall ef 1959.1

In respect to the so-called vocabulary of Q, the Abstract reports

1 an Abetract of the Precesdings of the Graduste Seminsr en the
Synoptic Problem, Drew University, Octeber 6, 1958-Januery 26, 1959.
In mimeographed form for private circulation)



| 20

thet Mr. Lloreda, one of the members of the Seminar, steted thet (pe12)

«..it was difficult to find a peculisr "Q" vocabulary...
/His/ conclueion was that "Q" does not have a distinctive
vecabulery and that what has been called "Q" vecabulary
is really a list of the most frequently used words in the
New Testament.

The cumulstive evidence of the sgreements of Matthew and Luke
sgainst Mark, the Seminsr found to be more significant than appesrs in
Streeter's consideration of the metter. Mr. Keech, snother of the
Seminarisns, made a study of this mstter and indicetes in his repert
(pe 13):

»sothat the asgreements between Metthew and luke against Mark
are far greater then is generally eppreciated, and that the wide-
spread notion thet Streeter has adequately scceunted for these
agresments is ill-founded. The moat simple way in which to
account for these agreements in the triple traditicn would be
te allow that Luke not enly has s cepy of Merk, which he tends
to follow closely, but that he also has & copy of Matthew,
which sometimes influences his text to the point that we have
pessages in which there sare significant sgreements amounting

in one case as high as 18 consecutive words. This stremgly
suggests that at some pointe he was not only influenced by his
reading of the text of Matthew, but thet he has actually copied
it.

A remarkeble statement is made by Dr. Willism Fermer, head of
the Seminar in respect te the question of eorder snd the mere original
sayings in Luke, which because of its impertsnce, we shall quete in

full. Says the Abstrect (pp. 13~14):

Dr. Fermer stated thst in rereading Streeter end Hawkins
he had observed that their statements esbout Matthew and Luke
having inserted "C" material into different Marken context is
very misleading. In the first plesce this statement presupposes
the priority of Mark, which to begin with may be & false pre-
mise, and in the second place, even granting the priority of
Mark, this stetement includes e false observation. Actually,
Luke has not introduced sayings material from "Q" or Matthew
into Marken contexts. There is not e single instence in which
it can be shown thet Luke has introduced a passage, generally
thought ef as "Q" inte a Markan context. "C" meteriel in the
gospel of Luke eccurs in two sections of that doccument 6:20~
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8:3 snd 9:15-18:14. An enalysis of these two sections indi-
cates thet they are made up of material from "C" (er Matthew)
and Luke's specisl source masteriel. There is no evidence of
literary dependence of Luke on Mark in these two sections (cf.
Sir John C. Hawkins, "Oxford Studies in the Symoptic Problem®.)
A more accurate descriptien of the facts would be te say that
Luke, in follewing Merk, has literslly opened up the gospel of
Mark st two peints, i.e. Merk 3:19 snd 9:40, snd at these twe
points in his Merken nerrative, he has inseted great blocks of
sayings meteriel from his neon-Merkan sources. Once thie is
recognized, e great step forward has been made in solving the
so-called problem of order. It should be remembered that it
has elweys been the problem of order which has constituted the
grestest difficulty for whet Streeter acknowledges to be "that
ebvisus suggestion thet Luke imew Matthew's Gospel (or vise Z;i§7
verse) and derived from it some of his materials." The only
other reason Streeter gives fer rejecting thie "obvicus sug-
gestion" ie his notion thet "sometimes it is Matthew, semetimes
it is Luke, who gives s saying in whet is clesrly the more
original ferm". This is inexplicable, sccording to Streeter,
if either is dependent on the other. It would be inexplicable
if true! But such seems not to be the case. There seems net
te be a single insteance in which it can be said that Luke

when perallel to Matthew "gives a saying in what is clearly
the more original form". 1In every case it is either possible to
explein how Luke's ferm of the meterial has been derived from
Matthew--or where the situation doea not ebtein, one is left

in considerable doubt as to which e? the twoe forms is the more
original. With the remeval of Strester's two reascns fer net
accepting the "ebvious suggestion” thet Luke copied Matthew,

we are left in the position of either finding ether seriocus
objecticns to the hypothesis or accepting it tentatively and
testing it scientifieally.

The Seminar Greup concludes their work with the assertion (p. 14)
"that our findings lend significent if not compélling suppert to the
hypothesis that luke used a copy of Mstthew in composing his gospel.”

The erguments of the Seminar Group can be summerized as follows:

(1) There is no evidence ef a distinctive Q vecabulary.

(2) The cumuletive egreements of Metthew and Luke against Mark
are very significant and militete ageinst Q.

(3) There is no evidence thet Luke has intreduced a Q pessege
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(Matthew) into a Marcan context. Therefore, the question of order can
best be understood if we see that Luke has epened up his Marcan outline
at 3:19 and 9:40 and introducod here his material from other sources.

(4) There are no instmmces in which it can be said definitely
that where Luke perallels Metthew the former has clearly the more eri-
ginal ferm. It cen be argued the other wey around in every case.

(5) Therefore, the "obvious suggestion" is that luke hgd a cepy
of Matthew and used it in the composition of his gospel. This hypo-
thesis should be sccepted and tested scientificszlly.

On the vwhole the methodology follewed by the Greup &t Drew is

completely acceptable. They have attacked the issues linguistically

and critically. They have studied the lists that Harnack created et
the beginning of the century and have found them wanting. They have
found inadequate Streeter's trestment of the subject under considera-
tion. Their efferts have scientific valldity, as it is their purpess
to point out whet they consider false premises snd conclusions of

previous acholars.

Cencluding Remsasrks

What shall we say then concerning the whole question ef the chal-

lenge to §?

1. The challenge is scholerly and to be taken seriocusly. The new
hypothesis deserves to be tested scientifically.

2. Those that held to the Q source ought now toc reslize thati 4t is
just & hypothesis and that it cannot be advanced--without further edo--

as one of the assured results of New Testament criticism. The objec~
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tions raised by Parrer and others have to be met on the schelarly
level.

3. A serious study should be mede of the Gospel of Luke, teking
inte consideration the fact thaet Luke is en auther in his own right
and not merely a compiler. AMAttention should be given to the possibil-
ity thet he actually has drawn from Matthew. Hens Oonzelmenn's work
on Luke hes a grest deal to say concerning the peculierities ef Luke
as an author but does not consider this poslibility-l Dees the Lukan
arrengement and theolegical pesition explain the use luke has made
of the Matthean material? This is the big question that awaits
scholarly research.

4. Also attention should be given te the appropriste methed in
determining the prierity of a saying. What constitutes e mere origi-
nal saying? Schelars differ in their judgments ss to which saying is
more eriginal. Is it pessible tec devise s scientific methed that msy
give results acceptable to all? Obviously, this is sn Herculean task,
since it requires kmowledge of meny fields and sensitiveness to the
real genius of each gospel writer.

5. If the thesis advanced by Farrer and others holds true, it
weuld be a Copernican revelution in New Testement research. The werk
of several generations of New Testament acholers weuld have to be en-
tirely reviewed.

This is as fer as we cen go in thie paper. Our firet purpese was
te set before us the Q hypethesis as the acceptable explanstion to the
relstionship between the non-Marcan material common to Matthew and

1
. The Theology of Luke (New York: Harper & Brethers, 1960),
pessim.
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Luke. In the second part we endeavored to find eut what a cemparisen
of the discourses common te Matthew and Luke in their respective ser-
mons {on the Mount and on the Plain) would revesl in respect to the Q
hypethesis. Our only pesitive conclusion was thet these discourses
have a common literary source behind them. The Q hypothesis in itself
was net vindicated. In the third part of eur study we have attempted
to present the present-day challenge to the Q hypothesis.

The question of the relationship between Matthew and Luke in res-
pect to their commeon nen-Mercen material is teday in a state eof flux.
No pésitive judgment cen be made one way or the other. The mstter

awaits further schelerly reseerch. It may be that after all is ever

the Q hypethesis will be mere than ever in the saddle.
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